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Strat Sheet

All disadvantages are fine. In particular, The Redeployment and Compensation DA are good because they function as a case turn- more troops will have to fight, more weapons and money will have to be used and spent. 

***1NC***

1) Criticizing universal values leads to the eventual extinction of moral responsibility 

Zygmunt Bauman, University Of Leeds Professor Emeritus Of Sociology, Life In Fragments: Essays In Postmodern Morality, 95, p. 190-2.

There are, of course, good reasons for the present reticence of the rhetors, once only too eager to discriminate and legislate. The modern dream of happiness legislating Reason has brought bitter fruits. The greatest crimes against humanity (and by humanity) have been perpetrated in the name of the rule of Reason, of better order and greater happiness. A mind numbing devastation proved to be the issue of the marriage between philosophical certitude and the arrogant self-confidence of the powers that be. The modern romance with universal Reason and perfection proved to be a costly affair; it also proved to be abortive, as the great factory of order went on producing more disorder while the holy war against ambivalence spawned more ambivalence. There are reasons to be wary of modern promises, and of the tools alleged to make them true. There are reasons to be chary and heedful of philosophical certitude; and there are reasons to consider such caution prudent and realistic, since the appointed marriage partner of universal certitude   the powers boasting universalizing ambitions and resources to support them   is nowhere to be seen. But the reticence itself is costly. Just as the modern romance with transparency and Eindeutigkeit bred opacity and ambivalence, postmodern tolerance breeds intolerance. Modernitatization of social space spawned oppression massive and condensed; the postmodern privatization of social spacing spawns oppression scattered and small scale, but manifold and ubiquitous. Coercion is no more the State's monopoly, but this is not necessarily unambiguously good news, as it does not mean less coercion. The grand certitude has dissipated, but, in the process, has split into a multitude of little certainties, clung to all the more ferociously for their puniness. One wonders what sort of service is offered to the uncertainty stricken world by (to quote Castoriadis's pithy characterization) `the intellectual boy scouts of the past few decades, who preach both the rights of man and the idea that there is a radical difference between cultures that forbids us from making any value judgments about other cultures" though many such cultures, having avidly and joyfully embraced Western guns and video recorders, show amazing reserve when it comes to the borrowing of such Western inventions as habeas corpus or citizenship. There is no easy exit from the quandary. We have learned the hard way that while universal values offer a reasonable medicine against the oppresive obtrusiveness of parochial backwaters, and communal autonomy offers an emotionally gratifying tonic against the standoffish callousness of the universalists, each drug when taken regularly turns into poison. Indeed, as long as the choice is but between the two medicines, the chance of health must be meagre and remote. One may say, however, that both corrective therapies tend to become pathogenic for the same reason. They both accept and tolerate their objects   be they `bearers of the rights of man' or `faithful sons of the people' in any capacity but one: that of the moral selves. Autonomy of the moral self is one capacity that neither of the two would admit gladly, since both encounter it as an obstacle to any certainty, including the kind of certainty they are bent on securing or protecting. If either had things its own way, the outcome would be strikingly similar: disqualification and then gradual extinction of moral impulses and moral responsibility. It is precisely this effect that debilitates and incapacitates in advance the only forces that would stand a chance of arresting the treatment at the point where it turns murderous. Once expropriated or excused from moral responsibility, subjects know no more (as Bertrand Russell put it) when to start screaming. As far as the prospects of safeguarding human lives against cruelty (something which both the modern project and its postmodern rejection promised, though each sniffed the roots of cruelty under a different tree) are concerned, it does not matter much who is in charge of social spacing and whose charts are proclaimed obligatory; it does not matter either whether it is the social, or the aesthetic spacing which structures human habitat. If anything does matter, it is the redemption of moral capacity and, in effect, the re moralization of human space. To the likely objection `This proposition on is unrealistic', the proper response is: `It had better be realistic'. 

1NC

Consequentialism inevitable, arguments from morality are circular argument.  The attempt to make decisions based exclusively on d-rules always relies on implicit use of consequential and subjective logic 
Craig Sloss, President of Graduate Student Association  Debunking Objectivism, mathNEWS, The University of Waterloo Faculty of Mathematics Student Newspaper, Volume 92,  Issue 3: 6/13/2003 CF
Despite its pretentions of being a universal truth, the philosophy of objectivism is just as subjective and socially contingent as any other political philosophy. Ridpath argued that humans acquire concepts throughout their life. However, people do not grow up in a vacuum, but rather, within a particular society that affirms a particular morality and epistemology. As a result, a person's ideas of what constitutes "the good" and "the truth" are dependent on the society in which that person lives. (In anticipation of a potential counter-argument to this claim, I should point out that it is also futile to consider humans "in a state of nature" outside society, as such humans would simply develop a morality appropriate to living outside society.)  In light of this, the rational egoist morality — and its assumption that one's own life is the ultimate end of all human action — proposed by Ridpath is seen not as an eternal, universal and objective truth, but rather as a product of the laissez-faire aspects of the society in which we currently live. The objectivist morality is merely an incorrect universalization of certain aspects of morality that arise from our particular social system. From an epistemological standpoint, the particular kind of reason described by Ridpath is also seen to be socially contingent — for it is within society that we learn to reason. The philosophy of objectivism, as a product of society, is as subjective as any other philosophy.  Looking at things more generally, one begins to see that it is futile to make moral arguments in order to justify any social system. It should come as little surprise that when affirming the moral system which develops under capitalism, one concludes that capitalism is a moral system — it's a circular argument. (This is a caveat not only for objectivists, but also for those who would argue against capitalism based on its "immorality." Affirming a non-capitalist morality will certainly lead one to conclude that capitalism is immoral in an equally trivial argument.) From a political standpoint, morality is irrelevant. Since ideas of morality develop within social systems, one cannot use moral arguments to justify a social structure. The Dangers of "Rights" Politics  

Rights are never absolute because they necessarily conflict with each other, attempts to rigidly apply the theory of objectivism limit the ability to reach the end goal- the experience of freedom.
Craig Sloss, President of Graduate Student Association  Debunking Objectivism, mathNEWS, The University of Waterloo Faculty of Mathematics Student Newspaper, Volume 92,  Issue 3: 6/13/2003 CF

My second objection to the objectivists is practical, rather than philosophical. Specifically, the focus on using the concept of "rights" to secure freedom is ultimately ineffective and may even be counterproductive to that goal. Rights, as they are currently conceived in political discourse, are seen as limits only on the actions of the state: the state must never infringe on rights (Ridpath's favourites are life, liberty and property) and must act to ensure that they are generally secure. The problem with this conception of rights is that its scope is too limited. It supposes that the only source of unfreedom in our society is the state, while ignoring the effects other institutions have in terms of reducing freedom. Out of the entire apparatus of social domination, the state-based conception of rights addresses only one of many mechanisms, while ignoring others.  Consider the following example. The state may recognize an individual's liberty to speak freely and express opinions. However, suppose that individual is employed by a corporation that supports views contrary to those of the employee. As the corporation is not bound to respect the employee's right of liberty, the employee may be afraid to speak publicly for fear of economic retribution. Moreover, in such a case, the state would be unable to interfere to protect the employee's free speech rights, for to do so would violate the corporation's property rights.  As this example demonstrates, apart from relations between the individual and state, there are other power relations in society that are damaging to human freedom. A state-based conception of rights is counterproductive in two ways. First, as the previous example shows, the rights extended to institutions such as corporations may prevent the state from ensuring the rights of individuals. Second, a rights-based political system may cause complacency among the general population and discourage critical examination of abuses of freedom perpetuated by non-state institutions. What I mean by this is that if people believe they have rights, and constantly hear about how they have rights, they will be less likely to notice that in almost all situations involving power relations (i.e. all power relations not involving the state), they in fact have no rights. Possible solutions to this dilemma could include either an expansion of the notion of rights to encompass all social relations, or an abandonment of a rights-based political strategy in favour of a systematic examination and reconstitution of societal power relations damaging to freedom — but this is an entirely different discussion altogether. 

***Objectivism Bad***

Destroys Individual/Community Balance
The market economy destroys the balance between the individual and community 

Stephen MARGLIN Walter Baker Professor of Economics @ Harvard ‘8 “Why Thinking Like an Economist Can Be Harmful to the Community-Interview with Stephen Marglin” Challenge March-April p. 20-21 

Q. So let me then return to that issue that seems to be essential. Why is community important? A. Community is important to a meaningful life. Community is about human connections; we need community to foster and maintain these connections. And we are diminished as our human connections are diminished. I am not talking about a nostalgic past that never was. am fully aware of all kinds of problems and oppressions that exist within communities. I have no desire to create or recreate oppressive communities, to imitate the Amish, for example. Nor is it the case that we should always choose the community over the individual: there has to be a balance between two. I start my book with a quotation from the Jewish scholar and sage Hillel, who 2,000 years ago said, “If I am not for myself, who will be? And if I am only for myself, what am I?” I think that captures the tension between the individual and community very beautifully, a tension that is, or at least can be, healthy, constructive, desirable. What has happened in the last 400 years is that the balance that Hillel sought has been severely eroded, and a chief culprit is the market, aided and abetted by the economics profession. What I hope my book, The Dismal Science, will do is to get people to rethink that balance and think about what we as a society can do to redress the imbalance, to reverse the headlong rush toward one pole in which the individual marginalizes the other pole, the community pole. 

Coercion K2 Social Order

Coercion is key to maintain social order, unchecked autonomy collapse on itself 
Robert Veatch, The Hastings Center Report, Nov-Dec, 1996, v26 n6, p. 41-48.

Autonomy, understood as independence, freedom of choice, and the right to be left alone, is an important facet of freedom, but not the only important one. When autonomy walks alone, and tries to do all the moral work a more complex understanding of freedom should do, it stumbles. Poverty and ignorance can restrict freedom of action as effectively as restrictive legislation. Perhaps more so. This returns us to the simplistic polarity between autonomy and coercion, where autonomy is always the "good guy" and coercion is always bad, forgetting in the process that coercion is an essential component of social control and a necessary means of maintaining social order, upon which freedom itself depends. When voluntary persuasion fads and only coercion works, and when it serves both the public and the individual good, coercion can be morally justified. Public health measures such as infectious disease control and mandatory vaccination programs for children are paradigmatic examples of justified coercion. We are so frightened by beneficence, so staunchly protective of our individual rights, so stubbornly libertarian, that we will prefer to do that which is destined to fail - even when lives are at stake - rather than risk any assaults on our autonomy. 

Dogma
Objectivism is dogma – it begs the question of what reason means 

John W. Robbins, Ph.D in political philosophy at Johns Hopkins University, Answer to Ayn Rand, 1974, p.7

In her philosophy of Objectivism, Rand is compelled to insist upon the autonomy of "reason," i.e., its independence of religious ideas, more vigorously than any other contemporary or recent philosopher. She has even requested that the term "reason" be engraved on her tombstone." Other philosophers have been influenced or overwhelmed by the depth psychologies, by radical historicism, or by existentialism and have questioned the traditional certitudes of secular thought, including the presupposition of theoretical autonomy.  Prior to this modern skepticism, this dogma of autonomy was accepted uncritically, and it has been Rand's goal to reaffirm the autonomy of "reason" ". . . as the ultimate judge  in matters of truth  and  falsehood" " on pain of skepticism. Rand is the modern champion of "reason" against the modern philosophical skeptics. But "reason" is simply a cue word that has been used by all varieties of humanists since the world began. Its derivatives,  "reasonable,"  "unreasonable,"  "rational" and  "irrational" are the necessary verbiage of all socialist legal systems, which are established to eliminate "unreasonable risks" to citizens or establish "reasonable standards" for their behavior.  The word "reason" is a great empty vessel into which any and all meanings may be and have been poured; without it or its equivalent it is inconceivable that humanist thought and society could exist." Her position, and the position of all secular thinkers, is made problematic, not only by modern skepticism, but also by the lack of one definite meaning for the word "reason." As Dooyeweerd points out, “the traditional dogmatic view of philosophical thought . . . implies that the ultimate starting point of philosophy should be found in this thought itself.  But due to the lack of a univocal sense, the pretended autonomy cannot guarantee a common basis to the different philosophical trends.  On the contrary, it appears again and again that this dogma impedes a real contact between philosophical schools and trends that prove to differ in their deepest, supra-theoretical presuppositions.”

Objectivism links to itself – it makes a standard for what survival is

John W. Robbins, Ph.D in political philosophy at Johns Hopkins University, Answer to Ayn Rand, 1974, p.109

How did the argument move from physical survival as the ethical standard to "man qua man," i.e., to a "standard" already bristling with value judgments?  By this substitution Rand may attack an action which leads to survival as "evil" because it does not lead to the kind of survival she has implicitly selected as proper for man." Rand smuggles ethics into her system by the backdoor: she switches the standard from survival to a certain kind of survival.  (Perhaps it is best to emphasize here that the physical survival of man is the survival of man qua man. After all, man has not become a plant or an animal simply because he wants to survive at any price: he has merely become a coward, or a dictator.) Rand's subtle substitution points up the centrality of what might be called the doctrine of forfeiture in her ethics and politics: the doctrine consists in the notion that men who act in a certain way or ways forfeit their humanity
Kills morals

Avoiding consequentalist decision-making renders people callous and is devoid of moral 

Kai Nielsen, Professor of Philosophy, University of Calgary, Absolutism and Its Consequentialist Critics, ed. Joram Graf Haber, 1993, p. 170-2 [this evidence is gender-paraphrased]
Forget the levity of the example and consider the case of the innocent fat man. If there really is no other way of unsticking our fat man and if plainly, without blasting him out, everyone in the cave will drown, then, innocent or not, he should be blasted out. This indeed overrides the principle that the innocent should never be deliberately killed, but it does not reveal a callousness toward life, for the people involved are caught in a desperate situation in which, if such extreme action is not taken, many lives will be lost and far greater misery will obtain. Moreover, the people who do such a horrible thing or acquiesce in the doing of it are not likely to be rendered more callous about human life and human suffering as a result. Its occurrence will haunt them for the rest of their lives and is as likely as not to make them more rather than less morally sensitive. It is not even correct to say that such a desperate act shows a lack of respect for persons. We are not treating the fat man merely as a means. The fat man's person‑his interests and rights are not ignored. Killing him is something which is undertaken with the greatest reluctance. It is only when it is quite certain that there is no other way to save the lives of the others that such a violent course of action is justifiably undertaken. Alan Donagan, arguing rather as Anscombe argues, maintains that "to use any innocent man ill for the sake of some public good is directly to degrade him to being a mere means" and to do this is of course to violate a principle essential to morality, that is, that human beings should never merely be treated as means but should be treated as ends in themselves (as persons worthy of respect)." But, as my above remarks show, it need not be the case, and in the above situation it is not the case, that in killing such an innocent man we are treating him merely as a means. The action is universalizable, all alternative actions which would save his life are duly considered, the blasting out is done only as a last and desperate resort with the minimum of harshness and indifference to his suffering and the like. It indeed sounds ironical to talk this way, given what is done to him. But if such a terrible situation were to arise, there would always be more or less humane ways of going about one's grim task. And in acting in the more humane ways toward the fat man, as we do what we must do and would have done to ourselves were the roles reversed, we show a respect for his person. In so treating the fat man‑not just to further the public good but to prevent the certain death of a whole group of people (that is to prevent an even greater evil than his being killed in this way)‑the claims of justice are not overriden either, for each individual involved, if he is reasonably correct, should realize that if he were so stuck rather than the fat man, he should in such situations be blasted out. Thus, there is no question of being unfair. Surely we must choose between evils here, but is there anything more reasonable, more morally appropriate, than choosing the lesser evil when doing or allowing some evil cannot be avoided? That is, where there is no avoiding both and where our actions can determine whether a greater or lesser evil obtains, should we not plainly always opt for the lesser evil? And is it not obviously a greater evil that all those other innocent people should suffer and die than that the fat man should suffer and die? Blowing up the fat man is indeed monstrous. But letting him remain stuck while the whole group drowns is still more monstrous. The consequentialist is on strong moral ground here, and, if his reflective moral convictions do not square either with certain unrehearsed or with certain reflective particular moral convictions of human beings, so much the worse for such commonsense moral convictions. One could even usefully and relevantly adapt herethough for a quite different purpose‑an argument of Donagan's. Consequentialism of the kind I have been arguing for provides so persuasive "a theoretical basis for common morality that when it contradicts some moral intuition, it is natural to suspect that intuition, not theory, is corrupt."" Given the comprehensiveness, plausibility, and overall rationality of consequentialism, it is not unreasonable to override even a deeply felt moral conviction if it does not square with such a theory, though, if it made no sense or overrode the bulk of or even a great many of our considered moral convictions, that would be another matter indeed. Anticonsequentialists often point to the inhumanity of people who will sanction such killing of the innocent, but cannot the compliment be returned by speaking of the even greater inhumanity, conjoined with evasiveness, of those who will allow even more death and far greater misery and then excuse themselves on the ground that they did not intend the death and misery but merely forbore to prevent it? In such a context, such reasoning and such forbearing to prevent seems to me to constitute a moral evasion. I say it is evasive because rather than steeling himself to do what in normal circumstances would be a horrible and vile act but in this circumstance is a harsh moral necessity, he [it] allows, when he has the power to prevent it, a situation which is still many times worse. He tries to keep his `moral purity' and [to] avoid `dirty hands' at the price of utter moral failure and what Kierkegaard called `double‑mindedness.' It is understandable that people should act in this morally evasive way but this does not make it right. 

***Libertarianism Bad***

Must Dismantle Ideological superstructure

Libertarianism is unconvincing and useless without dismantling its ideological superstructure 
Friedman, Jeffrey Department of Political Science, Yale University, New Haven, CT, (1997) 'What's wrong with Libertarianism', Critical Review, 11: 3, 407 — 467 CF
ABSTRACT : Libertarian arguments about the empirical benefits of capitalism are, as yet, inadequate to convince anyone who lacks libertarian philosophical convictions. Yet "philosophical" libertarianism founders on internal contradictions that render it unfit to make libertarians out of anyone who does not have strong consequentialist reasons for libertarian belief. The joint failure of these two approaches to libertarianism explains why they are both present in orthodox libertarianism—they hide each other's weaknesses, thereby perpetuating them. Libertarianism retains significant potential for illuminating the modern world because of its distance from mainstream intellectual assumptions. But this potential will remain unfulfilled until its ideological superstructure is dismantled. 

Inherently wrong

It is in the nature of libertarianism to be incorrect 
Friedman, Jeffrey Department of Political Science, Yale University, New Haven, CT, (1997) 'What's wrong with Libertarianism', Critical Review, 11: 3, 407 — 467 CF
That said, it must also be admitted that Conway's argument for libertarianism fails. Conway does just about everything a philosopher could do for the utilitarian-libertarian cause, but it is in the nature of this cause that it must inevitably appeal to empirical claims, and the vindication of such claims requires more than philosophical expertise. The concern about capital formation just quoted is one example. It is true that if government redistribution of in come brought all saving to a halt, it would be disastrous, as Conway claims. But he adduces no evidence that the particular amount of redistributive taxation necessary to bring about income equality, or greater income equality, in a particular society would bring about such severe consequences. Only extremely high ("confiscatory") levels of taxation would stop all saving. Short of that point—wherever it lies—Conway gives us no reason to believe that the addition to well-being that might be produced by shifting income from the most to the least advantaged would be outweighed by the depressing effect this might have on capital formation in a given time and place. 

Transition kills moral values 

Liberalism has instilled moral values, a transition to libertarianism would interrupt everything we’ve learned 
Walter Berns, Professor of Government, Georgetown, FREEDOM AND VIRTUE, George Carey, ed., 1984, p. 32-3.

I think what I have said above is sufficient to illustrate my point: we were founded on liberal principles, but we used the public authority in nonliberal ways. We did so partly out of habit, I suppose, and partly because there were men--Horace Mann, the central figure in American public schooling, is a good example-who reflected on our situation and who knew that a liberal state could not be perpetuated with simply self-interested citizens. Men had to be taught to be public-spirited, to care for others, to be at least somewhat altruistic. In the course of time, and partly as the result of Supreme Court decisions affecting public education, public support of private education, and, of course, the censorship of obscenity, we have ceased to use the public authority in these ways. We can now be said to be living off the fat we built up in the past. I shudder to think of what would happen if we moved all the way from liberalism to libertarianism.

Turn- Tax payer money 

If we withdraw from Iraq it will cost even more tax payer money 

Chris Rackauckas, 2010, “Setting a timetable for troop withdrawal from Iraq is a terrible mistake”, Helium.com, http://www.helium.com/items/483497-setting-a-timetable-for-troop-withdrawal-from-iraq-is-a-terrible-mistake CF
If we don't give a timetable, no one will be able to expect anything, making it harder for the terrorists to plan a good strike. Good strike can mean a lot of things, especially when talking about timetable. If we set how many troops have to be evacuated by how long, the American citizens will want to see this promise carried out. If the terrorists target something like a transport boat so that way the movement of troops are slowed, the American citizens will react in even more anger because the timetable has not been met and they are being bombed. This will only cause the government to have to spend more tax money to devise more expensive ways to move massive amounts of troops in the time frame American citizens want.
Turn-Taxes Good

Taxation redistributes freedom rather than limiting it

Will Kymlicka, Professor of Philosophy, University of Toronto, CONTEMPORARY POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY, 1990, p, 147. 

As soon as we ask that question, Flew's equation of capitalism with freedom is undermined. For it is the owners of the resource who are made free to dispose of it, while non-owners are deprived of that freedom. Suppose that a large estate you would have inherited (in the absence of an inheritance tax) now becomes a public park, or a low-income housing project (as a result of the tax). The inheritance tax does not eliminate the freedom to use the property, rather it redistributes that freedom. If you inherit the estate, then you are free to dispose of it as you see fit, but if I use your backyard for my picnic or garden without your permission, then I am breaking the law, and the government will intervene and coercively deprive me of the freedom to continue. On the other hand, my freedom to use and enjoy the property is increased when the welfare state taxes your inheritance to provide me with affordable housing, or a public park. So the free market legally restrains my freedom, while the welfare state increases it.

Turn-Liberty=Moral vacuum 

Excess liberty creates a moral vacuum- something human nature cannot possibly endure
Robert Nisbet, Professor of Sociology, Columbia, FREEDOM AND VIRTUE, George Carey, ed., 1984, p. 20.

For the conservative, individual freedom lies in the interstices of social and moral authority. Only because of the restraining and guiding effects of such authority does it become possible for human beings to sustain so liberal a political government as that which the Founding Fathers designed in this country and which flourished in England from the late seventeenth century on. Remove the social bonds, as the more zealous and uncompromising of libertarian individualists have proposed ever since William Godwin, and you emerge with, not a free but a chaotic people, not creative but impotent individuals. Human nature, Balzac correctly wrote, cannot endure a moral vacuum.

Turn- Redistribution Good

Libertarians agree- we should spend public resources to fix problems we are responsible for 

Paul Harris, IR lecturer, INTERNATIONAL OBLIGATION AND HUMAN HEALTH: EVOLVING RESPONSES TO AIDS, September 2001
An ethical (and legal) perspective of responsibility for harm says, quite simply, that those responsible for causing harm are responsible for ending and ultimately righting that wrong. Henry Shue has clearly stated the fundamentals of this perspective: “The obligation to restore those whom one has harmed is acknowledged even by those who reject any general obligation to help strangers.  This is because one ought even more fundamentally to do no harm in the first place.

Redistribution is key to dignity

Will Kymlicka, Professor of Philosophy, University of Toronto, CONTEMPORARY POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY, 1990, p. 150. 

But, we have seen, the notion of dignity and agency that Nozick relies on, based on the idea of acting on one's conception of oneself, requires rights over resources as well as one's person. Having independent access to resources is important for our purposes, and hence our purposive freedom, but that argues for liberal equality not libertarianism.
***Consequences***

Consequentialist FW key

Policy must be viewed through a consequentialist framework- the libertarian mindset only re-entrenches us in the aff harms 
Friedman, Political Science at Bernard University, 97
(Jefferey, "What's Wrong with Libertarianism," Critical Review, Volume: 3, pg 458-459)

On the one hand, the reclamation of the Enlightenment legacy can lead in far more directions than the political—science path I have suggested. It is surely important to launch anthropological, economic, historical, sociological, and psychological investigations of the preconditions of human happiness. And post-libertarian cultural historians and critics are uniquely positioned to analyze the unstated assumptions that take the place of the requisite knowledge in determining democratic attitudes. A prime candidate would seem to be the overwhelming focus on intentions as markers for the desirability of a policy. If a policy is well intended, this is usually taken to be a decisive consideration in its favor. This heuristic might explain the moralism that observers since Tocqueville have noticed afflicts democratic cultures. To date, this phenomenon is relatively unexplored. Analogous opportunities for insightful postlibertarian research can be found across the spectrum of political behavior. What is nationalism, for example, if not a device that helps an ignorant public navigate the murky waters of politics by applying a simple “us-versus-them” test to any proposed policy? Pursuit of these possibilities, however, must be accompanied by awareness of the degeneration of postwar skepticism into libertarian ideology. If the post-libertarian social scientist yields to the hope of re-establishing through consequentialist research the antigovernment politics that has until now been sustained by libertarian ideology; she will only recreate the conditions that have served to retard serious empirical inquiry. It is fashionable to call for political engagement by scholars and to deny the possibility that one can easily isolate one’s work from one’s political sympathies. But difficulty is no excuse for failing to try. Libertarians have even less of an excuse than most, since, having for so long accused the intellectual mainstream of bias and insulation from refutation, they should understand better than anyone the importance of subverting one’s own natural intellectual complacency with the constant reminder that one might be wrong. The only remedy for the sloppiness that has plagued libertarian scholarship is to become one’s own harshest critic. This means thinking deeply and skeptically about one’s politics and its premises and, if one has libertarian sympathies, directing one’s scholarship not at vindicating them, but at finding out if they are mistaken. 
Ethical responsibility 

It is an ethical responsibility of the government to consider consequences 

Owen Harries, editor and founder of The National Interest, Senior Fellow at The Centre for Independent Studies, Spring 1993/1994, The National Interest, “Power and Civilization,” p. Lexis
Performance is the test. Asked directly by a Western interviewer, “In principle, do you believe in one standard of human rights and free expression?”, Lee immediately answers, “Look, it is not a matter of principle but of practice.” This might appear to represent a simple and rather crude pragmatism. But in its context it might also be interpreted as an appreciation of the fundamental point made by Max Weber that, in politics, it is “the ethic of responsibility” rather than “the ethic of absolute ends” that is appropriate. While an individual is free to treat human rights as absolute, to be observed whatever the cost, governments must always weigh consequences and the competing claims of other ends. So once they enter the realm of politics, human rights have to take their place in a hierarchy of interests, including such basic things as national security and the promotion of prosperity. Their place in that hierarchy will vary with circumstances, but no responsible government will ever be able to put them always at the top and treat them as inviolable and over-riding. The cost of implementing and promoting them will always have to be considered.
Not all Taxes Bad

Not every instance of taxation is bad- consequences must be evaluated to make the distinction between good and bad
Friedman, Political Science at Bernard University, 97

(Jefferey, "What's Wrong with Libertarianism," Critical Review, Volume: 3, pg 449-450)
Kelley’s book serves this purpose by placing the two mainstays of contemporary libertarian consequentialism—spontaneous order theory and public choice theory—into, the context of a general ferment of free-market ideas that bubbled up in the middle of the century. Kelley shows that, at the same moment when the left was also beginning to repudiate bureaucratic statism (in principle, at least), Hayek, Buchanan, and Tullock were only a few of those who challenged the burgeoning postwar megastate from the right. Among the others were Milton Friedman, Ronald Coase, George Stigler, Harold Demsetz, Yale Brozen, G. Warren Nutter, Gary Becker, and Sam Peltzman, all of the University of Chicago. The first thing to notice about this list is that every one of its members was an economist by training (Tullock receiving economics training as part of the Chicago law program). The roots of libertarianism were fundamentally economic—hence consequentialist. Hayek was an economist who cut his teeth in the debate between Ludwig von Mises and the socialist economists of the 1920S; Nozick became a libertarian only after being convinced that the Mises-Hayek critique of socialism was lethal. But the second thing to notice is that the resurgence of free-market economics was insufficient to create libertarianism, even though it was absolutely necessary. All of the painstaking research of Chicago- and Austrian-school economists could not explain why every government regulation, let alone every government redistribution of wealth, would necessarily do more harm than good. This is the aspiration, in effect, of universalist public choice theory and of the exaggerated claims now made for spontaneous order. But neither these nor any other consequentialist arguments convincingly closed the gap between a general predisposition for free markets and the rigid libertarian refusal to deviate from them under any circumstances. 
Avoiding extinction comes first
The most vital imperative is avoiding extinction-consequence evaluation key 
Sissela Bok, Department of Philosophy, Brandeis University, 1988 Kant's arguments in support of the maxim “Do what is right though the world should perish”, Argumentation, Springer Netherlands, Volume 2, Number 1 / February, 1988
The same argument can be made for Kant's other formulations of the Categorical Imperative: "So act as to use humanity, both in your own person and in the person of every other, always at the same time as an end, never simply as a means"; and "So act as if you were always through your actions a law-making member in a universal Kingdom of Ends." No one with a concern for humanity could consistently will to risk eliminating humanity in the person of himself and every other, or to risk the death of all members in a universal Kingdom of Ends for the sake of justice. To risk their collective death for the sake of following one's conscience would be, as Rawls said, "irrational, crazy." And to say that one did not intend such a catastrophe, but that one merely failed to stop other persons from bringing it about would be beside the point when the end of the world was at stake. For while it is true that we cannot be held responsible for most of the wrongs that others commit, the Latin maxim presents a case where we would have to take such responsibility seriously - perhaps to the point of deceiving, bribing, even killing an innocent person in order that the world not perish. To avoid, self-contradiction, the Categorical Imperative would therefore have to rule against the Latin maxim on account of its cavalier attitude toward the survival of mankind. But the ruling would then produce a rift in the application of the Categorical Imperative. Most often the Imperative would ask us to disregard all unintended but foreseeable consequences such as the death of innocent persons whenever concern for such consequences conflicts with concern for acting according to duty. But in the extreme case, we might have to go against even the strictest moral duty precisely because of the consequences. Acknowledging such a rift would pose a strong challenge to the unity and simplicity of Kant's moral theory. 

Util K2 dignity 

Maximizing all lives is the only way to affirm equal and unconditional human dignity

David Cummiskey, Associate Professor of Philosophy at Bates College, 1996 “Kantian Consequentialism” p 145-146

We must not obscure the issue by characterizing this type of case as the sacrifice of individuals for some abstract "social entity." It is not a question of some persons having to bear the cost for some elusive “overall social good." Instead, the question is whether some persons must bear the inescapable cost for the sake of other persons. Robert Nozick, for example, argues that ‘°to use a person in this way does not sufficiently respect and take account ofthe fact that he is a separate person, that his is the only life he has."2 But why is this not equally true of all those whom we do not save through our failure to act? By emphasizing solely the one who must bear the cost if we act, we fail to sufficiently respect and take account of the many other separate persons, each with only one life, who will bear the cost of our inaction. In such a situation, what would a conscientious Kantian agent, an agent motivated by the unconditional value of rational beings, choose? A morally good agent recognizes that the basis of all particular duties is the principle that "rational nature exists as an end in itself" {GMM 429). Rational nature as such is the supreme objective end of all conduct. If one truly believes that all rational beings have an equal value, then the rational solution to such a dilemma involves maximally promoting the lives and liberties of as many rational beings as possible (chapter 5).  In order to avoid tl1is conclusion, the non-eonsequentialist Kantian needs to justify agent- centered constraints. As we saw in chapter l, however, even most Kantian deontologists recognize that agent-centered constraints require a non-value-based rationale. But we have seen that Kant’s normative theory is based on an unconditionally valuable end. How can a concern for the value of rational beings lead to a refusal to sacrifice rational beings even when this would prevent other more extensive losses of rational beings? If the moral law is based on the value of rational beings and their ends, then what is the rationale for prohibiting a moral agent from maximally promoting these two tiers of value? If I sacrifice some for the sake of others, I do not use them arbitrarily, and I do not deny the unconditional value of rational beings. Persons may have "dignity, that is, an unconditional and incomparable worth" that transcends any market value (GMM 436], but persons also have a fundamental equality that dictates that son; must sometimes give way for the sake of others (chapters 5 and 7). The concept of the end-in-itself does not support the view that we may never force another to bear some cost in order to benefit others. If one focuses on the equal value of all rational beings, then equal consideration suggests that one may have to sacrifice some to save many. 
Consequentialism key

Consequentialism key – absolutism destroys political responsibility at the price of moral purity

Jeffrey Isaac, James H. Rudy Professor of Political Science and director of the Center for the Study of Democracy and Public Life at Indiana University, Bloomington, Spring 2002, Dissent, vol. 49, no. 2

As writers such as Niccolo Machiavelli, Max Weber, Reinhold Niebuhr, and Hannah Arendt have taught, an. unyielding concern with moral goodness undercuts political responsibility The concern may be morally laudable, reflecting a kind of personal integrity, but it suffers from three fatal flaws: (1) It fails to see that the purity of one’s intention does not ensure the achievement of what one intends. Abjuring violence or refusing to make common cause with morally compromised parties may seem like the right thing; but if such tactics entail impotence, then it is hard to view them as serving any moral good beyond the clean conscience of their supporters; (2) it fails to see that in a world of real violence and injustice, moral purity is not simply a form of powerlessness; it is often a form of complicity in injustice. This is why, from the standpoint of politics—as opposed to religion—pacifism is always a potentially immoral stand. In categorically repudiating violence, it refuses in principle to oppose certain violent injustices with any effect; and (3) it fails to see that politics is as much about unintended consequences as it is about intentions; it is the effects of action, rather than the motives of action, that is most significant. Just as the alignment with “good” may engender impotence, it is often the pursuit of “good” that generates evil. This is the lesson of communism in the twentieth century: it is not enough that one’s goals be sincere or idealistic; it is equally important, always, to ask about the effects of pursuing these goals and to judge these effects in pragmatic and historically contextualized ways. Moral absolutism inhibits this judgment. It alienates those who are not true believers. It promotes arrogance. And it undermines political effectiveness.  WHAT WOULD it mean for the American left right now to take seriously the centrality of means in politics?  First, it would mean taking seriously the specific means employed by the September 11 attackers—terrorism. There is a tendency in some quarters of the left to assimilate the death and destruction of September 11 to more ordinary (and still deplorable) injustices of the world system—the starvation of children in Africa, or the repression of peasants in Mexico, or the continued occupation of the West Bank and Gaza by Israel. But this assimilation is only possible by ignoring the specific modalities of September 11. It is true that in Mexico, Palestine, and elsewhere, too many innocent people suffer, and that is wrong. It may even be true that the experience of suffering is equally terrible in each case. But neither the Mexican nor the Israeli government has ever hijacked civilian airliners and deliberately flown them into crowded office buildings in the middle of cities where innocent civilians work and live, with the intention of killing thousands of people. Al-Qaeda did precisely this. That does not make the other injustices unimportant. It simply makes them different. It makes the September 11 hijackings distinctive, in their defining and malevolent purpose—to kill people and to create terror and havoc. This was not an ordinary injustice. It was an extraordinary injustice. The premise of terrorism is the sheer superfluousness of human life. This premise is inconsistent with civilized living anywhere. It threatens people of every race and class, every ethnicity and religion. Because it threatens everyone, and threatens values central to any decent conception of a good society, it must be fought. And it must be fought in a way commensurate with its malevolence. Ordinary injustice can be remedied. Terrorism can only be stopped.  Second, it would mean frankly acknowledging something well understood, often too eagerly embraced, by the twentieth century Marxist left—that it is often politically necessary to employ morally troubling means in the name of morally valid ends. A just or even a better society can only be realized in and through political practice; in our complex and bloody world, it will sometimes be necessary to respond to barbarous tyrants or criminals, with whom moral suasion won’t work. In such situations our choice is not between the wrong that confronts us and our ideal vision of a world beyond wrong. It is between the wrong that confronts us and the means—perhaps the dangerous means—we have to employ in order to oppose it. In such situations there is a danger that “realism” can become a rationale for the Machiavellian worship of power. But equally great is the danger of a righteousness that translates, in effect, into a refusal to act in the face of wrong. What is one to do? Proceed with caution. Avoid casting oneself as the incarnation of pure goodness locked in a Manichean struggle with evil. Be wary of violence. Look for alternative means when they are available, and support the development of such means when they are not. And never sacrifice democratic freedoms and open debate. Above all, ask the hard questions about the situation at hand, the means available, and the likely effectiveness of different strategies.  Most striking about the campus left’s response to September 11 was its refusal to ask these questions. Its appeals to “international law” were naïve. It exaggerated the likely negative consequences of a military response, but failed to consider the consequences of failing to act decisively against terrorism. In the best of all imaginable worlds, it might be possible to defeat al-Qaeda without using force and without dealing with corrupt regimes and political forces like the Northern Alliance. But in this world it is not possible. And this, alas, is the only world that exists. To be politically responsible is to engage this world and to consider the choices that it presents. To refuse to do this is to evade responsibility. Such a stance may indicate a sincere refusal of unsavory choices. But it should never be mistaken for a serious political commitment. 
Life comes first

Life is the highest value because it gives rise to other values

John Piper, Pastor, June 1, 1979, The Ethics of Ayn Rand, www.desiringgod.org

Rand argued that “life is the only phenomenon that is an end in itself” (VS, 17). She did not mean mere existence, but rather the life appropriate to the nature of the organism. No more ultimate value than life can be conceived for any given organism when life is defined as the fullness of existence appropriate to one’s nature. But not only is life the highest value of any given organism; life is also that alone which makes the concept of values possible (VS, 16). For, since a “value is that which one acts to gain and/or keep . . . it presupposes an entity capable of acting to achieve a goal in the face of an alternative” (VS, 15). Therefore, without life values are not possible, and so life must be valuable since on it hangs the very validity of the concept of values. If one is to conceive of values at all, he must ascribe value to life or else contradict himself by devaluing that which makes his very devaluation possible.
Ethical responsibility/future generations 

We should act with a responsibility to future generations- only this consequential framing allows ethical responsibility

Kurasawa, York University Assistant Sociology Professor and Yale University Cultural Sociology Center Associate Faculty, December 2004,
(Fuyuki, “Cautionary Tales: The Global Culture of Prevention and the Work of Foresight,” Volume 11 Issue 4 Page 453-475)

What can be done in the face of short-sightedness? Cosmopolitanism provides some of the clues to an answer, thanks to its formulation of a universal duty of care for humankind that transcends all geographical and socio-cultural borders. I want to expand the notion of cosmopolitan universalism in a temporal direction, so that it can become applicable to future generations and thereby nourish a vibrant culture of prevention. Consequently, we need to begin thinking about a farsighted cosmopolitanism, a chrono-cosmopolitics that takes seriously a sense of “intergenerational solidarity” toward human beings who will live in our wake as much as those living amidst us today. 26 But for a farsighted cosmopolitanism to take root in global civil society, the latter must adopt a thicker regulative principle of care for the future than the one currently in vogue (which amounts to little more than an afterthought of the nondescript ‘don’t forget later generations’ ilk). Hans Jonas’s “imperative of responsibility” is valuable precisely because it prescribes an ethico-political relationship to the future consonant with the work of farsightedness. 27 Fully appreciating Jonas’s position requires that we grasp the rupture it establishes with the presentist assumptions imbedded in the intentionalist tradition of Western ethics. In brief, intentionalism can be explained by reference to its best-known formulation, the Kantian categorical imperative, according to which the moral worth of a deed depends upon whether the a priori “principle of the will” or “volition” of the person performing it – that is, his or her intention – should become a universal law. 28 Ex post facto evaluation of an act’s outcomes, and of whether they correspond to the initial intention, is peripheral to moral judgment. A variant of this logic is found in Weber’s discussion of the “ethic of absolute ends,” the “passionate devotion to a cause” elevating the realization of a vision of the world above all other considerations; conviction without the restraint of caution and prudence is intensely presentist. 29 By contrast, Jonas’s strong consequentialism takes a cue from Weber’s “ethic of responsibility,” which stipulates that we must carefully ponder the potential impacts of our actions and assume responsibility for them – even for the incidence of unexpected and unintended results. Neither the contingency of outcomes nor the retrospective nature of certain moral judgments exempts an act from normative evaluation. On the contrary, consequentialism reconnects what intentionalism prefers to keep distinct: the moral worth of ends partly depends upon the means selected to attain them (and vice versa), while the correspondence between intentions and results is crucial. At the same time, Jonas goes further than Weber in breaking with presentism by advocating an “ethic of long-range responsibility” that refuses to accept the future’s indeterminacy, gesturing instead toward a practice of farsighted preparation for crises that could occur. 30 From a consequentialist perspective, then, intergenerational solidarity would consist of striving to prevent our endeavors from causing large-scale human suffering and damage to the natural world over time. Jonas reformulates the categorical imperative along these lines: “Act so that the effects of your action are compatible with the permanence of genuine human life,” or “Act so that the effects of your action are not destructive of the future possibility of such life.” 31 What we find here, I would hold, is a substantive and future-oriented ethos on the basis of which civic associations can enact the work of preventive foresight. 
Aff responsible for consequences 

You’re responsible for catastrophic consequences – if we win our impact, you’re directly culpable because you could have prevented it

Russ Shafer-Landau, University of Kansas Ethics, July 1997 v107 n4 p584(28)

Even Nozick, a staunch absolutist, allows that cases of "catastrophic moral horror" may require suspension of absolute side constraints.18 Attention to the dire consequences that may be brought about by allegiance to absolute rules needn't move us to the consequentialist camp-it didn't incline Ross or Nozick in that direction, for instance. But it does create a presumptive case against absolutism. Absolutist responses to the argument standardly take one of two forms. The first is to reject premise (1) and deny that absolutism generates tragic consequences, by arguing that a set of suitably nar- rowed absolutist rules will not require behavior that results in "catastrophic moral horror." The second response is to reject premise (2) and defend the moral necessity of obedience even if tragic conse- quences ensue. Rejecting Premise (1) Consider the first strategy. This is tantamount to a specificationist program that begins by admitting that the standard candidates-don't kill, lie, cheat, commit adultery-cannot plausibly be construed as absolute rules. Just as we had to narrow their scope if we were to show them universally relevant, so too we need to narrow the scope of such properties to show them universally determinative.  The question, though, is how far, and in what way, this added concreteness is to be pursued. The double dangers that the absolutist must avoid at this juncture are those of drawing the grounding properties too broadly, or too narrowly. Rules drawn too narrowly will incorporate concrete details of cases in the description of the grounding properties, yielding a theory that is particularist in all but name. The opposite problem is realized when we allow the grounding properties to be drawn broadly enough as to be repeatably instantiated, but at the cost of allowing the emerging rules to conflict. Some middle ground must be secured. How could we frame an absolute rule that enjoinedjust the actions we want, while offering an escape clause for tragic cases? There seems to be no way to do this other than by appending a proviso to the rule, to the effect that it binds except where such obedience will lead to catastrophic consequences, very serious harm, horrific results. Because of the great variety of ways in which such results can occur, there doesn't seem to be any more precise way to specify the exceptive clause without reducing it to an indefinitely long string of too-finely described scenarios. Is this problematic? Consider an analogous case. Someone wants to lose weight and wants to know how long to maintain a new diet. A dietician offers the following advice: "Cut twenty percent of your caloric intake; this will make you thinner, but also weaker. If you reach a point where you've gotten too thin and weak, increase your calories." The dietician's advice is flawed because it doesn't give, by itself, enough information to the person trying to follow it. It's too general. The qualified moral rule is similarly uninformative. If abiding by the rule will occasion harmful results, one wants to know how harmful they have to be to qualify as too harmful. The rule doesn't really say-'cat- astrophic' is just a synonym for 'too harmful'. Such a rule is crucially underspecific, and this undermines efforts to apply it as a major prem- ise in deductive moral argument. This lack of specificity results from an absence of necessary and sufficient conditions that could determine the extension of the concept "catastrophic consequences."'9 Efforts to remove this underspecificity by providing a set of definitional criteria typically serve only to falsify the resulting ethical assessments; imagine the futility of trying to pre- cisely set out in advance what is to count as catastrophic consequences. Rendering the notion of "catastrophic" more precise seems bound to yield a rule that omits warranted exceptions. Or it may cover all such exceptions, but at the cost of making the exceptive clause so fine- grained that it will be nothing less than an indefinitely long disjunction of descriptions of actual cases that represent exceptions to the general rule. Neither option should leave us very sanguine about the prospects of specifying absolute rules so as to ensure that such rules can be obeyed without occasioning catastrophic consequences. Rejecting Premise (2) The alternative for the absolutist is to stand fast and allow that morality requires adherence to rules that will sometimes yield catastrophic hor- rors. There is no inconsistency in taking such a stand. But the ethic that requires conduct that is tantamount to failure to prevent catastrophe is surely suspect. Preventing catastrophe is presumptively obligatory. The obligation might be defeasible, but absolutists have yet to tell the convincing story that would override the presumption. Imagine that you are a sharpshooter in a position to kill a terrorist who is credibly threatening to detonate a bomb that will kill thousands. If you merely wound him, he will be able to trigger the firing mecha- nism. You must kill him to save the innocents. Suppose that in obedi- ence to an absolutist ethic you refrain from shooting. The terrorist detonates the bomb. Thousands die. Something must be said about the agent whose obedience to abso- lute rules occasions catastrophe. It is possible that an absolutist ethic will blame you for doing your duty. Possible, but unlikely. Absolutists who allow that obedience to their favored rules may occasion catastro- phe typically seek ways to exculpate those whose obedience yields tragic results. The standard strategy is to endorse some version of the doctrine of double effect, or the doctrine of doing and allowing. The former says that harms brought about by indirect intention may be permissible even though similar harms brought about by direct inten- tion are forbidden. The latter says that bringing about harm through omission or inaction may be permissible even though similar harms brought about by positive action are forbidden. The motivating spirit behind both doctrines is to legitimate certain kinds of harmful conduct, to exculpate certain harm doers, and to forestall the possibility that absolute rules might conflict. The truth of either doctrine would en- sure that agents always have a permissible option to pursue-namely, obedience to an absolute moral rule.20 Quite apart from the fact that these doctrines have yet to be adequately defended,21 their adequate defense would still leave us short of a justification of the absolute rules that are to complement them. Neither of these doctrines is itself a defense of absolutism; rather, they are really "helping doctrines," whose truth would undermine the inevitability of conflict among absolute rules. We may always have a permissible option in cases where we must choose between killing and letting die, intending death or merely foreseeing it, but this by itself is no argument for thinking that the prohibition on intentionally killing innocents is absolute. 

Political responsibility 

Weighing consequences is key to political responsibility

Saul D. Alinsky, Activist AND 1971, p. 24-27


We cannot think first and act afterwards. From the moment of birth we are immersed in action and can only fitfully guide it by taking thought.     -Alfred North Whitehead  THAT PERENNIAL QUESTION, "Does the end justify the means?" is meaningless as it stands; the real and only question regarding the ethics of means and ends is, and always has been, "Does this particular end justify this particular means?"  Life and how you live it is the story of means and ends. The end is what you want, and the means is how you get it. Whenever we think about social change, the question of means and ends arises. The man of action views the issue of means and ends in pragmatic and strategic terms. He has no other problem; he thinks only of his actual resources and the possibilities of various choices of action. He asks of ends only whether they are achievable and worth the cost; of means, only whether they will work. To say that corrupt means, corrupt the ends, is to believe in the immaculate conception of ends and principles. The real arena is corrupt and bloody. Life is a corrupting process from the time a child learns to play his mother off against his father in the politics of when to go to bed; he who fears corruption fears life.  The practical revolutionary will understand Goethe's "conscience is the virtue of observers and not of agents of action"; in action, one does not always enjoy the luxury of a decision that is consistent both with one's individual conscience and the good of mankind. The choice must always be for the latter. Action is for mass salvation and not for the individual's personal salvation. He who sacrifices the mass good for his personal conscience has a peculiar conception of "personal salvation"; he doesn't care enough for people to be "corrupted" for them.  The men who pile up the heaps of discussion and literature on the ethics of means and end - which with rare exception is conspicuous for its sterility - rarely write about their own experiences in the perpetual struggle of life and change. They are strangers, moreover, to the burdens and problems of operational responsibility and the unceasing pressure for immediate decisions. They are passionately committed to a mystical objectivity where passions are suspect. They assume a nonexistent situation where men dispassionately and with reason draw and devise means and ends as if studying a navigational chart on land. They can be recognized by one of two verbal brands: "We agree with the ends but not the means," or "This is not the time." The means-and-ends moralists or non-doers always wind up on their ends without any means.  The means-and-ends moralists, constantly obsessed with the ethics of the means used by the Have-Nots against the Haves, should search themselves as to their real political position. In fact, they are passive - but real - allies of the Haves. They are the ones Jacques Maritain referred to in his statement, "The fear of soiling ourselves by entering the context of history is not virtue, but a way of escaping virtue." These non-doers were the ones who chose not to fight the Nazis in the only way they could have been fought; they were the ones who drew their window blinds to shut out the shameful spectacle of Jews and political prisoners being dragged through the streets; they were the ones who privately deplore the horror of it all - and did nothing. This is the madir of immorality. The most unethical of all means is the non-use of any means. It is the species of man who so vehemently and militantly participated in that classically idealistic debate at the old League of Nations on the ethical difference between defensive and offensive weapons. Their fears of action drive them to refuge in and ethics so divorced from the politics of life that it can apply only to angels, not to men. The standards of judgment must be rooted in the whys and wherefores of life as it is lived, the world as it is, not our wished-for fantasy of the world as it should be.  I present here a series of rules pertaining to the ethics of means and ends; first, that ones concern with the ethics of means and ends varies inversely with one's personal interest in the issue. When we are not directly concerned our morality overflows; as La Rochefoucauld put it, "We all have strength enough to endure the misfortunes of others." Accompanying this rule is the parallel one that one's concern with the ethics of means and ends varies inversely with one's distance from the scene of conflict.  The second rule of the ethics of means and ends is that the judgment of the ethics of means and ends is dependent upon the political position of those sitting in judgment. If you actively opposed the Nazi occupation and joined the underground resistance, then you adopted the means of assassination, terror, property destruction, the bombing of tunnels and trains, kidnapping, and the willingness to sacrifice innocent hostages to the end of defeating the Nazis. Those who opposed the Nazi conquerors regarded the Resistance as a secret army of selfless, patriotic idealists, courageous beyond expectation and willing to sacrifice their lives to their moral convictions. To the occupation authorities, however, these people were lawless terrorists, murderers, saboteurs, assassins, who believed that the end justified the means, and were utterly unethical according to the mystical rules of war. Any foreign occupation would so ethically judge its opposition. However, in such conflict, neither protagonist is concerned with any value except victory. It is life or death. 

***Utilitarianism Good***

Institutions check subversion
Current institutions and protective rules check utilitarianism’s subversion 

Bailey, lecturer in politics at Princeton University, 1997 (James, “Utilitarianism, Institutions, and Justice”, Oxford University Press, p. 160)
I have also tried to show that attempts to subvert utilitarianism through appeals to formal properties about theories of justice—such as finality and publicity—do not work either. The finality of utilitarianism is unlikely to be in jeopardy in a world in which people cannot suffer horrible acts as patients or alienating acts as agents. The rules protecting self-ownership, which are necessary to prevent exploitation, also forbid the horrible acts and allow individuals the liberty to do much of what they see as with their lives. The question of utilitarianism's subversion in its finality by grossly, unfair distributive arrangements is answered by a set of institutions in which no deep suffering is allowed and a generous provision is made for educational opportunities for all. 
Util not immoral in face of extinction 
In the face of extinction, the only choice is to default to utilitarianism. This is not immoral. 
Kateb, Professor of Politics, 1992 (George, Prof of Politics, Princeton Univ., The Inner Ocean: Individualism and Democratic Culture; Cornell University Press, p. 12) (PDCL1064) 

The main point, however, is that utilitarianism has a necessary pace in any democratic country's normal political deliberations. But its advocates must know its place, which ordinarily is only to help to decide what the theory of rights leaves alone. When may rights be overridden by government? I have two sorts of cases in mind: overriding a particular right of some persons for the sake of preserving the same right of others, and overriding the same right of everyone for the sake of what I will clumsily call "civilization values." An advocate of rights could countenance, perhaps must countenance, the state's overriding of rights for these two reasons. The subject is painful and liable to dispute every step of the way. For the state to override is, sacrifice—a right of some so that others may keep it. The situation must be desperate. I have in mind, say, circumstances in which the choice is between sacrificing a right of some and letting a right of all be lost. The state (or some other agent) may kill some (or allow them to he killed), if the only alternative is letting every-one die. It is the right to life which most prominently figures in thinking about desperate situations. I cannot see any resolution but to heed the precept that "numbers count." Just as one may prefer saving one's own life to saving that of another when both cannot be saved, so a third parry—let us say, the state—can (perhaps must) choose to save the greater number of lives and at the cost of the lesser number, when there is otherwise no hope for either group. That choice does not mean that those to be sacrificed are immoral if they resist being sacrificed. It follows, of course, that if a third party is right to risk or sacrifice the lives of the lesser for the lives of the greater number when the lesser would otherwise live, the lesser are also not wrong if they resist being sacrificed. 

Sacrifice inevitable 

There are no easy solutions to moral issues, all involve sacrifice of value- denying this makes any resolution impossible. Only utilitarianism solves. 

Nye, prof. of IR at Harvard University, 1986 (Joseph, “Nuclear Ethics”, p. 24)
Whether one accepts the broad consequentialist approach or chooses some other, more eclectic way to include and reconcile the three dimensions of complex moral issues, there will often be a sense of uneasiness about the answers, not just because of the complexity of the problems “but simply that there is no satisfactory solution to these issues – at least none that appears to avoid in practice what most men would still regard as an intolerable sacrifice of value.” When value is sacrificed, there is often the problem of “dirty hands.” Not all ethical decisions are pure ones. The absolutist may avoid the problem of dirty hands, but often at the cost of having no hands at all. Moral theory cannot be “rounded off and made complete and tidy.” That is part of the modern human condition. But that does not exempt us from making difficult moral choices.

Policymakers must use util 
Policymakers have to use utilitarianism given that they can alone make decisions based on the good of the public.

Goodin, fellow in philosophy at Australian National Defense University, 1990 (Robert, “The Utilitarian Response”, p. 141-2)

My larger argument turns on the proposition that there is something special about the situation of public officials that makes utilitarianism more probable for them than private individuals. Before proceeding with the large argument, I must therefore say what it is that makes it so special about public officials and their situations that make it both more necessary and more desirable for them to adopt a more credible form of utilitarianism. Consider, first, the argument from necessity. Public officials are obliged to make their choices under uncertainty , and uncertainty of a very special sort at that. All choices – public and private alike – are made under some degree of uncertainty, of course. But in the nature of things, private individuals will usually have more complete information on the peculiarities of their own circumstances and on the ramifications that alternative possible choices might have for them. Public officials, in contrast, are relatively poorly informed as to the effects that their choices will have on individuals, one by one. What they typically do know are generalities: averages and aggregates. They know what will happen most often to most people as a result of their various possible choices. But that is all. That is enough to allow public policy-makers to use the utilitarian calculus – assuming they want to use it at all – to choose general rules of conduct. Knowing aggregates and averages, they can proceed to calculate the utility payoffs from adopting each alternative possible general rule. But they cannot be sure that the payoff will do to any given individual or on any particular occasion. Their knowledge of generalities, aggregates and averages is just not sufficiently fine-grained for that. 

Util=deontology 
Utilitarian policies conform to deontology

Robert Goodin, fellow in philosophy at Australian National Defense University, 1990. (The Utilitarian Response, ed. Lincoln Allison.) Pg. 148

My main argument, though, is that at the level of social policy the problem usually does not even arise. When promulgating policies, public officials must respond to typical conditions and common circumstances. Policies, by their nature, cannot be case-by-case affairs. In choosing general rules to govern a wide range of circumstances, it is extraordinarily unlikely that the greatest happiness can ever be realized by systematically violating people’s rights, liberties or integrity – or even, come to that, by systematically contravening the Ten Commandments. The rules that maximize utility over the long haul and over the broad range of applications are also rules that broadly conform to the deontologists’ demands. This point is as old as the original utilitarian fathers who, while denying received moral rules any ultimate authority, nonetheless conceded that they might have derivative force in so far as they (or something very much like them) are sanctioned by the utility principle. In our own day, Richard Brandt has plausibly argued that the rules of war that we have inherited from the fundamentally deontological ‘just war’ tradition are all broadly in line with what rule-utilitarianism would recommend. 
Utilitarianism and deontology use the same rules in evaluating policy, no distinction between the neg framework of evaluation and the aff’s

Robert Goodin, fellow in philosophy at Australian National Defense University, 1990. (The Utilitarian Response, ed. Lincoln Allison.) Pg. 149

In response to the challenge that utilitarianism asks too little of us, then, it can be said that – at least as regards public policy-makers – utilitarianism demands not only about as much but also virtually the same things as deontologists would require. If they are going to decide cases according to general rules, rather than on a case-by-case basis, then the rules that utilitarians would adopt are virtually identical to those that deontologists recommend. And public policy-makers will indeed decide matters according to rules rather than on a case-by-case basis, either because the utility costs of doing otherwise are too high or else because as a purely practical matter more fine-grained assessments are impossible to make or to act upon.

No absolute moral system

The fact that it is impossible to articulate moral rule systems means there is no absolute moral system by which we are bound to follow

James D. Wallace, Professor of Philosophy at University of Illinois, 1988. (Moral Relevance and Moral Conflict) Pg. 16

Attempts to articulate unexceptionable moral rules or systems of hard-and-fast moral principles ranked in order of precedence have not to date met with notable success. This by itself does not show that such programs are unfeasible. It is appropriate, however, to ask the proponents of such programs how we are to know when they have succeeded in producing correct (valid, true) formulations of unexceptionable moral principles. How is one to know that this particular set of principles, applied in an invariant order, will always, in every circumstance, prescribe exactly what one should do? If the principles in question are many and complicated, these questions will be especially troublesome. That a principle strikes one upon reflection as being in accord with one’s experience and one’s understanding of morality – that the principle accords with one’s intuitions (however ‘intuition’ is understood) – does not establish that the principle really is correct. Someone with lively sense of the complexity of practical affairs and an appreciation of his or her own fallibility in judgment will not confidently accept the claim that a certain set of complicated practical principles seem correct. It does not take much reflection on the extent and depth of disagreement among people on moral matters to convince us that there is no reasonable hope for a consensus that a given complicated set of moral principles invariably gives the correct result in concrete situations.
FW for moral evaluation 
Utilitarianism should be used as a framework for evaluating morals 

James D. Wallace, Professor of Philosophy at University of Illinois, 1988. (Moral Relevance and Moral Conflict) Pg. 39-40

Utilitarianism, introduced by Sidgwick after his discussion of dogmatic intuitionism, seems by contrast a most attractive view. The morality of common sense appears to be a hodge-podge of vague and conflicting maxims whose claim upon our allegiance is puzzling. Such maxims cannot possibly provide the sort of guidance desired by a proponent of the passive conception. The utilitarian theory, by contrast, provides at once an account of the point of those maxims and explicit directions for their criticism and improvement. The view that the GHP is the sole ultimate practical principle and that the maxims of common-sense morality are secondary principles meant to promote the general happiness provides the rationale for a single method of resolving relevance and conflict problems. The method itself is intuitively plausible, apparently humane, and seems at least roughly consistent with actual practice in dealing with relevance and conflict problems. Some people doubt that the general happiness is the only consideration in properly resolving relevance and conflict problems, but the doctrine that it [GHP] is the only consideration is a strength of the utilitarian position. If there were other considerations relevant to the proper resolution of conflicts, these other considerations might conflict with one another and with the GHP in particular cases, reintroducing the possibility of conflicts that do no admit of resolution by rational means.

Extinction Outweighs 

Nothing matters- this includes freedom and rights- if the world is destroyed
Murray Rothbard, libertarian, Dean of Austrian School, Head of Mises Institute, FOR A NEW LIBERTY: THE LIBERTARIAN MANIFESTO, 1973, p. http://www.mises.org/rothbard/newlibertywhole.asp#p263. 
Many libertarians are uncomfortable with foreign policy matters and prefer to spend their energies either on fundamental questions of libertarian theory or on such "domestic" concerns as the free market or privatizing postal service or garbage disposal. Yet an attack on war or a warlike foreign policy is of crucial importance to libertarians. There are two important reasons. One has become a cliche, but is all too true nevertheless: the overriding importance of preventing a nuclear holocaust. To all the long-standing reasons, moral and economic, against an interventionist foreign policy has now been added the imminent, ever-present threat of world destruction. If the world should be destroyed, all the other problems and all the other isms—socialism, capitalism, liberalism, or libertarianism—would be of no importance whatsoever.

***AT: Rights come first***


Policies K2 secure rights

The best approach to securing rights is working toward it with policies- only way to solve major institutional changes like the aff- Brown v. Board proves

Phillip Harvey, J.D. at Yale Law School, 2002 (Human Rights and Economic Policy Discourse: Taking Economic and Social Rights Seriously, Spring, Human Rights Law Review, 33 Colum., Human Rights L. Rev. 363: LexisNexis) Pg. 382

Fourth, the right can be asserted against governments, but the duty of governments to secure the right is perceived to be limited. They are not viewed as having an obligation to guarantee the right immediately, but only to adopt policies that will secure the right progressively over time.53 Although this qualification helps to explain why utility-maximization has been deemed to justify limiting the right to work, it would be a mistake to conclude that it nullifies right to work claims entirely. The standard of performance that governments are expected to meet in ensuring a particular human right has enormous practical importance, but that obligation speaks to the enforceability rather than the existence of the right. Although extreme positivists take the position that a claim must be legally enforceable to be termed a right at all,54 such a restrictive definition would force one to conclude that Nazi Germany did not violate the human rights of Jews and that apartheid in South Africa did not violate the human rights of black South Africans. In fact, it is not at all unusual for a right to be recognized without providing for its complete or immediate protection. The holding of the Supreme Court of the United States in Brown v. Board of Education is an illustration.55 Even though the maintenance of segregated educational facilities was held to violate the constitutional rights of the plaintiff children in the case, the defendant school districts were not ordered to desegregate their schools at once. Instead, they were merely ordered to work towards that goal “with all deliberate speed.”56 Rather than concluding that the plaintiffs in Brown had no right to the relief they sought, it would be more reasonable to conclude that the right they asserted was indeed vindicated, but the Court was not prepared to order government agencies to secure it immediately. A compromise order of this sort is actually quite likely when a court recognizes that major institutional changes are needed to secure a newly recognized right. It is no more incongruous to declare that the human rights of unemployed workers are being violated by the failure of governments to secure their right to work, even though those governments are not deemed to have a duty to end the violation at once, but only over time.57 

Util secures rights

Utility maximization is not mutually exclusive with rights protection, recognizing this in policies increases the welfare of humans

Phillip Harvey, J.D. at Yale Law School, 2002 (Human Rights and Economic Policy Discourse: Taking Economic and Social Rights Seriously, Spring, Human Rights Law Review, 33 Colum., Human Rights L. Rev. 363: LexisNexis) Pg. 408-09

Louis Kaplow and Steven Shavell argue that alleged conflicts between utility-maximization and human rights protection are largely an artifact of unjustifiably narrow definitions of the utility maximization standard.149 Describing their preferred normative goal as the maximization of human welfare,150 they argue that a long list of factors that welfare economists have been accused of ignoring can and should be included in the welfare maximizing calculus. These factors include the welfare effects of changes (or a lack of change) in the distribution of income;151 the fact that existing preferences may be based on imperfect information or mistaken assessments of available information;152 the fact that people may attach positive value to (i.e., have a taste for) fairness and other normative goals  involving self-sacrifice;153 the fact that preferences are themselves shaped by social institutions, including the law;154 and the fact that human welfare may increase in the long run if policies are pursued for the purpose of changing preferences rather than for the purpose of merely satisfying existing preferences.155 Kaplow and Shavell also allow that the welfare of future generations, and even of non-human beings, may be considered relevant in assessing the aggregate welfare effects of particular policies,156 and they believe that welfare economics can and should account for variations in the intensity of the welfare effects that different individuals experience in assessing the aggregate welfare effects of particular public policies.157


Rights first kills welfare
Putting rights before utility maximization sacrifices human welfare

Harvey, J.D. at Yale Law School, 2002 (Human Rights and Economic Policy Discourse: Taking Economic and Social Rights Seriously, Spring, Human Rights Law Review, 33 Colum., Human Rights L. Rev. 363: LexisNexis) Pg. 409-10

Kaplow and Shavell’s very broad definition of the utility-maximization standard allows them to argue that rights-based claims are superfluous in public policy analysis. Welfare economics, in their view, already takes into consideration everything that rights-based claims legitimately seek to achieve. The only time a rights-based analysis could possibly result in a different ranking of policy choices, according to Kaplow and Shavell, would be in instances where the rights-based choice would reduce people’s well-being.160 To argue that rights should prevail against utility-maximization as a social choice criterion in this context necessarily would imply that human welfare should be sacrificed to the rights-based principles being espoused.
Util ensures freedom

Utilitarianism is not mutually exclusive with freedom, evaluating impacts in this framework saves lives while maintaining rights 

Harvey, J.D. at Yale Law School, 2002 (Philip, “Human Rights and Economic Policy Discourse: Taking Economic and Social Rights Seriously”, Spring, Human Rights Law Review, 33 Colum., Human Rights L. Rev. 363, lexis)

Perhaps the clearest illustration of this compromise or balancing principle is the distinction drawn in constitutional jurisprudence between the standard of review applied by courts in deciding whether legislative enactments comply with the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. Laws that do not infringe on certain constitutionally protected rights will pass muster if there is a mere rational basis for their enactment, whereas laws that do infringe on such rights require more compelling justification, with the level of justification varying depending on the right at issue. 196 Human rights claims have bite precisely because they declare that certain actions may be improper, even if those actions are supported by a majority of the population, indeed, even if the actions in question would increase the total utility of the population as a whole. But it is not necessary to take the position that rights-based claims should always trump conflicting utility-maximizing purposes. 197 It should be possible to honor multiple goals in public policy decision-making.
Global and local scale

Utilitarianism is useful in both a local and global scale 
Bailey, lecturer in politics at Princeton University, 1997 (James, “Utilitarianism, Institutions, and Justice”, Oxford University Press, p. 153-4)
Even in a world full of rules and institutions—like that of Imperfectia—there is still normative work for utilitarianism to do. The foundation for this work stems from an argument in chapter 1 that the work of utilitarianism is more likely a form of local rather than global maximizing, of making the best use of new information and opportunities on the margin rather than a complete revolution of social relations. In imperfect worlds, this work thus includes local maximization, constitutional change, and exceptional case guidance. In addition there is a kind of distinctive normative work specifically for utilitarians in venal oligarchies. To provide anything like a full theory of any of these things here would require an entire new book. What I do provide is merely a series of thumbnail sketches of the problems. The aim is to show that there is still plenty of value in a consciously held global theory of utilitarianism, and therefore we should not fall hack only on common sense and whatever reasonable institutions are lying about.

Feel good projects are morally irresponsible/=death

Feel good projects like the aff ignore real existential risks, this is morally irresponsible and condemns the world to death
Bostrom Prof at Oxford, 02, Nick Bostrom, PhD and Professor at Oxford University, March, 2002 [Journal of Evolution and Technology, vol 9] http://www.nickbostrom.com/existential/risks.html
Previous sections have argued that the combined probability of the existential risks is very substantial. Although there is still a fairly broad range of differing estimates that responsible thinkers could make, it is nonetheless arguable that because the negative utility of an existential disaster is so enormous, the objective of reducing existential risks should be a dominant consideration when acting out of concern for humankind as a whole. It may be useful to adopt the following rule of thumb for moral action; we can call it Maxipok:  Maximize the probability of an okay outcome, where an “okay outcome” is any outcome that avoids existential disaster.  At best, this is a rule of thumb, a prima facie suggestion, rather than a principle of absolute validity, since there clearly are other moral objectives than preventing terminal global disaster. Its usefulness consists in helping us to get our priorities straight. Moral action is always at risk to diffuse its efficacy on feel-good projects[24] rather on serious work that has the best chance of fixing the worst ills. The cleft between the feel-good projects and what really has the greatest potential for good is likely to be especially great in regard to existential risk. Since the goal is somewhat abstract and since existential risks don’t currently cause suffering in any living creature[25], there is less of a feel-good dividend to be derived from efforts that seek to reduce them. This suggests an offshoot moral project, namely to reshape the popular moral perception so as to give more credit and social approbation to those who devote their time and resources to benefiting humankind via global safety compared to other philanthropies.  Maxipok, a kind of satisficing rule, is different from Maximin (“Choose the action that has the best worst-case outcome.”)[26]. Since we cannot completely eliminate existential risks (at any moment we could be sent into the dustbin of cosmic history by the advancing front of a vacuum phase transition triggered in a remote galaxy a billion years ago) using maximin in the present context has the consequence that we should choose the act that has the greatest benefits under the assumption of impending extinction. In other words, maximin implies that we should all start partying as if there were no tomorrow.  While that option is indisputably attractive, it seems best to acknowledge that there just might be a tomorrow, especially if we play our cards right.

Taxes No violates rights


Taxes don't violate rights

John Christman, Professor of Philosophy at Virginia Polytechnic Institute, PHILOSOPHY AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS, Spring 1986, p.165.

Also, as Kearl has pointed out, persons who gain entitlements through embedded labor may enter into a market, the function of which serves to reduce inefficiencies, reduce externalities, and lower negotiation costs which all increase the net social product produced from those entitlements without demanding extra labor from individual traders Thus, taxation which redistributes that extra product would amount to a limitation of the ownership rights of the traders over the commodities in question but not constitute an encroachment on the rights anyone has to her or his labor (since the product redistributed is from the increased efficiencies of the market mechanism, not increased labor. 
Blanket Statements Bad

Not all instances of government involvement and regulation are bad coercion, individual analysis of situations is necessary 

Stein 98 [Herbert, senior fellow at the American Enterprise Institute and was on the board of contributors of The Wall Street Journal. He was chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers under President Nixon and President Ford. In the 1970s, he was a professor of economics at the University of Virginia, “What I think: Essays on Economics, Politics, and Life”. 1998 P. 7]
Today's concern is mainly about coercion by the state. We have many government regulations today, mainly related to health and the environment, that we did not have fifty years ago. We have fewer regulations about international trade, agriculture, transportation, and banking than we did then. I don't know whether there is more regulation now than there was. More important, it is essential to have some feeling about the coerciveness of government coercion. It is one thing to be prevented from producing an automobile that emits more than a specified amount of carbon dioxide by a regulation enacted pursuant to a democratic legislative process, applied objectively and subject to judicial review. It is quite a different thing to be thrown into the Lubyanka prison and shot for malting a critical remark about the dictator. I agree that much of current government regulation is unnecessary and inefficient. I admire the people who diligently analyze all regulation and point out the follies that they find. They are engaged in the constant tidying up needed for a good society, but they are not carrying on a revolution

AT: Libertarianism Bad (aff cards)

Friedman’s criticism of libertarianism is justificaitionist  

J. C. LESTER, Liberty, August 2008,  “WHAT'S WRONG WITH "WHAT'S WRONG WITH LIBERTARIANISM": a reply to Jeffrey Friedman”

In “What’s wrong with libertarianism” (Critical Review, 11(3): 407-67), Friedman criticizes libertarianism—as he understands it—usefully focusing on two key points: that libertarianism is empirically unjustified and really held for, inadequate, “philosophical” (a priori) reasons; and that libertarians cite empirical evidence in favor of libertarianism but ultimately fall back on the a priori reasons. Friedman calls the attempt to be both a priori and empirical the “libertarian straddle”. I should say immediately that I believe some of Friedman’s criticisms correctly identify errors in certain versions of libertarianism: these versions are overly a priori or they are question-begging as regards the conception of liberty. However, his other criticisms are mistaken: they are justificationist (demanding an impossible epistemological support) or misunderstand the libertarian conception of liberty. Ironically, these show Friedman to be guilty of a priori antilibertarianism. And he is also guilty of an anti-libertarian straddle whereby he wants to cite evidence against libertarianism but can always fall back on its lack of justification and its supposed conceptual unclarity. Thus I contend that the most extreme version of non-justificationist libertarianism, as minimizing proactive impositions, remains an unscathed conjecture. 
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