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Put in util good’s greatest hits.

Nuclear war causes extinction: http://climate.envsci.rutgers.edu/pdf/ToonRobockTurcoPhysicsToday.pdf
http://www.dorringtoninstruments.com/columbia/Robock_nuclear_winter.pdf
we still need answers to the following impacts:

economy

biodiversity

article 9

terrorism

Russia war

India-pakistan

***Predictions Good***

Global Civil Society/Threats Real

Focus on disasters creates trans-border connections between people, supports global civil society, and solves real threats.

Fuyuki Kurasawa, Associate Professor of Sociology at York University in Toronto, Canada, 2004, Constellations Vol 11, No 4, 2004, Cautionary Tales: The Global Culture of Prevention and the Work of Foresight    http://www.yorku.ca/kurasawa/Kurasawa%20Articles/Constellations%20Article.pdf cp

Rather than bemoaning the contemporary preeminence of a dystopian imaginary, I am claiming that it can enable a novel form of transnational socio-political action, a manifestation of globalization from below that can be termed preventive foresight. We should not reduce the latter to a formal principle regulating international relations or an ensemble of policy prescriptions for official players on the world stage, since it is, just as significantly, a mode of ethico-political practice enacted by participants in the emerging realm of global civil society. In other words, what I want to underscore is the work of farsightedness, the social processes through which civic associations are simultaneously constituting and putting into practice a sense of responsibility for the future by attempting to prevent global catastrophes. Although the labor of preventive foresight takes place in varying political and socio-cultural settings – and with different degrees of institutional support and access to symbolic and material resources – it is underpinned by three distinctive features: dialogism, publicity, and transnationalism.
In the first instance, preventive foresight is an intersubjective or dialogical process of address, recognition, and response between two parties in global civil society: the ‘warners,’ who anticipate and send out word of possible perils, and the audiences being warned, those who heed their interlocutors’ messages by demanding that governments and/or international organizations take measures to steer away from disaster. Secondly, the work of farsightedness derives its effectiveness and legitimacy from public debate and deliberation. This is not to say that a fully fledged global public sphere is already in existence, since transnational “strong publics” with decisional power in the formal-institutional realm are currently embryonic at best. Rather, in this context, publicity signifies that “weak publics” with distinct yet occasionally overlapping constituencies are coalescing around struggles to avoid specific global catastrophes.4 Hence, despite having little direct decision-making capacity, the environmental and peace movements, humanitarian NGOs, and other similar globally-oriented civic associations are becoming significant actors involved in public opinion formation. Groups like these are active in disseminating information and alerting citizens about looming catastrophes, lobbying states and multilateral organizations from the ‘inside’ and pressuring them from the ‘outside,’ as well as fostering public participation in debates about the future.

This brings us to the transnational character of preventive foresight, which is most explicit in the now commonplace observation that we live in an interdependent world because of the globalization of the perils that humankind faces (nuclear annihilation, global warming, terrorism, genocide, AIDS and SARS epidemics, and so on); individuals and groups from far-flung parts of the planet are being brought together into “risk communities” that transcend geographical borders.5 Moreover, due to dense media and information flows, knowledge of impeding catastrophes can instantaneously reach the four corners of the earth – sometimes well before individuals in one place experience the actual consequences of a crisis originating in another.

My contention is that civic associations are engaging in dialogical, public, and transnational forms of ethico-political action that contribute to the creation of a fledgling global civil society existing ‘below’ the official and institutionalized architecture of international relations.6 The work of preventive foresight consists of forging ties between citizens; participating in the circulation of flows of claims, images, and information across borders; promoting an ethos of farsighted cosmopolitanism; and forming and mobilizing weak publics that debate and struggle against possible catastrophes. Over the past few decades, states and international organizations have frequently been content to follow the lead of globally- minded civil society actors, who have been instrumental in placing on the public agenda a host of pivotal issues (such as nuclear war, ecological pollution, species extinction, genetic engineering, and mass human rights violations). To my mind, this strongly indicates that if prevention of global crises is to eventually rival the assertion of short-term and narrowly defined rationales (national interest, profit, bureaucratic self-preservation, etc.), weak publics must begin by convincing or compelling official representatives and multilateral organizations to act differently; only then will farsightedness be in a position to ‘move up’ and become institutionalized via strong publics.7
Threats Real

Threats are real—our disaster discourse mobilizes people to deal with those threats.

Fuyuki Kurasawa, Associate Professor of Sociology at York University in Toronto, Canada, 2004, Constellations Vol 11, No 4, 2004, Cautionary Tales: The Global Culture of Prevention and the Work of Foresight    http://www.yorku.ca/kurasawa/Kurasawa%20Articles/Constellations%20Article.pdf cp

In addition, farsightedness has become a priority in world affairs due to the appearance of new global threats and the resurgence of ‘older’ ones. Virulent forms of ethno-racial nationalism and religious fundamentalism that had mostly been kept in check or bottled up during the Cold War have reasserted themselves in ways that are now all-too-familiar – civil warfare, genocide, ‘ethnic cleansing,’ and global terrorism. And if nuclear mutually assured destruction has come to pass, other dangers are filling the vacuum: climate change, AIDS and other diseases (BSE, SARS, etc.), as well as previously unheralded genomic perils  (genetically modified organisms, human cloning). Collective remembrance of past atrocities and disasters has galvanized some sectors of public opinion and made the international community’s unwillingness to adequately intervene before and during the genocides in the ex-Yugoslavia and Rwanda, or to take remedial steps in the case of the spiraling African and Asian AIDS pandemics, appear particularly glaring.

Returning to the point I made at the beginning of this paper, the significance of foresight is a direct outcome of the transition toward a dystopian imaginary (or what Sontag has called “the imagination of disaster”).11 Huxley’s Brave New World and Orwell’s Nineteen Eighty-Four, two groundbreaking dystopian novels of the first half of the twentieth century, remain as influential as ever in framing public discourse and understanding current techno-scientific dangers, while recent paradigmatic cultural artifacts – films like The Matrix and novels like Atwood’s Oryx and Crake – reflect and give shape to this catastrophic sensibility.12 And yet dystopianism need not imply despondency, paralysis, or fear. Quite the opposite, in fact, since the pervasiveness of a dystopian imaginary can help notions of historical contingency and fallibilism gain traction against their determinist and absolutist counterparts.13 Once we recognize that the future is uncertain and that any course of action produces both unintended and unexpected consequences, the responsibility to face up to potential disasters and intervene before they strike becomes compelling. From another angle, dystopianism lies at the core of politics in a global civil society where groups mobilize their own nightmare scenarios (‘Frankenfoods’ and a lifeless planet for environmentalists, totalitarian patriarchy of the sort depicted in Atwood’s Handmaid’s Tale for Western feminism, McWorld and a global neoliberal oligarchy for the alternative globalization movement, etc.). Such scenarios can act as catalysts for public debate and socio-political action, spurring citizens’ involvement in the work of preventive foresight. Several bodies of literature have touched upon this sea-change toward a culture of prevention in world affairs, most notably just-war theory,14 international public policy research,15 and writings from the risk society paradigm.16 Regardless of how insightful these three approaches may be, they tend to skirt over much of what is revealing about the interplay of the ethical, political, and sociological dynamics that drive global civil society initiatives aimed at averting disaster. Consequently, the theory of practice proposed here reconstructs the dialogical, public, and transnational work of farsightedness, in order to articulate the sociopolitical processes underpinning it to the normative ideals that should steer and assist in substantively thickening it. As such, the establishment of a capacity for early warning is the first aspect of the question that we need to tackle.

Resist Realism and Neoliberalism***

Our discourse of threats demands that governments and corporations change harmful practices—this actively combats realism and neoliberalism.

Fuyuki Kurasawa, Associate Professor of Sociology at York University in Toronto, Canada, 2004, Constellations Vol 11, No 4, 2004, Cautionary Tales: The Global Culture of Prevention and the Work of Foresight    http://www.yorku.ca/kurasawa/Kurasawa%20Articles/Constellations%20Article.pdf cp

In recent years, the rise of a dystopian imaginary has accompanied damning assessments and widespread recognition of the international community’s repeated failures to adequately intervene in a number of largely preventable disasters (from the genocides in the ex-Yugoslavia, Rwanda, and East Timor to climate change and the spiraling AIDS pandemics in parts of sub-Saharan Africa and Asia). Social movements, NGOs, diasporic groups, and concerned citizens are not mincing words in their criticisms of the United Nations system and its member-states, and thus beginning to shift the discursive and moral terrain in world affairs. As a result, the callousness implicit in disregarding the future has been exposed as a threat to the survival of humanity and its natural surroundings. The Realpolitik of national self-interest and the neoliberal logic of the market will undoubtedly continue to assert themselves, yet demands for farsightedness are increasingly reining them in. Though governments, multilateral institutions, and transnational corporations will probably never completely modify the presentist assumptions underlying their modes of operation, they are, at the very least, finding themselves compelled to account for egregious instances of short-sightedness and rhetorically commit themselves to taking corrective steps. What may seem like a modest development at first glance would have been unimaginable even a few decades ago, indicating the extent to which we have moved toward a culture of prevention. A new imperative has come into being, that of preventive foresight.

Demands on the State

Focus on disasters mobilizes people to act and question their governments.

Fuyuki Kurasawa, Associate Professor of Sociology at York University in Toronto, Canada, 2004, Constellations Vol 11, No 4, 2004, Cautionary Tales: The Global Culture of Prevention and the Work of Foresight    http://www.yorku.ca/kurasawa/Kurasawa%20Articles/Constellations%20Article.pdf cp

Are forewarnings of disasters being heard? The mobilization of official intervention and popular interest has certainly been mixed, yet global civil society is having some success in cultivating audiences and advocates coalescing around specific perils (mass human rights violations, ecological devastation, genetic engineering, epidemics, and so on). After Bhopal and Chernobyl, after ‘mad cow disease’ and the war in Iraq, citizens are scrutinizing, questioning and even contesting official expertise in risk assessment more than ever before.21 Hence, in a world where early warnings of cataclysms are often available, pleading ignorance or helplessness to anticipate what may come in the future becomes less and less plausible.

Focus on disasters mobalizes us to change the existing social order.

Fuyuki Kurasawa, Associate Professor of Sociology at York University in Toronto, Canada, 2004, Constellations Vol 11, No 4, 2004, Cautionary Tales: The Global Culture of Prevention and the Work of Foresight    http://www.yorku.ca/kurasawa/Kurasawa%20Articles/Constellations%20Article.pdf cp

Having suggested a way to thicken the normative foundations of farsighted cosmopolitanism, I would now like to discuss the socio-cultural strategies that global civil society participants have begun employing in order to create a sense of intergenerational solidarity. Both the moral imagination and reason constitute triggers of farsightedness that have entered public discourse in a variety of settings, with the objective of combatting the myopia of presentism.32 The first of these catalysts appeals to us to carefully ponder our epoch’s legacy, to imagine the kind of world we will leave to future generations (what will social life be like if today’s risks become tomorrow’s reality?). Left dystopianism performs just this role of confronting us with hypothetically catastrophic futures; whether through novelistic, cinematic, or other artistic means, it conjures up visions of a brave new world in order to spark reflection and inspire resistance.33 By way of thick description, dystopian tales call upon audiences’ moral imagination and plunge them into their descendants’ lifeworlds. We step into the shoes of Nineteen Eighty-Four’s Winston Smith or are strongly affected by The Handmaid’s Tale’s description of a patriarchal-theocratic society and The Matrix’s blurring of simulacra and reality, because they bring the perils that may await our successors to life. NGOs and social movements active in global civil society have drawn upon the moral imagination in similar ways, introducing dystopian scenarios less as prophecies than as rhetorical devices that act as ‘wake-up calls.’ Dystopias are thrust into public spaces to jolt citizens out of their complacency and awaken their concern for those who will follow them. Such tropes are intended to be controversial, their contested character fostering public deliberation about the potential cataclysms facing humankind, the means of addressing them, and the unintended and unexpected consequences flowing from present-day trends. In helping us to imagine the strengths and weaknesses of different positions towards the future, then, the dystopian imaginary crystallizes many of the great issues of the day. Amplifying and extrapolating what could be the long-term consequences of current tendencies, public discourse can thereby clarify the future’s seeming opaqueness. Likewise, fostering a dystopian moral imagination has a specifically critical function, for the disquiet it provokes about the prospects of later generations is designed to make us radically question the ‘self-evidentness’ of the existing social order.34 If we imagine ourselves in the place of our descendants, the takenfor- granted shortsightedness of our institutionalized ways of thinking and acting becomes problematic. Indifference toward the future is neither necessary nor inevitable, but can be – and indeed ought to be – changed.

Ethical

The only ethical course of action is to evaluate the effects of our actions on the future.

Fuyuki Kurasawa, Associate Professor of Sociology at York University in Toronto, Canada, 2004, Constellations Vol 11, No 4, 2004, Cautionary Tales: The Global Culture of Prevention and the Work of Foresight    http://www.yorku.ca/kurasawa/Kurasawa%20Articles/Constellations%20Article.pdf cp

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.

Obligation to Future Generations Good – Rawls

Rawlsian theory proves we have an obligation to protect the future.

Fuyuki Kurasawa, Associate Professor of Sociology at York University in Toronto, Canada, 2004, Constellations Vol 11, No 4, 2004, Cautionary Tales: The Global Culture of Prevention and the Work of Foresight    http://www.yorku.ca/kurasawa/Kurasawa%20Articles/Constellations%20Article.pdf cp

Aside from the moral imagination, and given that the idea of gambling with humanity’s future or failing to minimize its possible sources of suffering is logically unsustainable, the appeal to reason represents another main trigger of intergenerational solidarity. Since actual deliberation between current and future generations is obviously impossible, a Rawlsian contractualist thoughtexperiment allows us to demonstrate the soundness of a farsighted cosmopolitanism. If, in the original position, persons were to operate behind a chronological veil of ignorance that would preclude them from knowing the generation to which they belong, it is reasonable to expect them to devise a social order characterized by a fair distribution of risks and perils over time. Conversely, it is unreasonable to expect them to agree to a situation where these burdens would expand over time and thereby be transferred from one generation to the next. “The life of a people,” Rawls writes, “is conceived as a scheme of cooperation spread out in historical time. It is to be governed by the same conception of justice that regulates the cooperation of contemporaries. No generation has stronger claims than any other.”35 Via the practice of preventive foresight, this norm of crossgenerational fairness may acquire sufficient weight.

Arrogance***

Refusing to evaluate the consequences of actions is arrogant and condemns future generations and the marginalized to death.

Fuyuki Kurasawa, Associate Professor of Sociology at York University in Toronto, Canada, 2004, Constellations Vol 11, No 4, 2004, Cautionary Tales: The Global Culture of Prevention and the Work of Foresight    http://www.yorku.ca/kurasawa/Kurasawa%20Articles/Constellations%20Article.pdf cp

In the previous section, I described how the capacity to produce, disseminate, and receive warning signals regarding disasters on the world stage has developed in global civil society. Yet the fact remains that audiences may let a recklessness or insouciance toward the future prevail, instead of listening to and acting upon such warnings. There is no doubt that the short-sightedness and presentism are strong dynamics in contemporary society, which is enveloped by a “temporal myopia” that encourages most individuals to live in a state of chronological self-referentiality whereby they screen out anything that is not of the moment.22 The commercial media, advertising, and entertainment industries are major contributors to this “tyranny of real time”23 that feeds a societal addiction to the ‘live’ and the immediate while eroding the principle of farsightedness.

The infamous quip attributed to Madame de Pompadour, ‘après nous, le déluge,’ perfectly captures a sense of utter callousness about the future that represents one of presentism’s most acute manifestations. Two closely related notions underlie it: the belief that we should only concern ourselves with whether our actions, or lack thereof, have deleterious consequences visible to us in the shortto medium-term (temporally limited responsibility); and sheer indifference toward the plight of those who will come after us (generational self-centeredness). Substantively, the two are not much different because they shift the costs and risks of present-day decisions onto our descendants. “The crisis of the future is a measure of the deficiency of our societies, incapable as they are of assessing what is involved in relationships with others,” Bindé writes. “This temporal myopia brings into play the same processes of denial of others as social shortsightedness. The absence of solidarity in time between generations merely reproduces selfishness in space within the same generation.”24 Thus, to the NIMBY (‘not-in-my-backyard’) politics of the last few decades can be added the ‘not-in-my-lifetime’ or ‘not-to-my-children’ lines of reasoning. For members of dominant groups in the North Atlantic region, disasters are something for others to worry about – that is, those who are socio-economically marginal, or geographically and temporally distant.

AT: Postmodernism

Yes—predictions can be wrong, but usually they aren’t.  We shouldn’t risk the survival of future generations by refusing to look to the future.

Fuyuki Kurasawa, Associate Professor of Sociology at York University in Toronto, Canada, 2004, Constellations Vol 11, No 4, 2004, Cautionary Tales: The Global Culture of Prevention and the Work of Foresight    http://www.yorku.ca/kurasawa/Kurasawa%20Articles/Constellations%20Article.pdf cp

When engaging in the labor of preventive foresight, the first obstacle that one is likely to encounter from some intellectual circles is a deep-seated skepticism about the very value of the exercise. A radically postmodern line of thinking, for instance, would lead us to believe that it is pointless, perhaps even harmful, to strive for farsightedness in light of the aforementioned crisis of conventional paradigms of historical analysis. If, contra teleological models, history has no intrinsic meaning, direction, or endpoint to be discovered through human reason, and if, contra scientistic futurism, prospective trends cannot be predicted without error, then the abyss of chronological inscrutability supposedly opens up at our feet. The future appears to be unknowable, an outcome of chance. Therefore, rather than embarking upon grandiose speculation about what may occur, we should adopt a pragmatism that abandons itself to the twists and turns of history; let us be content to formulate ad hoc responses to emergencies as they arise. While this argument has the merit of underscoring the fallibilistic nature of all predictive schemes, it conflates the necessary recognition of the contingency of history with unwarranted assertions about the latter’s total opacity and indeterminacy. Acknowledging the fact that the future cannot be known with absolute certainty does not imply abandoning the task of trying to understand what is brewing on the horizon and to prepare for crises already coming into their own. In fact, the incorporation of the principle of fallibility into the work of prevention means that we must be ever more vigilant for warning signs of disaster and for responses that provoke unintended or unexpected consequences (a point to which I will return in the final section of this paper). In addition, from a normative point of view, the acceptance of historical contingency and of the self-limiting character of farsightedness places the duty of preventing catastrophe squarely on the shoulders of present generations. The future no longer appears to be a metaphysical creature of destiny or of the cunning of reason, nor can it be sloughed off to pure randomness. It becomes, instead, a result of human action shaped by decisions in the present – including, of course, trying to anticipate and prepare for possible and avoidable sources of harm to our successors. 

AT: Kritik of Disads

Our impacts are true—even if our <ontology/epistemology/methodology> is flawed, that’s not a reason to ignore our disads.

Eliezer Yudkowsky, Research Fellow - Singularity Institute for Artificial Intelligence, 8/31/2006, draft of “Cognitive biases potentially affecting judgment of global risks,” in Global Catastrophic Risks, edited by Nick Bostrom and Milan Cirkovic cp

Every true idea which discomforts you will seem to match the pattern of at least one psychological error.

Robert Pirsig said: "The world's biggest fool can say the sun is shining, but that doesn't make it dark out." If you believe someone is guilty of a psychological error, then demonstrate your competence by first demolishing their consequential factual errors. If there are no factual errors, then what matters the psychology? The temptation of psychology is that, knowing a little psychology, we can meddle in arguments where we have no technical expertise - instead sagely analyzing the psychology of the disputants.

If someone wrote a novel about an asteroid strike destroying modern civilization, then someone might criticize that novel as extreme, dystopian, apocalyptic; symptomatic of the author's naive inability to deal with a complex technological society. We should recognize this as a literary criticism, not a scientific one; it is about good or bad novels, not good or bad hypotheses. To quantify the annual probability of an asteroid strike in real life, one must study astronomy and the historical record: no amount of literary criticism can put a number on it. Garreau (2005) seems to hold that a scenario of a mind slowly increasing in capability, is more mature and sophisticated than a scenario of extremely rapid intelligence increase. But that's a technical question, not a matter of taste; no amount of psychologizing can tell you the exact slope of that curve.

It's harder to abuse heuristics and biases than psychoanalysis. Accusing someone of conjunction fallacy leads naturally into listing the specific details that you think are burdensome and drive down the joint probability. Even so, do not lose track of the real-world facts of primary interest; do not let the argument become about psychology.

Despite all dangers and temptations, it is better to know about psychological biases than to not know. Otherwise we will walk directly into the whirling helicopter blades of life. But be very careful not to have too much fun accusing others of biases. That is the road that leads to becoming a sophisticated arguer - someone who, faced with any discomforting argument, finds at once a bias in it. The one whom you must watch above all is yourself.

Jerry Cleaver said: "What does you in is not failure to apply some high-level, intricate, complicated technique. It's overlooking the basics. Not keeping your eye on the ball."

Analyses should finally center on testable real-world assertions. Do not take your eye off the ball.
***Impact Calc***

Extinction Outweighs

Extinction is irreversible—the only moral action is to try to avoid it.

Nick Bostron, Department of Philosophy, Yale University, 2002, “Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards,” http://www.transhumanist.com/volume9/risks.html cp

Our approach to existential risks cannot be one of trial-and-error. There is no opportunity to learn from errors. The reactive approach – see what happens, limit damages, and learn from experience – is unworkable. Rather, we must take a proactive approach. This requires foresight to anticipate new types of threats and a willingness to take decisive preventive action and to bear the costs (moral and economic) of such actions.

We cannot necessarily rely on the institutions, moral norms, social attitudes or national security policies that developed from our experience with managing other sorts of risks. Existential risks are a different kind of beast. We might find it hard to take them as seriously as we should simply because we have never yet witnessed such disasters.[5] Our collective fear-response is likely ill calibrated to the magnitude of threat.

Reductions in existential risks are global public goods [13] and may therefore be undersupplied by the market [14]. Existential risks are a menace for everybody and may require acting on the international plane. Respect for national sovereignty is not a legitimate excuse for failing to take countermeasures against a major existential risk.

If we take into account the welfare of future generations, the harm done by existential risks is multiplied by another factor, the size of which depends on whether and how much we discount future benefits [15,16].

Extinction 

Extinction Outweighs

Extinction condemns everyone to death—that includes <exploited group> and future generations.

Eliezer Yudkowsky, Research Fellow - Singularity Institute for Artificial Intelligence, 8/31/2006, draft of “Cognitive biases potentially affecting judgment of global risks,” in Global Catastrophic Risks, edited by Nick Bostrom and Milan Cirkovic cp

There is a saying in heuristics and biases that people do not evaluate events, but descriptions of events - what is called non-extensional reasoning. The extension of humanity's extinction includes the death of yourself, of your friends, of your family, of your loved ones, of your city, of your country, of your political fellows. Yet people who would take great offense at a proposal to wipe the country of Britain from the map, to kill every member of the Democratic Party in the U.S., to turn the city of Paris to glass - who would feel still greater horror on hearing the doctor say that their child had cancer - these people will discuss the extinction of humanity with perfect calm. "Extinction of humanity", as words on paper, appears in fictional novels, or is discussed in philosophy books - it belongs to a different context than the Spanish flu. We evaluate descriptions of events, not extensions of events. The cliché phrase end of the world invokes the magisterium of myth and dream, of prophecy and apocalypse, of novels and movies. The challenge of existential risks to rationality is that, the catastrophes being so huge, people snap into a different mode of thinking. Human deaths are suddenly no longer bad, and detailed predictions suddenly no longer require any expertise, and whether the story is told with a happy ending or a sad ending is a matter of personal taste in stories.

But that is only an anecdotal observation of mine. I thought it better that this essay should focus on mistakes well-documented in the literature - the general literature of cognitive psychology, because there is not yet experimental literature specific to the psychology of existential risks. There should be.

In the mathematics of Bayesian decision theory there is a concept of information value - the expected utility of knowledge. The value of information emerges from the value of whatever it is information about; if you double the stakes, you double the value of information about the stakes. The value of rational thinking works similarly - the value of performing a computation that integrates the evidence is calculated much the same way as the value of the evidence itself. (Good 1952; Horvitz et. al. 1989.)

No more than Albert Szent-Györgyi could multiply the suffering of one human by a hundred million can I truly understand the value of clear thinking about global risks. Scope neglect is the hazard of being a biological human, running on an analog brain; the brain cannot multiply by six billion. And the stakes of existential risk extend beyond even the six billion humans alive today, to all the stars in all the galaxies that humanity and humanity's descendants may some day touch. All that vast potential hinges on our survival here, now, in the days when the realm of humankind is a single planet orbiting a single star. I can't feel our future. All I can do is try to defend it.

Extinction Likely

Extinction is likely—psychological problems make us underestimate the risks.

Nick Bostron, Department of Philosophy, Yale University, 2002, “Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards,” http://www.transhumanist.com/volume9/risks.html cp

Suppose our intuitions about which future scenarios are “plausible and realistic” are shaped by what we see on TV and in movies and what we read in novels. (After all, a large part of the discourse about the future that people encounter is in the form of fiction and other recreational contexts.) We should then, when thinking critically, suspect our intuitions of being biased in the direction of overestimating the probability of those scenarios that make for a good story, since such scenarios will seem much more familiar and more “real”. This Good-story bias could be quite powerful. When was the last time you saw a movie about humankind suddenly going extinct (without warning and without being replaced by some other civilization)? While this scenario may be much more probable than a scenario in which human heroes successfully repel an invasion of monsters or robot warriors, it wouldn’t be much fun to watch. So we don’t see many stories of that kind. If we are not careful, we can be mislead into believing that the boring scenario is too farfetched to be worth taking seriously. In general, if we think there is a Good-story bias, we may upon reflection want to increase our credence in boring hypotheses and decrease our credence in interesting, dramatic hypotheses. The net effect would be to redistribute probability among existential risks in favor of those that seem to harder to fit into a selling narrative, and possibly to increase the probability of the existential risks as a group.

Extinction Likely

We underestimate the probability of extinction because we’ve never experienced it.

Eliezer Yudkowsky, Research Fellow - Singularity Institute for Artificial Intelligence, 8/31/2006, draft of “Cognitive biases potentially affecting judgment of global risks,” in Global Catastrophic Risks, edited by Nick Bostrom and Milan Cirkovic cp
A general principle underlying the heuristics-and-biases program is that human beings use methods of thought - heuristics - which quickly return good approximate answers in many cases; but which also give rise to systematic errors called biases. An example of a heuristic is to judge the frequency or probability of an event by its availability, the ease with which examples of the event come to mind. R appears in the third-letter position of more English words than in the first-letter position, yet it is much easier to recall words that begin with "R" than words whose third letter is "R". Thus, a majority of respondents guess that words beginning with "R" are more frequent, when the reverse is the case. (Tversky and Kahneman 1973.)

Biases implicit in the availability heuristic affect estimates of risk. A pioneering study by Lichtenstein et. al. (1978) examined absolute and relative probability judgments of risk. People know in general terms which risks cause large numbers of deaths and which cause few deaths. However, asked to quantify risks more precisely, people severely overestimate the frequency of rare causes of death, and severely underestimate the frequency of common causes of death. Other repeated errors were also apparent: Accidents were judged to cause as many deaths as disease. (Diseases cause about 16 times as many deaths as accidents.) Homicide was incorrectly judged a more frequent cause of death than diabetes, or stomach cancer. A followup study by Combs and Slovic (1979) tallied reporting of deaths in two newspapers, and found that errors in probability judgments correlated strongly (.85 and .89) with selective reporting in newspapers.

People refuse to buy flood insurance even when it is heavily subsidized and priced far below an actuarially fair value. Kunreuther et. al. (1993) suggests underreaction to threats of flooding may arise from "the inability of individuals to conceptualize floods that have never occurred... Men on flood plains appear to be very much prisoners of their experience... Recently experienced floods appear to set an upward bound to the size of loss with which managers believe they ought to be concerned." Burton et. al. (1978) report that when dams and levees are built, they reduce the frequency of floods, and thus apparently create a false sense of security, leading to reduced precautions. While building dams

decreases the frequency of floods, damage per flood is so much greater afterward that the average yearly damage increases.

It seems that people do not extrapolate from experienced small hazards to a possibility of large risks; rather, the past experience of small hazards sets a perceived upper bound on risks. A society well-protected against minor hazards will take no action against major risks (building on flood plains once the regular minor floods are eliminated). A society subject to regular minor hazards will treat those minor hazards as an upper bound on the size of the risks (guarding against regular minor floods but not occasional major floods).

Risks of human extinction may tend to be underestimated since, obviously, humanity has never yet encountered an extinction event.2

AT: Intervening Actors Solve Impact

Intervening actors justify abandoning others to violence.

Fuyuki Kurasawa, Associate Professor of Sociology at York University in Toronto, Canada, 2004, Constellations Vol 11, No 4, 2004, Cautionary Tales: The Global Culture of Prevention and the Work of Foresight    http://www.yorku.ca/kurasawa/Kurasawa%20Articles/Constellations%20Article.pdf cp

The variations on these themes are numerous. One is the oft-stated belief that prevention is a luxury that we can scarcely afford, or even an unwarranted conceit. Accordingly, by minimizing the urgency or gravity of potential threats, procrastination appears legitimate. Why squander time, energy, and resources to anticipate and thwart what are, after all, only hypothetical dangers? Why act today when, in any case, others will do so in the future? Why not limit ourselves to reacting to cataclysms if and when they occur? A ‘bad faith’ version of this argument goes even further by seeking to discredit, reject, or deny evidence pointing to upcoming catastrophes. Here, we enter into the domain of deliberate negligence and “culpable ignorance,”25 as manifest in the apathy of US Republican administrations toward climate change or the Clinton White House’s disengenuous and belated responses to the genocides in ex-Yugoslavia and Rwanda.

History proves you’re wrong—catastrophic impacts require comprehensive solutions—we must begin trying to avoid them now.

Fuyuki Kurasawa, Associate Professor of Sociology at York University in Toronto, Canada, 2004, Constellations Vol 11, No 4, 2004, Cautionary Tales: The Global Culture of Prevention and the Work of Foresight    http://www.yorku.ca/kurasawa/Kurasawa%20Articles/Constellations%20Article.pdf cp

Similarly, resignation does not fare well when subjected to these evaluative categories. The naively optimistic conceits according to which ‘the world will not be so bad after all’ and ‘it will all work itself out in the end’ beg the question: for whom? Although some privileged sections of future generations may experience fewer risks and suffer less from mass disasters, most will not be so fortunate. Moreover, keeping in mind the sobering lessons of the past century cannot but make us wary about humankind’s supposedly unlimited ability for problemsolving or discovering solutions in time to avert calamities. In fact, the historical track-record of last-minute, technical ‘quick-fixes’ is hardly reassuring. What’s more, most of the serious perils that we face today (e.g., nuclear waste, climate change, global terrorism, genocide and civil war) demand complex, sustained, long-term strategies of planning, coordination, and execution. On the other hand, an examination of fatalism makes it readily apparent that the idea that humankind is doomed from the outset puts off any attempt to minimize risks for our successors, essentially condemning them to face cataclysms unprepared. An a priori pessimism is also unsustainable given the fact that long-term preventive action has had (and will continue to have) appreciable beneficial effects; the examples of medical research, the welfare state, international humanitarian law, as well as strict environmental regulations in some countries stand out among many others. The evaluative framework proposed above should not be restricted to the critique of misappropriations of farsightedness, since it can equally support public deliberation with a reconstructive intent, that is, democratic discussion and debate about a future that human beings would freely self-determine. Inverting Foucault’s Nietzschean metaphor, we can think of genealogies of the future that could perform a farsighted mapping out of the possible ways of organizing social life. They are, in other words, interventions into the present intended to facilitate global civil society’s participation in shaping the field of possibilities of what is to come. Once competing dystopian visions are filtered out on the basis of their analytical credibility, ethical commitments, and political underpinnings and consequences, groups and individuals can assess the remaining legitimate catastrophic scenarios through the lens of genealogical mappings of the future.

Precautionary Principle Good – Ethics

The precautionary principle is ethical.

Fuyuki Kurasawa, Associate Professor of Sociology at York University in Toronto, Canada, 2004, Constellations Vol 11, No 4, 2004, Cautionary Tales: The Global Culture of Prevention and the Work of Foresight    http://www.yorku.ca/kurasawa/Kurasawa%20Articles/Constellations%20Article.pdf cp

Salient in discussions of environmental and techno-scientific risks, the precautionary principle posits prudence and vigilance as deontological counterweights to the multiplication and intensification of sources of danger in the contemporary world. From a precautionary standpoint, the lack of absolute certainty about a serious danger should not deter us from erring on the side of caution and taking reasonable measures to address it.38 Consequently, the instrumental-strategic orientation to action must be balanced out by a two-part moral injunction: act prudently (in a manner that aims to avoid mass human suffering and ecological damage), and do no harm (in a manner that worsens the existing state of affairs or moves us closer to catastrophe). Kant’s bold cry of “Sapere aude!” comes faceto- face with Jonas’s humble pleas of “beware!” and “preserve!” Built into any precautionary stance is a participatory and reflexive concept of “measured action,” which stipulates that we should only decide on a particular course of action after extensive public input, deliberation, and informed consideration of the range of options and their probable effects.39

Precautionary Principle Self-Correcting?

WTF.

Fuyuki Kurasawa, Associate Professor of Sociology at York University in Toronto, Canada, 2004, Constellations Vol 11, No 4, 2004, Cautionary Tales: The Global Culture of Prevention and the Work of Foresight    http://www.yorku.ca/kurasawa/Kurasawa%20Articles/Constellations%20Article.pdf cp

This kind of participatory reflexivity forthrightly acknowledges the fallibilism of decision-making processes about the future, notably because of the existence of unexpected and unintended consequences. As such, measured action is an intersubjective practice that is always subject to revision through decisional feedback loops incorporating factors that may emerge out of a subsequent broadening of collective horizons (better arguments, new evidence, unforeseen or inadvertent side-effects, shifting public opinion, etc.). Additionally, the norm of precaution’s self-limiting character allows us to advocate turning away from certain possibilities if they are likely to introduce large-scale risks without proper steering mechanisms to control or alleviate them – endangering human survival, potentially creating greater problems than the ones targeted by the original action, or risking mass human suffering and ecological destruction.

AT: Impact is Small (Answer to Security?)

Globalization means crises cannot be contained—even if our impact doesn’t immediately cause extinction, refusing to address it causes bigger impacts in the long term.

Fuyuki Kurasawa, Associate Professor of Sociology at York University in Toronto, Canada, 2004, Constellations Vol 11, No 4, 2004, Cautionary Tales: The Global Culture of Prevention and the Work of Foresight    http://www.yorku.ca/kurasawa/Kurasawa%20Articles/Constellations%20Article.pdf cp

Independently of this contractualist justification, global civil society actors are putting forth a number of arguments countering temporal myopia on rational grounds. They make the case that no generation, and no part of the world, is immune from catastrophe. Complacency and parochialism are deeply flawed in that even if we earn a temporary reprieve, our children and grandchildren will likely not be so fortunate unless steps are taken today. Similarly, though it might be possible to minimize or contain the risks and harms of actions to faraway places over the short-term, parrying the eventual blowback or spillover effect is improbable. In fact, as I argued in the previous section, all but the smallest and most isolated of crises are rapidly becoming globalized due to the existence of transnational circuits of ideas, images, people, and commodities. Regardless of where they live, our descendants will increasingly be subjected to the impact of environmental degradation, the spread of epidemics, gross North-South socioeconomic inequalities, refugee flows, civil wars, and genocides. What may have previously `appeared to be temporally and spatially remote risks are ‘coming home to roost’ in ever faster cycles.

In a word, then, procrastination makes little sense for three principal reasons: it exponentially raises the costs of eventual future action; it reduces preventive options; and it erodes their effectiveness. With the foreclosing of long-range alternatives, later generations may be left with a single course of action, namely, that of merely reacting to large-scale emergencies as they arise. We need only think of how it gradually becomes more difficult to control climate change, let alone reverse it, or to halt mass atrocities once they are underway. Preventive foresight is grounded in the opposite logic, whereby the decision to work through perils today greatly enhances both the subsequent room for maneuver and the chances of success. Humanitarian, environmental, and techno-scientific activists have convincingly shown that we cannot afford not to engage in preventive labor. Moreover, I would contend that farsighted cosmopolitanism is not as remote or idealistic a prospect as it appears to some, for as Falk writes, “[g]lobal justice between temporal communities, however, actually seems to be increasing, as evidenced by various expressions of greater sensitivity to past injustices and future dangers.”36 Global civil society may well be helping a new generational self-conception take root, according to which we view ourselves as the provisional caretakers of our planetary commons. Out of our sense of responsibility for the well-being of those who will follow us, we come to be more concerned about the here and now.

Extinction Outweighs Critical Goo

Extinction outweighs all other impacts—you get caught up in feel-good projects what distract from true disaster.

Nick Bostron, Department of Philosophy, Yale University, 2002, “Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards,” http://www.transhumanist.com/volume9/risks.html cp

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.

Quality of Life Outweighs

Quality of life matters—not how long a life is.

Michael Anissimov, co-founder of the Immortality Institute, Media Director for the Singularity Institute for Artificial Intelligence, Fundraising Director, North America for the Lifeboat Foundation, has lectured at Yale University, 2004 “Immoralist Utilitarianism,” http://www.acceleratingfuture.com/michael/works/immethics.htm cp
Ever have a moment in your life that made you feel like jumping for joy, or crying in happiness? Many claim that these are the moments that make life worth living, or at least a lot of what life is about. It's that moment where you finish writing a book, get a big promotion, or share an intimate moment with someone special. How many "typical" days would you give for a single moment like that? Some might say 1, others 10, others even 100 or more. Think about it - in a usual day, we're conscious for around 14 hours. Let's be conservative and suggest that the average John Doe would trade 5 typical days in exchange for a peak experience that lasts 5 minutes. The time ratio is about 1000:1, but many would still prefer the peak experience over the same old stuff. Unique experiences are really valuable to us.

This would imply that most people value life not only for the length of time they experience, but for the special moments that, as I mentioned earlier, "make life worth living". As the stereotypical quote goes, "Life is not measured by the number of breaths we take, but by the moments that take our breath away." Ethicists sometimes quantify such satisfaction as "utility" for the sake of thought experiments; we might say that each 5 minute peak experience is worth a thousand utility points, or "utiles". Correspondingly, each 5 days of typical activity would also count as roughly a thousand utiles, because one would trade one for the other. Although it may make some of us uncomfortable to quantify utility, our brain is unconsciously performing computations accessing the potential utility of choices all the time, and the model is incredibly useful in the psychology of human decision making and the field of ethics. Please bear with me as I make some assumptions about utility values and probabilities. Note that I acknowledge that two different people will not tag everything with the same utility, nor will they necessarily compute utility mathematically.

***Impact Defense***

China

China’s rise is peaceful—globalization removes incentives to be disruptive to the world order.

World Savvy Monitor, free service of World Savvy, a 501c3 national education nonprofit, designed and written for educatorsfor deepening con tent knowledge of world issues, 2008, “Special Section: China in the World - A Foreign Policy Overview,” http://worldsavvy.org/monitor/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=126&Itemid=184 cp

In 2005, US Deputy Secretary of State Robert Zoellick formally acknowledged China’s rise (peaceful and otherwise) and issued a groundbreaking missive to the PRC.  Zoellick welcomed China into the international community, and asked it to step up to the attendant responsibilities of its global power and influence.  The term “responsible stakeholder” has now become the corollary to the “peaceful rise,” and implies that China must look beyond self interest to act in ways that are commensurate with its status in the world.  Recently, UK Foreign Secretary David Miliband echoed this sentiment, introducing the term “responsible sovereignty” as it pertains to China’s actions in the world.  An implicit bargain was put on the table:  the US and West will accommodate China’s rise as long as China begins to play by the rules expressed in international laws and norms.  See Key Foundation Documents.

This is an example of another aberration in traditional power dynamics in international relations:  current powers accommodating, rather than attempting to balance, deter, or contain, a rising power.  Whether this strategy will work remains to be seen – will the West honor its stated friendly intentions, and will China truly "play by the rules?"  Aas John Ikenberry points out in his article “The Rise of China and the Future of the West,” globalization provides a powerful incentive for everyone involved in this grand bargain, and China really only benefits by coming in under the tent of the international community.  Ikenberry writes, “Today’s Western order, in short, is hard to overturn and easy to join.”

Modern China’s foreign policy record to date would indicate that CCP leadership understands this reality.   With the exception of Taiwan, China has peacefully settled most boundary disputes, has not overtly threatened neighbors, has limited use of its significant veto power on the United Nations Security Council (except cases related to Taiwan), has joined international organizations and numerous regional ones, and has generally pursued a multilateral foreign policy.  Despite years of obstructionism on behalf of its partner in oil, Sudan, China is now on-board with the current United Nations/African Union Peacekeeping force in Darfur.  China has a generally good record with respect to United Nations Peacekeeping activities, sending more personnel to missions worldwide than any other permanent Security Council nation.  For the first time in history, a Chinese Major-General will assume command of a UNPK force, in the Western Sahara.

Likewise, Western powers understand that there are enormous benefits to be gained from China’s involvement as a responsible member of the international community. Beyond the economic benefits associated with China’s involvement, some have noted that China’s ties to unsavory regimes could be put to benevolent use.  As anti-Americanism rises in the wake of the Iraq, Afghanistan, and counterterrorism campaigns worldwide, the Chinese may have the ear of leaders in countries who have tired of Western domination.  Some of the countries that have caused considerable angst - North Korea, Iran, Burma, Zimbabwe - enjoy close ties to China, which could be leveraged to address some seemingly intractable geopolitical problems.  As Christopher Hill, the US envoy to the Six Party Talks on North Korea, has said, “China has become the first stop for any American diplomacy.”  In North Korea, Hu Jintao has already balanced George W. Bush’s more aggressive stance with respect to Pyongyang.

China

China focused on domestic issues, not adventurism.

World Savvy Monitor, free service of World Savvy, a 501c3 national education nonprofit, designed and written for educatorsfor deepening con tent knowledge of world issues, 2008, “Special Section: China in the World - A Foreign Policy Overview,” http://worldsavvy.org/monitor/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=126&Itemid=184 cp

    * First, China faces enormous domestic challenges created by its rapid industrialization over the past thirty years.  These challenges include extreme wealth gaps, the need to maintain social stability in the face of these glaring inequalities, environmental degradation, food and water scarcity, and restive ethnic minorities.  China is, technically, still a developing nation, despite the size of its economy, when you consider the distribution of resources across a population of 1.3 billion people.  Since the CCP recognizes that social stability is to some degree contingent on continued economic growth, its focus has been there, and many theorists have speculated that China has neither the time nor the resources for an adventurous foreign policy.

Chinese history makes them want to avoid conflict.
World Savvy Monitor, free service of World Savvy, a 501c3 national education nonprofit, designed and written for educatorsfor deepening con tent knowledge of world issues, 2008, “Special Section: China in the World - A Foreign Policy Overview,” http://worldsavvy.org/monitor/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=126&Itemid=184 cp

    * Second, China has seen its share of war and destruction in the last century.  China has endured dismantlement at the hands of imperial powers, a long-running civil war, and a devastating World War.  Following peace with the outside world in 1949, the Great Leap Forward and Cultural Revolution wreaked further havoc on the population, with massive displacements, starvation, and government-imposed hardship.  Times are relatively much better in China in recent years, at least for the middle classes, and there is great incentive for China to stay focused on that, even as international conflict and intrigue orbit them.
China doesn’t have to resources to try to aggressively expand.

World Savvy Monitor, free service of World Savvy, a 501c3 national education nonprofit, designed and written for educatorsfor deepening con tent knowledge of world issues, 2008, “Special Section: China in the World - A Foreign Policy Overview,” http://worldsavvy.org/monitor/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=126&Itemid=184 cp
    * Third, China's geography does not favor international aggression.  China has the distinction of sharing the most international borders of any country in the world, as well some of the longest ones.  It simply has too many neighbors and too many disputed boundaries for it to engage in demarcation by military intervention.  Since controlling restive boundary regions is already an issue, most speculate that China has neither the capacity nor the desire to pursue territorial expansion.  Over the past 50 years, China has largely negotiated its border issues with its neighbors, often to the PRC’s own territorial disadvantage.  With respect to disputes that remain, chiefly around maritime borders, China is in various stages of negotiation and/or preservation of the status quo.

China

China’s naval threat is overstated—they can’t even use nukes.

Defensetech, 4/27/2009, “China’s ‘Increasing Naval Threat’ Overstated,” http://defensetech.org/2009/04/27/chinas-increasing-naval-threat-overstated/ cp

Other articles — some citing official Chinese statements indicating that aircraft carriers will be constructed “in the future” — tell how the Chinese Navy is about to overtake the U.S. Navy, although by which measures is usually ignored. Indeed, one AP article declares that Chinese nuclear-propelled submarines “are considered just a notch below cutting-edge U.S. and Russian craft.”

Reality is quite different. First, simplistic numerical comparisons are too often misleading. But quantity does provide a quality. For example:

    * Nuclear aircraft carriers (CVN)

      U.S. = 11 China = 0

    * VSTOL/helicopter carriers (LHA/LHD)

      U.S. = 11 China = 0

    * Guided missile cruisers (CG)

      U.S. = 22 China = 0

    * Destroyers (DDG/DD)

      U.S. = 60 China = 27

    * Frigates (FF/FFG)

      U.S. = 30 China = 48

    * Ballistic missile submarines (nuclear)(SSBN)

      U.S. = 14 China = 3

    * Attack/cruiser missile submarines (nuclear)

      (SSN/SSGN)

      U.S. = 57 China = 6

    * Attack submarine (non-nuclear) (SS/SSK)

      U.S. = 0 China = 55

Second, numbers alone to not convey an adequate comparison. For example, each U.S. CVN-type carrier can operate 60 or more high-performance aircraft. All U.S. cruisers and destroyers have the Aegis advanced radar/fire control system; only a few Chinese ships have the equivalent. Similarly, all U.S. cruisers and destroyers have vertical-launch systems for firing long-range Tomahawk strike (land-attack) missiles as well as surface-to-air missiles. The Chinese have no ship-launched strike weapons and their surface-to-air missiles are inferior.

Further, there is no public evidence that the Chinese SSBNs have an operational missile, and none is known to have undertaken a long-range patrol. No long-range patrols have been reported of nuclear torpedo-attack submarines (SSN), and relatively few are made by diesel-electric undersea craft.

China – AT: Sea Lanes

China won’t disrupt sea lanes.

1.  It hurts their economy.

Rand Corporation, 2000, Richard Sokolsky, Angel Rabasa, Carl Richard Neu, The role of Southeast Asia in U.S. strategy toward China, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1170/MR1170.ch3.pdf cp

For a host of reasons, the likelihood of an overt Chinese attempt to disrupt Southeast Asian sea-lanes over a sustained period of time would appear to be low. First, under normal circumstances, China has strong economic incentives to maintain freedom of navigation for its own shipborne commerce through Southeast Asian sea-lanes. Over $1 trillion in trade passes through these sea-lanes each year. China’s share of this trade, including trade that transits Hong Kong, is close to $100 billion a year—or roughly 16 percent of China’s GDP—and growing at an annual rate of over 16 percent.2 Moreover, China’s dependence on these sea-lanes is expected to grow, especially for imported oil: by the year 2015, according to several forecasts, China’s demand for energy is projected to increase 160 percent and Chinese consumption of Persian Gulf oil, which would pass through Southeast Asian sea-lanes, is expected to triple. Thus, a serious and prolonged blockage of Southeast Asian sea-lanes would inflict damage on Chinese economic growth by cutting off trade to China and that of China’s key trading partners in the Asia-Pacific region.

2.  International blockback.

Rand Corporation, 2000, Richard Sokolsky, Angel Rabasa, Carl Richard Neu, The role of Southeast Asia in U.S. strategy toward China, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1170/MR1170.ch3.pdf cp

Second, although Chinese naval forces might engage in “police actions” to combat piracy, political considerations would discourage Chinese action to interdict Southeast Asian sea-lanes. A Chinese attempt to disrupt shipping, for example, would probably: (1) elicit severe ASEAN, regional, and international condemnation and, in particular, deal a severe setback to Chinese efforts to improve relations with the ASEAN countries; and (2) provoke some countries and organizations (e.g., the United States, Japan, the European Union [EU], and ASEAN) to impose economic sanctions, including reductions in investment, trade, and technology transfer. The United States, Japan, and the EU could also block credits to China by international financial institutions.

China – AT: Sea Lanes

They’d they don’t have tech or military power to make a conflict worthwile.

Rand Corporation, 2000, Richard Sokolsky, Angel Rabasa, Carl Richard Neu, The role of Southeast Asia in U.S. strategy toward China, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1170/MR1170.ch3.pdf cp

 Third, even if economic and political disincentives failed to deter Chinese military actions to disrupt the sea-lanes, Beijing would need to take into account military, operational, and geographic constraints that would make operations to achieve a closure of the sealanes and maritime chokepoints exceptionally difficult. The weaknesses in China’s conventional power projection capabilities are detailed in other RAND studies.3 The key points are summarized below: • China faces serious shortcomings in its ability to project and sustain force in the South China Sea; in particular, the Chinese navy remains vulnerable to air and surface naval attack. In addition, Chinese forces suffer from low readiness, inadequate training, and deficiencies in logistics support; command, control, communications, computing, and intelligence (C4I); and modern equipment. • The Chinese would face serious constraints on the use of mines for interdiction. Although, because of its physical characteristics, the Strait of Malacca is especially vulnerable to mining, the same is not true for moored or bottom mines in the other straits (Sunda and Lombok) and the South China Sea. Hence, even if mining of the Strait of Malacca shut down ship traffic until the channels were cleared, traffic could be rerouted, albeit at additional expense, through the other straits. In addition, the Chinese would have great difficulty in laying mines that can discriminate between enemy and friendly shipping. Further, any overt Chinese mine-laying operation, and in particular reseeding operations, would be highly vulnerable to counterattack and the growing mine-countermeasures capabilities of the ASEAN states. Together, these factors suggest that any blockage of the straits resulting from mines would be either ineffective or limited in duration. 4

Taiwan – No War

No war—economic interdependence—the Pentagon agrees with us

Ivan Eland, director of defense policy studies at the Cato Institute, 2/5/2003, Cato Institute, “The China-Taiwan Military Balance: Implications for the United States,” http://www.cato.org/pubs/fpbriefs/fpb74.pdf cp

But hostile behavior toward Taiwan could disturb China’s increasing economic linkage with the rest of the world—especially its growing commercial links with Taiwan. Because China’s highest priority is economic growth, the disruption of such economic relationships is a disincentive for China to take aggressive actions vis-à-vis Taiwan. Any attack short of invasion (splashing more missiles or instituting a naval blockade) would likely harm the Taiwanese economy and disrupt Chinese trade and financial contacts with Taiwan and other developed nations without getting China what it most wants— control of Taiwan. An amphibious invasion, in the unlikely event that it succeeded, would provide such control but would cause even greater disruption in China’s commercial links to developed nations—probably resulting in economic sanctions against China and a reduction of vital foreign investment there. Even the Pentagon notes: “China apparently . . . is sensitive to the potential political and economic costs that it could incur from war with Taiwan. . . . To that end, Beijing has avoided activities that might threaten its economic growth and access to foreign markets, investments, and technology.”3

Taiwan – AT: Miscalc

No miscalc—China’s too smart to intimidate Taiwan. 

Ivan Eland, director of defense policy studies at the Cato Institute, 2/5/2003, Cato Institute, “The China-Taiwan Military Balance: Implications for the United States,” http://www.cato.org/pubs/fpbriefs/fpb74.pdf cp
Determining the intentions of countries is difficult, but China has some important incentives to avoid attacking or intimidating Taiwan by military means. Such hostile actions could have counterproductive political and economic effects. In 1996 China tried to intimidate voters in the Taiwanese presidential election by firing missiles into the Taiwan Strait during a “training exercise.” Although China sought to intimidate the Taiwanese electorate, its action had the opposite effect—the Taiwanese elected, by a wider margin than expected, a president who took a more independent stance vis-à-vis China. Although China avoided similarly provocative military actions prior to the Taiwanese elections of 2000 (having learned at least a little), belligerent Chinese rhetoric prior to the polling was still counterproductive. Chen Shui-bian, a candidate favoring Taiwan’s independence from China, was elected president of Taiwan. Now China, worried about Taiwan’s moving further down the path toward independence, threatens Taiwan merely to defend the status quo.

Global Warming – Not Real

Global warming isn’t real—ice sheets are growing.

Joseph R. Breslin, Times Guest Columnist, 1/16/2010, Daily Times, “Global warming ‘hoax’ will waste billions,” http://www.delcotimes.com/articles/2010/01/16/opinion/doc4b5136a189044351761993.txt cp
I will now present scientific fact to refute their false claims that global warming will have us under 20 feet of water in the near future.

Everyone knows there is melting polar ice — there has been for centuries. They claim greenhouse emissions could be committing the world to a catastrophic sea-level rise.

There are two ice sheets, Greenland and Antarctic. It’s not melting sea ice that causes sea levels to rise, but when land sheets melt. As climate scientist Patrick J. Michael’s states: “What has happened is that Antarctica has been gaining ice.” Only one tiny portion of the continent —- the Antarctic Peninsula — has been warming and the ice melting and the peninsula only constitutes about 2 percent of the Antarctica’s total area. This is the area people like Sestak, Gore and the ICLEI (International Council of Local Environmental Initiatives) concentrate on and try to alarm the public.

Curt Davis, using satellite measurements to calculate changes in the ice sheets elevation, found it gained 45 billion tons of ice per year between 1992 and 2003, which is enough to lower sea levels by about 0.12 millimeters annually. Today’s alarmists only look at what’s falling off the sides and not what’s building up top.

As they claim, if today’s temperatures are causing Greenland’s coastal ice to slide into the sea, it must have been 10 times worse 80 years ago. Between 1915 and 1965 it was even warmer. All this was before fossil fuel burning could have triggered global warming.

There is no scientific evidence that the Greenland ice sheet is melting due to increased temperatures caused by atmospheric concentrations of carbon dioxide.

Richard Lindzen of MIT thinks that, while most scientists were originally agnostic on the question whether human activity was causing global warming “environmentalists and the media would exaggerate,” (and) build up the public concern. Politicians responded by throwing research dollars at scientists. You’ve developed a scientific community that will do whatever it needs to do to make sure the answer isn’t obtained. Why should taxpayers pay for people not to find an answer?”

Global warming proponents falsify data.

Roger F. Gay, mensnewsdaily.com, 7/17/2010, “Global Warming Scam: 2010 is Not the Hottest Year,” http://mensnewsdaily.com/2010/07/17/global-warming-scam-2010-is-not-the-hottest-year/comment-page-1/ cp

Even the most recent fake British inquiry into the behavior of scientists at East Anglia had to admit that their data was “misleading.” Now one needs merely to take notice of the copy-paste arguments of rank and file warmers. NOAA has routinely presented results corresponding to those of East Anglia.

One of the most important facts discovered in relation to Climategate was that East Anglia’s Phil Jones went to great effort to falsify temperature records throughout the world, asking its caretakers to replace their data with his fake data and for permission to present his fake data as original data from them. The United States, NOAA included, was not on the very short list of countries that said no. (And while we’re at it, NASA – i.e. the godfather of the global warming hoax James Hansen at Columbia – is also not on that list.)

The Climategate conspirators have all gone back to work as if nothing happened. Warmers are once again using their products as talking points to promote arbitrary tax increases and government take-overs. Are they really expecting the rest of us to believe any of it? (Keywords: “hockey stick”, “trick”, “hide the decline”)

Global Warming – No Impact

Even the impact to runaway warming is small—we’ll insert these statistics into the record of the debate.

Indur M. Goklany, science and technology policy analyst at the US Department of the Interior, Ph. D. (1973), M.S. (1969) in Electrical Engineering, Michigan State University, B.Tech. (1968) in Electrical Engineering, Indian Institute of Technology, Bombay , 2005, National Center for Policy Analysis, “Living with Global Warming,” http://www.ncpa.org/pdfs/st278.pdf cp
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Global Warming – AT: Malaria

Malaria spread inevitable.

Indur M. Goklany, science and technology policy analyst at the US Department of the Interior, Ph. D. (1973), M.S. (1969) in Electrical Engineering, Michigan State University, B.Tech. (1968) in Electrical Engineering, Indian Institute of Technology, Bombay , 2005, National Center for Policy Analysis, “Living with Global Warming,” http://www.ncpa.org/pdfs/st278.pdf cp

Malaria. Table I shows that the current population at risk from malaria will grow from 4.4 billion today to 8.8 billion in 2085, even in the absence of climate change, due to increased population in developing countries where the disease is epidemic. This is about 80 percent of the projected world population in 2085, according to the scenario used in the DEFRA-sponsored studies. Climate change would add only marginally to the population at risk in 2085, due to an increase in the range of mosquitoes, for example, to higher altitudes. Table II shows that:

● The Kyoto Protocol would reduce the total number of people at risk in 2085 by 0.2 percent while costing, as noted previously, about

$165 billion in 2010 alone.

● Reductions in the population at risk of malaria from stabilization at either 550 ppm or 750 ppm would be even smaller, amounting to

0.4 percent and 1.3 percent, respectively, while costing trillions of dollars.15

● Curiously enough, stabilizing CO2 at 750 ppm would reduce the total global population at risk for malaria in 2085 more than stabilization at 550 ppm — by 1.3 percent versus 0.4 percent. The reason: climate change will alter temperature and precipitation patterns in ways that sometimes will favor mosquito propagation and malaria transmission, and at other times will not.

● Halting further climate change as of 1990 (if that were possible) would at best reduce the total problem of malaria in 2085 by 3.2 percent.

Global Warming – AT: Hunger

Increases of hunger brought on by warming will be trivial.

Indur M. Goklany, science and technology policy analyst at the US Department of the Interior, Ph. D. (1973), M.S. (1969) in Electrical Engineering, Michigan State University, B.Tech. (1968) in Electrical Engineering, Indian Institute of Technology, Bombay , 2005, National Center for Policy Analysis, “Living with Global Warming,” http://www.ncpa.org/pdfs/st278.pdf cp

Hunger and Food Production. Today, at least 521 million people worldwide are at risk of hunger. The good news is that their numbers are expected to fall to 300 million in 2085, despite an increase in global population, due to continuing increases in agricultural productivity. However, global warming is expected to partly offset that decline, exposing an additional 69 million to 91 million people to food shortages by 2085. This would occur due to a slight fall in the rate of global agricultural productivity growth, as changing weather patterns increase drought and reduce soil moisture in many developing areas. As with malaria, stabilizing CO2 concentrations at 750 ppm would reduce the total global population at risk for hunger in 2085 by a greater amount than pursuing stabilization at 550 ppm. The reason is that fertilization from atmospheric carbon benefits crops, and the CO2 concentration under the 750 ppm stabilization pathway is higher than under the 550 ppm pathway. 

Global Warming – AT: Water

No conclusive evidence that warming causes water shortages—it might alleviate them.

Indur M. Goklany, science and technology policy analyst at the US Department of the Interior, Ph. D. (1973), M.S. (1969) in Electrical Engineering, Michigan State University, B.Tech. (1968) in Electrical Engineering, Indian Institute of Technology, Bombay , 2005, National Center for Policy Analysis, “Living with Global Warming,” http://www.ncpa.org/pdfs/st278.pdf cp

Water Shortages. Today, 1.75 billion people face shortages of fresh water suitable for irrigation or industrial and household uses. This is expected to increase to 6.5 billion people by 2085, due to the increasing population of poorer countries. Global warming may increase the number at risk by nearly 13 percent (862 million) in 2085 — or it may have a positive effect, cutting the population at risk by more than a third (37 percent), or 2.4 billion people. Mitigation will produce, at best, marginal benefits, but may do more harm than good:
● Meeting the Kyoto Protocol’s emission reduction targets would, at best, reduce the population facing water shortages by 1 percent in 2085 — and could, in fact, exacerbate the problem.

● Stabilizing CO2 emissions at 550 ppm would, at best, reduce the population facing water shortages in 2085 by 860 million, but could increase the population at risk by 2.4 billion.
Table II indicates that warming might, in fact, reduce water shortages in some areas. The actual affect depends on changes in weather patterns that occur with global warming, which climate models are currently unable to project accurately on a regional basis. Thus mitigation would make matters worse for people in these areas — reducing, if not eliminating, net water-related benefits from mitigation. This unfortunate outcome also holds for other hazards for which warming results in a mix of positive and negative outcomes, such as food production. By contrast, adaptation allows communities to capture the benefits of warming while reducing, if not avoiding, the downsides. And measures taken to reduce water shortages now will also help relieve them in the future.
Global Warming – AT: Biodiversity

Development of wild areas is the root cause—not warming.

Indur M. Goklany, science and technology policy analyst at the US Department of the Interior, Ph. D. (1973), M.S. (1969) in Electrical Engineering, Michigan State University, B.Tech. (1968) in Electrical Engineering, Indian Institute of Technology, Bombay , 2005, National Center for Policy Analysis, “Living with Global Warming,” http://www.ncpa.org/pdfs/st278.pdf cp

Pressures on Natural Systems: Global Forests and Coastal Wetlands. Table III compares projected changes in the global area of forests and coastal wetlands with and without unmitigated climate change. Due to development and agriculture, the forested area of the world is expected to fall 25 percent to 30 percent by 2050 and the area of coastal wetlands are expected to decline 40 percent by 2085. The major risk to biodiversity is the loss of natural habitat to development. Increased levels of atmospheric CO2 favor plant growth; however, the effects of global warming on sea levels and weather patterns could reduce wetland areas. Between now and 2085, global warming could increase forested areas by 5 percent; but it could reduce the area of coastal wetlands another 13 percent. Whether increases in global forest area can be sustained beyond that under the unmitigated emissions scenario is another matter.

Table III also indicates that unless baseline problems are addressed relatively quickly, a substantial portion of currently existing global forests and wetlands might be converted to other uses, and the benefits of mitigation may arrive too late to stem the loss of habitat (and biodiversity).

Democracy

Democratic Peace Theory is outdated—the rise of terrorism renders it false and obsolete.

Tim Dunne, Head of Humanities and Social Sciences at the University of Exeter, Devon, 2009, International Relations, “Liberalism, International Terrorism, and Democratic Wars,” http://huss.exeter.ac.uk/politics/research/readingroom/Dunne_IR.pdf cp

This variant of the literature is particularly germane for considering the relationship between liberalism and terrorism. No liberal theorist believes there is a duty to include authoritarian enemies – be they states or terrorist networks – in the pacifi c union: they do not share ‘our values’ and their states are illegitimate because they lack the consent of the governed. Yet, beyond the exclusion of non-democracies, there is no agreement on how liberal states should engage with those whom Kant called ‘unjust enemies’.

Democratic peace theory provides powerful openings into the relationship between domestic institutions and values, and foreign-policy outcomes. From the vantage point of international history after the Cold War, however, both variants of the theory are in need of revision. The monadic variant cannot explain the war-like interventions on the part of liberal states in Somalia, Bosnia, Kosovo, Afghanistan and Iraq. Looked at from a vantage point outside the liberal zone, the monadic claim to peace-proneness appears to be illusory.

The dyadic account has greater immunity to the several post-Cold War cases in which liberal states have resorted to war. As we have seen, there is no particular claim to peace-proneness in relations between democracies and authoritarian regimes. That said, the dyadic variant is challenged by two factors. First, in the period since 1990, the incidence of initiating inter-state war has been lower among authoritarian states than among democracies, casting doubt on Risse’s claim that democratic states are ‘defensively motivated’. Second, given the centrality of regime type to the democratic peace thesis, there remains the puzzle how and why democracies have varied so signifi cantly in their response to ‘new threats’ such as international terrorism. In short, why do anti-militaristic norms of ‘civilian power’ frame the response by certain liberal states to foreign policy threats, while others are quick to resort to force and demonstrate effective war-fi ghting capability? To begin to address these questions requires a rethinking of the relationship between liberalism and international terrorism – specifi cally, the institutional and social processes by which war is produced and legitimated.

Democracy

Theories in support of democratic peace are internally contradictory.

Tim Dunne, Head of Humanities and Social Sciences at the University of Exeter, Devon, 2009, International Relations, “Liberalism, International Terrorism, and Democratic Wars,” http://huss.exeter.ac.uk/politics/research/readingroom/Dunne_IR.pdf cp

The blurring of several post-9/11 interventions with the ‘war on terror’ has highlighted an important tension in the liberal understanding of international order. On the one hand, international institutions are designed to be procedurally liberal, meaning that membership is not restricted to democratic states, and collective action requires the consent of legitimate institutions (however imperfectly expressed). The expectation of a liberal order defi ned by pluralist principles is that all states have an interest in, and an obligation to obey, the rules. There is empirical evidence that liberal publics strongly buy in to the importance of procedural correctness. One of the striking features of the polling data acquired in the UK prior to the 2003 Iraq War was the astonishing ‘bounce’ in favour of military action if it was backed by a UN Security Council resolution. In one poll, 76 per cent preferred multilateral action, as against 32 per cent who favoured war in circumstances when the US launched a war but the Security Council did not authorize it.19

The unipolar moment coincided with a shift towards substantive liberal norms to do with democratic entitlement, good governance and the responsibility of states for ensuring terrorist groups acting inside their borders were either contained or eradicated. These emergent substantive norms can be invoked to justify military interventions – against tyrannical states committing human rights violations (Kosovo 1999) or failing states unable to control terrorist networks (Afghanistan 2001 to the present). In the absence of the UN being able to act militarily, as was 107 envisaged by the framers of the Charter, the consequence of this shift towards substantive liberal norms in international society is to place signifi cant power in the hands of those states and alliances who have the capacity to act militarily. Such inequities are thrown into even sharper relief when, in the case of Iraq, the US and the UK brazenly circumvented the will of the very institution tasked with legitimating forcible action.

The fl exibility with which democratic wars are conducted by coalitions of powerful liberal states operating alongside military forces from authoritarian regimes adds weight to those who are sceptical about how far democratic ideals animate foreign policy behaviour. It is uncertain why democracies should be so sensitive to regime type when engaged in long-run institution building (such as NATO or the EU), yet so indifferent to regime type when constructing war-fi ghting coalitions. How can it be defensible to fi ght unjust enemies while standing shoulder to shoulder with unjust friends?

Democracy

Politicians trick the populations to get support for war.

Tim Dunne, Head of Humanities and Social Sciences at the University of Exeter, Devon, 2009, International Relations, “Liberalism, International Terrorism, and Democratic Wars,” http://huss.exeter.ac.uk/politics/research/readingroom/Dunne_IR.pdf cp

From the Kosovo War to the Iraq War, it has been apparent that the executive branch of government in the UK and the USA has not been held in check, as liberal peace theory would lead us to expect. The fi rst anomaly relates to the question why state leaders engage in a process of threat infl ation. In relation to Kosovo, while it was clear that Milosevic was engaged in human rights abuses on a signifi cant scale, the representation of his regime as being engaged in genocide stretched the truth to breaking point. The sense of threat infl ation was only heightened by the corresponding claim that, unless military action brought about regime change, the future of NATO was at stake.

Much has been made of the role played by the then British Prime Minister, Tony Blair, as a norm entrepreneur in relation to publicly articulating a rationale for which ‘we’ should forcibly intervene to resolve ‘their’ humanitarian catastrophes. In perhaps the most memorable line from his Chicago speech, Blair opined that ‘today, we fi ght for values not for territory’.20

Public support in the UK for the Kosovo War was high. In the case of the 2003 Iraq War, fought in part because of an explicit linkage between failing states and WMD capability, the UK government realized it had to mobilize opinion in favour of war. War entrepreneurs such as Prime Minister Blair and his supporters realized that a
 strong case had to be made in order to ‘upgrade’ the Iraq problem from the category of a normal security risk to one that demanded a military response. The September 2002 intelligence dossier in which the Iraqi threat was described as ‘serious and current’ is an example of a liberal leader engaging in the politics of securitization.

The public won’t act rationally and oppose war.

Tim Dunne, Head of Humanities and Social Sciences at the University of Exeter, Devon, 2009, International Relations, “Liberalism, International Terrorism, and Democratic Wars,” http://huss.exeter.ac.uk/politics/research/readingroom/Dunne_IR.pdf cp
In a much-cited article published in the journal International Security, Chaim Kaufmann argues that, in the United States, the decision to go to war can be explained in terms of a failure in the marketplace of ideas. Working within the liberal tradition, Kaufmann assumes that attempts by elites to mobilize for war will trigger wideranging debate in which the government’s justifi cations are subject to detailed public scrutiny. In this process, ‘unfounded, mendacious or self-serving foreign policy arguments’ will be exposed as false.21 Yet in the run-up to the Iraq War the Bush administration persuaded the American public that the Iraqi government possessed weapons of mass destruction and had developed operational links with Al Qaeda, and that these factors warranted military action against Iraq. In his words: 

The marketplace of ideas failed to correct the administration’s misrepresentations or hinder its ability to persuade the American public. The administration succeeded, despite the weakness of the evidence for its claims, in convincing a majority of the public that Iraq posed a threat so extreme and immediate that it could be dealt with only be preventative war.22

The notion of there being a ‘marketplace of ideas’ can trace its roots back to John Stuart Mill’s argument that rigorous public debate is a condition both of overthrowing error and of fully understanding the grounds on which truths are held. How might we judge the effectiveness of a political market? For Kaufmann (as for Mill) what counts is the truth. Are ‘unfounded, mendacious or self-serving’ arguments – in this case those arguments about the threat posed by Iraq – exposed as being false through a process of scrutiny and deliberation? The public’s capacity to reach informed decisions about complex debates depends upon the institutional environment and prevailing political circumstances. A key fi nding in this literature is that the institutions of democracy were unable to correct the fl awed arguments that were being advanced in favour of war.

Terrorism

Newest studies show no risk from terrorism.

Sidney Morning Herald, 7/29/2010, “Almost zero risk of death by terrorism,” http://news.smh.com.au/breaking-news-national/almost-zero-risk-of-death-by-terrorism-20100729-10xk5.html cp

There is almost zero risk of being killed in a terrorist attack in Australia, a new study says.

The paper by University of NSW law academic Chris Michaelson and published in the latest edition of the Kokoda Foundation journal Security Challenges, said nine years after 9/11 no terror attack had occurred on Australian soil.

He said it was time for a comprehensive review and reform of Australia's approach to counter-terrorism.

Mr Michaelson said the terror risk in the US also needed to be kept in context with numbers killed in international terrorism incidents since the late 1960s about the same number as killed in lightning strikes, accidents involving deer and allergic reactions to peanuts.

***Impact Turns***

Free Trade/Globalization

WWI proves free trade causes war—all other studies suffer from methodological problems.

David M. Rowe, R. Todd Ruppert Professor in International Studies and Associate Professor of Political Science at Kenyon College, 2005, Security Studies, “The Tragedy of Liberalism How Globalization Caused the First World War,” accessed via informaworld cp
This conclusion that globalization pacifies international relations is not just premature, it is wrong. It is premature because modern liberal scholarship suffers from two important shortcomings. First, the relationship between globalization—the process of transnational market integration in which national markets merge to form a global economy—and international peace remains theoretically underdeveloped.4  Arguments about the pacific benefits of globalization have yet to be rigorously built using international trade theory to show how the economic effects of globalization influence the security politics of states, and how these influences, in turn, affect the possibilities for war and peace.5 Second, empirical studies of globalization and peace have been dominated by large-N statistical analysis.6  These analyses cannot, by themselves, establish causation. They need to be complemented by qualitative studies that trace the causal processes imputed by liberal theory to the outcomes it predicts.7 By and large, however, these qualitative studies have yet to be carried out.

This article addresses both shortcomings by exploring how globalization in the nineteenth century contributed to the First World War. First, it builds arguments that globalization pacifies international relations using the Heckscher-Ohlin model of international trade theory. This analysis shows that, where the state's military power is built upon the country's domestically abundant resources, globalization—consistent with liberal theory—constrains the ability of states to build and wield military force.8

Second, this article explores the nineteenth-century globalization. It shows how this period of globalization, as liberal theory claims, generated significant internal constraints on military power in prewar Europe. Yet contrary to liberal theory, these constraints did not enhance prospects for European peace. Instead, they (1) heightened systemic insecurity as each power became less able to cope with adverse changes in its external environment; (2) undermined the credibility of the threats and promises about the use of force that the great powers used to build international order; and (3) affected the relative balance of power in ways that destabilized the international system. Rather than strengthening European peace, the nineteenth-century globalization was instead one of the most powerful causes of the First World War.

This finding undermines liberal claims. The First World War occurred under circumstances that were very favorable to liberal theory. It ended half a century of globalization and peace that in many ways rivals or surpasses today's globalization. Moreover, the Heckscher-Ohlin model of trade suggests that globalization's constraints on military force will be strongest where states build military power from their country's abundant economic resources, conditions that prevailed in prewar Europe. Finally, the First World War was the second most destructive conflict in modern history. It caused more than 83 percent of battlefield deaths between 1816 and 1918 and more than 27 percent of battlefield deaths between 1816 and 1997.9 If globalization was a major of cause of this conflict, claims that globalization enhances peace, much less calls to treat the liberal agenda as a moral imperative, cannot be right.

Free Trade Bad

Globalization undermines deterrence—makes war more likely.

David M. Rowe, R. Todd Ruppert Professor in International Studies and Associate Professor of Political Science at Kenyon College, 2005, Security Studies, “The Tragedy of Liberalism How Globalization Caused the First World War,” accessed via informaworld cp

The First World War has always been a glaring anomaly to the argument that globalization brings international peace. Yet the previous inability of scholars to link globalization directly to the conflict has allowed the liberal thesis to remain intact. After all, with the war springing from causes other than the prewar globalization, liberal scholars have plausibly argued that the prewar globalization was simply too weak to contain the pathologies of the European state system, and implied that a stronger, deeper, or more profound globalization would have transformed Europe into a peaceful community of states.215

This position is no longer tenable. A more powerful globalization would not have made peace more likely; it would only have intensified the economic and political constraints on military force that ultimately undermined the prewar European order and destroyed Europe's gilded age.

Ironically, liberal theory correctly predicts that globalization generates substantial internal constraints on military force. As we have seen, the great powers experienced substantial constraints in transforming their abundant resources—especially labor—into instruments of military power and war. Where military service was voluntary, fewer pursued military careers. Where it was compulsory, popular antimilitarism compelled states to lessen the growing burden that military service imposed on Europe's young men, even as it eroded military effectiveness. Moreover, by aiding the rise of democracy, globalization gave greater voice and more political power to antimilitarist interests in European politics, so that popular resistance to the military, not the state's strategic imperatives, set the parameters on military force in prewar Europe.

Where liberal theory errs, however, is in assuming that internal constraints on military force necessarily strengthen prospects for international peace. This overlooks the necessary role that the credible threat of force plays in protecting national interests and sustaining international order. As we have seen, globalization's internal constraints on military force in prewar Europe undermined each power's security in the prewar order, eroded the ability of each to credibly threaten force to dissuade rivals, undermined the ability of each to credibly promise force to reassure allies, and magnified the threat that Russia posed to Austria-Hungary and Germany. Europe did not go to war despite globalization's constraints on military force in prewar Europe; Europe went to war because these constraints undermined the very foundations on which European peace rested.

Ext – Globalization Kills Militaries

Military wages aren’t competitive with civilian wages.

David M. Rowe, R. Todd Ruppert Professor in International Studies and Associate Professor of Political Science at Kenyon College, 2005, Security Studies, “The Tragedy of Liberalism How Globalization Caused the First World War,” accessed via informaworld cp

As we have seen, labor reaped dramatic gains during the nineteenth-century globalization. As expected, all of the European great powers experienced considerable difficulties in mobilizing labor into the military.

The professional components of the European militaries suffered chronic shortages of commissioned and noncommissioned officers (NCOs) as well as declines in the quality of those who served. For example, Austria-Hungary's shortages of officers and NCOs forced it to rely heavily on reserve officers, even though they were of questionable quality.81 France experienced a growing exodus of active-duty officers and NCOs. By the eve of the First World War, it lacked 800 lieutenants, 6,000 career sergeants, and 15,000 corporals.82 In Germany, one in five lieutenant positions in the infantry went unfilled on the eve of the war while the army struggled to maintain an adequate cadre of NCOs.83 The Russian army in 1907 suffered a 20 percent shortfall of infantry officers and had fewer NCOs than Austria-Hungary, even though Russia's army was three times larger.84 Throughout Europe, better civilian opportunities meant the most capable men often left the military, leaving behind, a French inquiry into its NCO corps noted, “mediocre instructors who can do absolutely nothing else.”85

The origins of these problems lay in rising civilian incomes and opportunities. Declining military pay relative to civilian occupations was a major grievance. An Austro-Hungarian report on NCO recruitment in 1912 concluded that better civilian opportunities required a substantial improvement in pay and benefits to end the army's severe shortage of these men.86 In France, one-half of the officer graduates of the Eacutecole Polytechnique between 1907 and 1912 were lured away by private industry.87 An inquiry into France's NCO difficulties found that “the NCOs say they leave the army with regret, and if pay were sufficient and promotion given on merit and impartially, they would not dream of leaving the army.”88 Historian Dennis Showalter noted that a German officer's career was likewise “increasingly challenged by the alternate possibilities open to talent and energy in an expanding Second Reich. Much of bourgeois Germany's militarism was skin deep and no more.”89 Germany's NCO pay also remained extremely uncompetitive, raising concerns about quality.90 Russia's navy suffered acute shortages of NCOs, a British intelligence report noted, because “there is so much demand for skilled labour in the country that nearly all … [skilled sailors] are able to obtain well paid situations on shore.”91 Russia's fundamental problem in maintaining an officer corps, wrote Walter Pintner, was “that the career of an ordinary officer was not attractive to talented men. Civil careers, and increasingly, non-government employment attracted those who would have chosen a military career in the past.”92

Yet these problems paled in comparison to the problems of the rank and file. In Britain, which used volunteer recruitment, a recent study showed that the late-nineteenth-century expansion of British trade contributed significantly to dramatic declines in the physical qualities of British army recruits. For example, the minimum height of an infantry recruit fell from 5 feet 8 inches in 1868 to 5 feet 3 inches by 1914; in 1909, 80 percent of the approximately 35,000 recruits approved for military service could not have met the minimum height for infantry recruits in 1867.93 The Royal Navy also suffered chronic personnel shortages. These were a principal reason behind the scrapping of a large number of cruisers and gunboats in the mid-1900s.94 By 1912, resentment over low naval pay compared to civilian wages had become so great that Winston Churchill warned of mutinies fueled by “a deep and widespread sense of injustice and discontent” that grew “more dangerous by every strike for higher wages which takes place on the shore.”95 Britain's inability to generate military labor touched off a strenuous debate about the need to introduce universal military service.96 Yet popular opposition to compulsory military service was so widespread that no political party publicly advocated this change. As Herbert Henry Asquith recalled, conscription “would have split the Cabinet, split the House of Commons, split both political parties, and split the nation.”97

Ext – Small Militaries Bad

WWI proves.

David M. Rowe, R. Todd Ruppert Professor in International Studies and Associate Professor of Political Science at Kenyon College, 2005, Security Studies, “The Tragedy of Liberalism How Globalization Caused the First World War,” accessed via informaworld cp

Furthermore, as we have seen, globalization transformed society in ways that increased the difficulties of preparing for war. Global market integration increased real wages across Europe and peasant incomes in Russia, fueling labor's resistance to military service. Where service was voluntary, fewer chose military careers. Where service was compulsory, growing resistance to military service manifested itself in the country's domestic politics. These domestic political pressures not only forced substantial reductions in military service in every continental power, they also helped make Europe more democratic in the years prior to 1914 than ever before.133  Liberal theory's claims that globalization subjects states to powerful antimilitarist constraints find powerful confirmation in prewar Europe.

Why, then, the disaster of 1914? By generating internal constraints on military force within all states that participate in global markets, liberalism argues that globalization makes these states both less threatening to and less threatened by other states in the international system. This systemic and reciprocal reduction of threat, in turn, transforms international relations by igniting self-reinforcing, virtuous circles that render the international system more benign, all states more secure, and war less likely. Given that the prewar era so strongly supports liberalism's claims about globalization's capacity to constrain military force, this investigation must explore the liberal reasoning that links these consequences of globalization to strengthened international peace. The failure of the nineteenth-century globalization to make “the system itself more stable over time” thus compels investigation into whether the nineteenth-century globalization instead made the international system so unstable that war, in the words of Russett and Oneal, was “already waiting to happen” when Archduke Franz Ferdinand was assassinated in 1914.134

Weak defense forces make states feel less secure.

David M. Rowe, R. Todd Ruppert Professor in International Studies and Associate Professor of Political Science at Kenyon College, 2005, Security Studies, “The Tragedy of Liberalism How Globalization Caused the First World War,” accessed via informaworld cp
Liberalism's logic linking globalization's constraints against war to international peace suffers at least three significant flaws. First, it assumes that a state's security is determined solely by its external environment. States become more secure as other states become more constrained in their ability to generate military force. Yet a state's security is also determined by its internal capacity to cope with its external environment. Given the same international configuration of power, a state that can readily build and deploy military power to protect against potentially adverse changes will be more secure than one that cannot. Changes in a state's capacity to generate military power can thus affect its security independently of, and as powerfully as, changes in its external environment. Considering globalization's effects on this internal dimension of security leads, moreover, to a prediction exactly opposite that of liberal theory: globalization makes all states less secure as each becomes more internally constrained in its ability to cope with its external environment.135
Ext – Small Militaries Bad

Small militaries destroy deterrence.

David M. Rowe, R. Todd Ruppert Professor in International Studies and Associate Professor of Political Science at Kenyon College, 2005, Security Studies, “The Tragedy of Liberalism How Globalization Caused the First World War,” accessed via informaworld cp

Second, the liberal argument implicitly assumes that constraining states from threatening or using military force always enhances international peace. Clearly this is true where states use military force for expansion, but states also use military force for other purposes, such as to deter rivals from unwanted policies or to underwrite the security of allies.

On the one hand, the very essence of deterrence is the ability to make credible, contingent threats that dissuade others from harming one's own interests. Yet the more that globalization visibly constrains a state's military power, the more it undermines its ability to credibly threaten military force. Thus, the systemic emergence of internal constraints on military force may undermine the ability of all states to practice effective deterrence, leading to a decline in the general level of security in the international system.136

On the other hand, states often seek to enhance their security through defensive military alliances. Just as deterrence derives from a credible threat to use force to dissuade one's rivals, defensive alliances derive from the credible promise to use force to protect one's allies. Globalization subjects defensive alliances to two contradictory pressures: it magnifies the importance of defensive alliances, because the internal constraints on military force that it generates compel states to rely on others to compensate for their own internal weaknesses; and it undermines defensive alliances, because the internal constraints on military force that it generates erode the credibility of the promises to use force on which these alliances rest. In other words, even as globalization makes alliances more important to a state's security, it also makes them a less credible instrument for achieving it.
In short, where international order derives from the contingent threats and promises of the great powers about when they will use force to protect their interests, dissuade rivals, and assist others, globalization's systemic internal constraints on military force will not deepen international order but, by making these threats and promises less credible, undermine it.

Military reductions aren’t equal—that raises tensions.

David M. Rowe, R. Todd Ruppert Professor in International Studies and Associate Professor of Political Science at Kenyon College, 2005, Security Studies, “The Tragedy of Liberalism How Globalization Caused the First World War,” accessed via informaworld cp

Third, this article has thus far assumed that globalization constrains all states equally. As the Heckscher-Ohlin model suggests, however, these constraints should vary according to whether the state uses the country's abundant or scarce economic resources to build military power. Although it is highly unlikely that a great power will ever build military power exclusively from the country's scarce resources,137  great powers that use a mix of abundant and scarce resources will find that globalization enhances some aspects of their military power even as it hurts others. These differential effects can destabilize international relations to the extent that they threaten other powers, especially those whose own internal constraints on military force render them incapable of responding adequately to potentially hostile changes in the international system.

Ext – Small Militaries Bad

Weak militaries cause destabilizing arms races.

David M. Rowe, R. Todd Ruppert Professor in International Studies and Associate Professor of Political Science at Kenyon College, 2005, Security Studies, “The Tragedy of Liberalism How Globalization Caused the First World War,” accessed via informaworld cp

Globalization's constraints on internal efforts to build military force heightened insecurity in Europe. The shortened terms of duty intended to mitigate the burdens of military service degraded military effectiveness. Training time was cut by as much as half even though modern firepower required longer training times to teach units to maneuver effectively under fire. Shortened terms of duty also required larger conscript classes to maintain the size of the standing army, thereby increasing pressures on the NCOs and junior officers even as it became more difficult to retain these essential personnel. Larger conscript classes also impeded the ability of the military to exclude those least fit for military service. Finally, shortened active duty diluted the strength of the military as higher rates of turnover meant that men spent less time in active-duty units. Austria-Hungary's chief of general staff Conrad spoke for all continental commands when he complained that it was impossible to create disciplined soldiers in only two years and that the army could no longer be certain of the political loyalty, obedience, and inner strength of its men.138

Moreover, the military commands worried that popular antimilitarism undermined the cohesion and battlefield capabilities of their troops.139 Russia continually doubted its ability to field an effective army in a European war up to the July 1914 crisis. In early 1914, fears of revolution and military unpreparedness forced Russia to adopt a conciliatory posture in the Liman von Sanders crisis.140 The French army suffered insubordination, soldier riots, and desertion in the decade before the war, demonstrating the dangers of drawing too deeply from disaffected classes.141 Germany avoided similar turbulence only by limiting conscripts to those thought most loyal, but at the cost of army expansion: its army was roughly the size of France's, even though its population was 50 percent larger.142 Conrad believed that antimilitarism was “by far the most dangerous internal enemy” of the Austro-Hungarian Empire. The more antimilitarism strengthened, he warned, the more it threatened Austria-Hungary's internal and external security.143

Most important, popular resistance to the military undermined the confidence of each state's security elites about their continued ability to generate the resources necessary to guarantee security. This trend culminated in the European land-arms race after 1912, itself sparked by a series of diplomatic crises over Morocco and the Balkans. The crises revealed deep conflicts of interest, raised the possibility that the great powers might need to defend their interests with force, and underscored the degree to which internal constraints had not only undermined their ability to do so but made them vulnerable to challenges by other powers. Thus, a centerpiece of the post-1912 arms race was to raise military preparedness.144

Small armies make miscalc more likely.

David M. Rowe, R. Todd Ruppert Professor in International Studies and Associate Professor of Political Science at Kenyon College, 2005, Security Studies, “The Tragedy of Liberalism How Globalization Caused the First World War,” accessed via informaworld cp

Moreover, the knowledge that other states confronted strong internal constraints on military force increased the probability of miscalculation by undermining the credibility of their threats to use force. For example, German policy during the July crisis was based partly on the assumption that France and Russia would not fight because of internal dissension over the three-year law and the lurking threat of revolution in Russia. Four months before the crisis, Kaiser Wilhelm told the Austro-Hungarian military attacheacute  that France, like Germany, confronted significant internal problems in financing army expansion: taxes on the rich would only induce French capital flight, while new taxes on the poor could provoke substantial internal unrest. Moreover, he added, Russia had long been incapable of starting a war; its saber-rattling could only be interpreted as “bluff.”175  Thus, during the crisis itself, Friedrich von Pourtales, the German ambassador to Russia, dismissed as a bluff French president Poincareacute's warning that an Austro-Hungarian war with Serbia would draw in other powers.176 Likewise, Laszlo von Soumlgyeacuteny, the Austrian ambassador in Berlin, reported that Germany was “anything but certain” that Russia would fight for Serbia.177  German secretary of state Gottlieb von Jagow thus wrote, “There is certain to be some blustering in St. Petersburg,” while German chancellor Bethmann Hollweg told his assistant of the “danger that France and England will commit their support to Russia in order not to alienate it, perhaps without really believing that for us mobilization means war, thinking of it as a bluff which they answer with a counterbluff.”178  Russia, conversely, believed that it could best avert a conflict by showing resolve, a stance that was directly contradicted by the determination of the Central Powers to crush Belgrade.179
Ext – Small Militaries Bad

That forces shows of force that escalate to full-scale war.
David M. Rowe, R. Todd Ruppert Professor in International Studies and Associate Professor of Political Science at Kenyon College, 2005, Security Studies, “The Tragedy of Liberalism How Globalization Caused the First World War,” accessed via informaworld cp

Finally, the growth of internal constraints on military force intensified pressures to use force in order to demonstrate resolve and the continued capacity to act. Austria-Hungary's decision to fight in July 1914 sprang from a desire to dissuade future challenges by strengthening its reputation as a great power. Conrad believed that the internal political constraints against meaningful army reforms would soon undermine Austria-Hungary's status as a great power, and with it, the ability to protect its interests.180  Only an “extreme” expansion of the monarchy's military power, Conrad warned the joint ministerial council in October 1913, would enable Austria-Hungary to continue to put off military action.181  In March 1914, Conrad warned that Austria-Hungary faced only two alternatives: wage immediate preventive war or engage in a further round of army expansion to ensure the monarchy's continued capacity to credibly defend its interests.182  Yet this latter, peaceful course of action was rendered impossible by domestic political resistance to army expansion, leaving preventive war as the only feasible alternative. By the July crisis, the monarchy's military and political leadership believed that a diplomatic victory over Serbia would not secure peace; instead, it would provide an unambiguous signal of the monarchy's inability to protect its interests with force and would actually intensify the many internal and external challenges to its rule.183 Austria-Hungary therefore resolved for war and sought German support.184  As Foreign Minister Berchtold explained, a diplomatic resolution such as the “Halt in Belgrade” proposal “would achieve nothing. … [The Serbian army] would remain intact and in two or three years we would again confront an attack by Serbia but under much less favorable circumstances.”185

Germany, too, worried that its growing internal difficulties in generating military power undermined its ability to dissuade rivals, a development that left it little choice but to resort to force to preserve its status as a great power.186 German chief of staff Helmut von Moltke, like Conrad, counseled preventive war in the years before 1914, telling Conrad in their last pre-crisis meeting in May 1914 that “to wait any longer [will mean] a diminishing of our chances.”187 By July, this outlook was shared by the political leadership. Although fears of Russia's growing strength played a role in Germany's outlook, even more important was Germany's own inability to generate further internal resources for defense, concerns that played a key role in German decisions during the July crisis.188 The only way for Germany to turn from “pre-emptive” war, War Minister Erich von Falkenhayn informed Moltke as the July crisis peaked, was to mobilize the country's full military potential, something that required a legislative majority that understood the gravity of the situation and the enormity of the task at hand, a legislative majority that the army simply did not have.189

Russia's decisions in the July crisis were likewise driven by concerns about its fragile status as a great power and the need to demonstrate resolve to dissuade future rivals. Internal weakness and fears of revolution after 1905 had prevented Russia from defending its interests in the Balkans and elsewhere. By the eve of the war, Russia's continued failure to demonstrate its capacity to use force had undermined its ability to dissuade rivals; only a show of force could reestablish its prestige as a great power. Foreign Minister Sergei Dmitriyerich Sazonov argued during the 1912 Balkan crisis that only with the support of the armed forces could he protect Russia's interests and preserve peace.190 In late 1913, he lamented that “the impression had unfortunately gained ground that Russia would not fight. This was a great danger for peace.”191 For Russia, continued signs of weakness would only invite more challenges from its rivals, reveal the regime's internal paralysis, and unleash domestic challenges to its rule. In the Council of Ministers meeting on July 24 to consider Austria-Hungary's ultimatum to Serbia, the chairman argued, “Our rearmament [has] not been completed and it [seems] doubtful whether our army and our fleet [will] ever be able to compete with those of Germany and Austria-Hungary. … [T]he only hope of influencing Germany [is] to show them, by making a firm stand, that we [have] come to the end of the concessions we [are] prepared to make.”192 Russia's two service ministers, Vladimir Sukhomlinov and I. K. Grigorovich, likewise harbored serious doubts about Russia's military power but agreed that “hesitation was no longer appropriate.”193 Sazonov argued that the country's failure to hold a firm line in the crisis would undermine the regime's external prestige and domestic stability.194 As David Stevenson wrote, “although in principle the czar had the alternative option of avoiding war by abandoning Serbia to its fate, this choice was highly unattractive. To have taken it would have spelled catastrophe for Russia's international standing and perhaps for its internal stability, and for these reasons Sazonov and his colleagues ruled it out.”195

Ext – Deterrence

German pre-WWI military policy proves.

David M. Rowe, R. Todd Ruppert Professor in International Studies and Associate Professor of Political Science at Kenyon College, 2005, Security Studies, “The Tragedy of Liberalism How Globalization Caused the First World War,” accessed via informaworld cp

Second, globalization's internal constraints on military force often manifested themselves visibly as powerful antimilitarist sentiments; acute shortages of officers and NCOs; military stagnation in Austria-Hungary, France, or Germany; low-quality recruits in Britain; or soldier revolts and social revolution in Russia. The more globalization generated visible internal constraints on military force, the less credible the threat to use force, and the less confident these states became in their ability to deter rivals from pursuing unwanted policies. Globalization thus weakened deterrence in prewar Europe.

In Germany, for example, beliefs that the army was no longer capable of deterrence were a central rationale for the military expansions of 1912 and 1913. In 1911, German war minister Josias von Heeringen warned that a growing perception that the German army was weak threatened German security. “It is already certain today,” he wrote, “that the German field army no longer commands so much respect in the eyes of our enemies as to deter a test of arms with it. … As a result we will certainly have to reckon with a war … if any particular provocation to it is given.”169 He repeated this warning a year later to Bethmann Hollweg. Doubts about Germany's military effectiveness, especially those voiced by German nationalist groups such as the Pan German and Army Leagues, had even undermined confidence among elements of the military.170 Germany's need to dissuade rivals from provocative policies that threatened German security, and so to sustain European peace, thus drove army expansion. The 1913 army bill, argued Heeringen before the Reichstag in April 1913, “has an eminently peaceful purpose. The army should be strengthened in order to guarantee peace.”171

In a similar vein, Britain's failure to deter Germany during the July 1914 crisis sprang directly from its inability to build an army capable of meaningful continental intervention. The British army was simply too small to affect significantly calculations about a continental conflict. As the kaiser bluntly stated in 1911, “Excuse my saying so, but the few divisions you (the British) could put into the field could make no appreciable difference.”172  This assessment has led some scholars to argue that a larger British army would have strengthened British deterrence and sustained European peace.173  This option was not politically viable, however. Britain's deepening integration into the global economy had rendered it incapable of maintaining its small volunteer army; implementing even the mildest forms of compulsory military service necessary to build an army capable of deterrence, such as universal military training, was simply not possible.174
Ext – Alliance Credability

Weak militaries destroy the credibility of alliances—that forces hard line stances which cause war.

David M. Rowe, R. Todd Ruppert Professor in International Studies and Associate Professor of Political Science at Kenyon College, 2005, Security Studies, “The Tragedy of Liberalism How Globalization Caused the First World War,” accessed via informaworld cp

Third, globalization's internal constraints on military force undermined Europe's defensive alliances by undermining the credibility of the promises on which these alliances rested. The decade before the war witnessed the growing importance of alliances to European security. Yet these alliances also became plagued by substantial doubts. The greater the internal constraints on the military force of the continental great powers, the less credible their promise to use force to aid their allies. Serious worries about alliance cohesion beset both prewar alliances and played an important role in the July crisis.

A central factor in Austria-Hungary's decisions during the July crisis was fear of German abandonment. Austria-Hungary's military stagnation and the continual challenges this elicited to its presence in the Balkans threatened to undermine its alliance with Germany. Conrad thus warned Emperor Franz Josef at least twice in 1913 that Austria-Hungary's failure to adequately expand its military forces could provoke German abandonment, leaving Austria-Hungary isolated before its enemies and unable to rely on the Triple Alliance to guarantee its security.196 During the crisis itself, Austrian prime minister Joseph von Stuumlrgkh warned the joint ministerial council that a weak policy toward Serbia risked losing Germany's support.197 The need to maintain German support by demonstrating the decisive use of force thus became a critical component of Austria-Hungary's aggressive policy toward Serbia.198
Conversely, Germany was acutely aware that Austria-Hungary's internal weaknesses threatened to leave it without a viable ally and might undermine its own position as a great power. Bethmann Hollweg confided to his personal secretary on July 6 that only decisive action against Serbia could halt the inexorable erosion of Austro-Hungarian power.199 Likewise, Secretary of State Jagow wrote Germany's ambassador in London that “Austria's preservation, indeed the strongest possible Austria, was for internal and external reasons a necessity” of German policy.200 As Bethmann Hollweg later put it, Austria-Hungary's collapse would have returned Germany to a time when Prussia was a vassal state of Tsar Nicholas I.201 Germany thus issued it infamous “blank check” in July 1914 to bolster Austria-Hungary, strengthen their alliance, and preserve Germany's own position as a great power.

Fears of alliance cohesion also plagued the Triple Entente. Globalization's tendency to increase the internal constraints on military force threatened to undermine the Franco-Russian alliance from two directions. On the one hand, Russia's precarious internal situation meant that it might not fulfill its alliance obligations should Germany declare war on France. Russian fears of internal revolution had served as a brake on Russian policy over the previous decade despite France's urging of Russia to take stronger positions. France worried as late as July 1913 that a serious international crisis might spark disturbances in Russia that rendered it incapable of acting.202 On the other hand, the Franco-Russian alliance rested on France's ability to take offensive military action against Germany, which rested, in turn, on the three-year term of active military duty.203 Popular resistance to military service, however, threatened to gut the three-year law. Poincareacute and Marshal Joseph Joffre, chief of the French general staff, thus entered the July crisis knowing that the domestic foundations for France's military security, its defensive alliance with Russia, and its status as a great power verged on collapse.204

Thus, similar to Austria-Hungary and Germany, Russia and France saw the July crisis as a critical test. Both countries suffered substantial internal problems that cast serious doubts on the viability of their alliance. Russia pursued a hard line in part to preserve its credibility with France, which might otherwise abandon Russia in a future crisis.205 France likewise supported Russia because it preferred to risk European war than to see Russia destroyed or lose Russia's future military support.206 Not only did France neglect to restrain Russia's provocative policies during the crisis, some scholars have concluded that Russia's aggressive stance was approved and even encouraged by France.207

In sum, concerns about the credibility of force and alliance cohesion played prominent roles in the decisions of July 1914. Although none of the great powers desired a general European war, they desired even less a diplomatic defeat that would reveal that they could no longer use force to protect their own national interests, reassure their allies, or dissuade rivals from threatening policies. The belief that the failure to use force would undermine the state's position as a great power also played a role in Britain's entry into the war. Sir Eyre Crowe, undersecretary of European affairs in the British foreign office, argued on July 31 that “the theory that England cannot engage in a big war means her abdication as an independent state,” while Foreign Minister Edward Grey told the House of Commons that a pledge of unconditional nonintervention would force Britain to “sacrifice our respect and good name and reputation before the world.”208 In each instance, substantial internal constraints on military force, which were themselves fueled by deepening integration into the global economy, played a significant role in the judgment that the country must either fight or face certain demise as a great power.

Ext – Unequal Militaries

Russia proves—this destabilizes regions.
David M. Rowe, R. Todd Ruppert Professor in International Studies and Associate Professor of Political Science at Kenyon College, 2005, Security Studies, “The Tragedy of Liberalism How Globalization Caused the First World War,” accessed via informaworld cp
The Heckscher-Ohlin model of international trade suggests that globalization may not constrain all great powers equally. For those great powers that build military power from both abundant and scarce resources, globalization constrains some aspects of the state's military power but enhances others. These differential effects of globalization can destabilize international relations to the extent that they threaten other, more constrained powers.

As we have seen, Russia experienced a dramatic increase in its ability to mobilize the country's scarce resource—capital—for military purposes at the same time that it experienced increasing difficulties in mobilizing its abundant resources—labor and the peasantry. As Paul Kennedy noted, Russia was “simultaneously powerful and weak” in the years before 1914, possessing the growing ability to mobilize capital for building armaments, but increasingly unable to generate the men necessary to use them.209 Yet Russia's dramatic industrial growth before the war (which was directed largely toward the state's military needs), when combined with Russia's vast supply of peasant labor (which would have been a military advantage in the land-poor economies of central and western Europe), created the impression of a rising colossus in Europe's east.210 As the British ambassador to Russia Sir Arthur Nicolson reported in 1909, Russia's “rapid recovery,” “unlimited resources,” and “over 150,000,000” people meant that it was poised “to take the place in Europe to which she was rightfully entitled.”211

Russia's apparent rise was very troubling to Austria-Hungary and Germany. Given their own internal constraints on military force, both believed they would soon be eclipsed by Russian military power. Conrad and Moltke argued that Russia's growing strength diminished their chances for successfully fighting a European conflict. Russia's plans for military expansion, especially the Great Program, proved especially menacing and prompted serious debates in Berlin and Vienna about whether the appropriate response was diplomatic and military countermeasures or preventive war.212

Interestingly, Russia's apparent upward trajectory (along with the potential for serious internal unrest in a crisis) contributed to Germany's belief that it could localize the July crisis. The dangers that Russian intervention would pose both for Russia's internal stability and for its ability to achieve its substantial long-term military potential also generated strong incentives for Russia to de-escalate the crisis. “Russia is not yet ready for war,” explained Secretary of State Jagow, “[but] in a few years, according to all competent opinion, Russia will complete her armaments … while our side grows ever weaker. Russia knows this very well and therefore seeks for the next few years absolute calm.”213

At the same time, Austria-Hungary's and Germany's own internal constraints on military force meant that the failure to check Russia, whether diplomatically by breaking up the Entente and reinforcing Austria-Hungary's position in the Balkans, or with military force, would be catastrophic for their future standing as great powers. Russia's apparently overwhelming future military power would compel Austro-Hungarian and German acquiescence on matters of Russian interest. As Kurt Riezler, Chancellor Bethmann Hollweg's private secretary, recorded in his diary at the beginning of the July crisis, “The future belongs to Russia which is growing and growing and is becoming an ever increasing nightmare to us. … After the completion of her strategic railroads in Poland our position will be untenable. … The Entente knows that we are completely paralyzed.”214 Germany thus gambled that its strong support for Austria-Hungary in the July crisis might dissuade Russian intervention and produce a diplomatic victory, but that if that strategy failed, Germany and its ally might still win the war against an incompletely armed Entente.

AT: Historic Models Don’t Apply

Globalisation prior to WWI does.

David M. Rowe, R. Todd Ruppert Professor in International Studies and Associate Professor of Political Science at Kenyon College, 2005, Security Studies, “The Tragedy of Liberalism How Globalization Caused the First World War,” accessed via informaworld cp

The turn of the last century was a period of considerable liberal optimism. By 1914, the youngest veteran of a major European war was about sixty years old. The intervening years had seen commodity, labor, and capital markets become more highly integrated than at any point in history. Then, as now, many believed that globalization had rendered the international system too interconnected for war to be a rational instrument of policy.128  Russian grains helped feed German industry, while German agriculture depended heavily on migrant labor from Russia and Austria-Hungary. In the strategically important iron and steel sector, France supplied one-third of Germany's iron ore imports in 1913, while Germany supplied 80 percent of France's coke imports.129  Germany's most important trading partners were Russia and Britain; Russia's most important trading partner was Germany; Britain's trade with Germany was second only to its trade with the United States.130  It was a period of intensive institution-building. To facilitate commerce and coordinate their activities, states and private actors constructed international institutions such as the International Postal Union, the International Red Cross, and the Second International. As many as 119 new international organizations were created between 1900 and 1909, and another 112 were created between 1909 and 1914.131  Economic integration generated strong transnational interests in peace, even where capital flows reinforced strategic alliances. German chancellor Bernhard von Buumllow thus reassured Kaiser Wilhelm in 1909 that deepening Franco-Russian financial ties helped guarantee German security: “The more France sucks itself full of Russian debt,” he wrote, “the more it will avoid disturbing world peace.”132
Democratization

Democratic Peace Theorists agree—democratizing countries are more likely to start wars.

John M. Owen IV, Associate Professor of Politics, University of Virginia, 2005, Foreign Affairs, “Iraq and the Democratic Peace,” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61206/john-m-owen-iv/iraq-and-the-democratic-peace?page=show cp
This last part of the puzzle is even more complicated than it first appears. Enter Mansfield and Snyder, who have been contributing to the democratic peace debate for a decade. Their thesis, first published in 1995, is that although mature democracies do not fight one another, democratizing states -- those in transition from authoritarianism to democracy -- do, and are even more prone to war than authoritarian regimes. Now, in Electing to Fight, the authors have refined their argument. As they outline in the book, not only are "incomplete democratizing" states -- those that develop democratic institutions in the wrong order -- unlikely ever to complete the transition to democracy; they are also especially bellicose.

According to Mansfield and Snyder, in countries that have recently started to hold free elections but that lack the proper mechanisms for accountability (institutions such as an independent judiciary, civilian control of the military, and protections for opposition parties and the press), politicians have incentives to pursue policies that make it more likely that their countries will start wars. In such places, politicians know they can mobilize support by demanding territory or other spoils from foreign countries and by nurturing grievances against outsiders. As a result, they push for extraordinarily belligerent policies. Even states that develop democratic institutions in the right order -- adopting the rule of law before holding elections -- are very aggressive in the early years of their transitions, although they are less so than the first group and more likely to eventually turn into full democracies.
Of course, politicians in mature democracies are also often tempted to use nationalism and xenophobic rhetoric to buttress their domestic power. In such cases, however, they are usually restrained by institutionalized mechanisms of accountability. Knowing that if they lead the country into a military defeat or quagmire they may be punished at the next election, politicians in such states are less likely to advocate a risky war. In democratizing states, by contrast, politicians know that they are insulated from the impact of bad policies: if a war goes badly, for example, they can declare a state of emergency, suspend elections, censor the press, and so on. Politicians in such states also tend to fear their militaries, which often crave foreign enemies and will overthrow civilian governments that do not share their goals. Combined, these factors can make the temptation to attack another state irresistible.
Statistics prove this true.

John M. Owen IV, Associate Professor of Politics, University of Virginia, 2005, Foreign Affairs, “Iraq and the Democratic Peace,” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61206/john-m-owen-iv/iraq-and-the-democratic-peace?page=show cp

Mansfield and Snyder present both quantitative and case-study support for their theory. Using rigorous statistical methods, the authors show that since 1815, democratizing states have indeed been more prone to start wars than either democracies or authoritarian regimes. Categorizing transitions according to whether they ended in full democracies (as in the U.S. case) or in partial ones (as in Germany in 1871-1918 or Pakistan throughout its history), the authors find that in the early years of democratic transitions, partial democracies -- especially those that get their institutions in the wrong order -- are indeed significantly more likely to initiate wars. Mansfield and Snyder then provide several succinct stories of democratizing states that did in fact go to war, such as the France of Napoleon III (1852-70), Serbia between 1877 and 1914, Ethiopia and Eritrea between 1998 and 2000, and Pakistan from 1947 to the present. In most of these cases, the authors find what they expect: in these democratizing states, domestic political competition was intense. Politicians, vying for power, appeased domestic hard-liners by resorting to nationalistic appeals that vilified foreigners, and these policies often led to wars that were not in the countries' strategic interests.
Democratization

States won’t act rationally.

John M. Owen IV, Associate Professor of Politics, University of Virginia, 2005, Foreign Affairs, “Iraq and the Democratic Peace,” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61206/john-m-owen-iv/iraq-and-the-democratic-peace?page=show cp

Where does Electing to Fight leave realism, the dominant theory of international conflict? The quantitative data support the realist claims that major powers are more likely to go to war than minor ones and that the more equal are the great powers, the more likely are wars among them. But democratization makes war more likely even after one takes these factors into account. Furthermore, the case studies suggest that democratizing states very often lose more than they gain from the wars they begin, which implies that they do not respond to international incentives as rationally as realism would expect. That said, notwithstanding its preference for viewing states from the inside, the Mansfield-Snyder theory is still "realist" in the general sense that it assumes that politicians and other actors are rationally self-interested. Their self-interest simply involves building and maintaining domestic power as well as external security -- and sometimes trading some of the latter in order to gain the former.
***Advantage Counterplans***

Taiwan 1NC

Text: The United States federal government should commit to not defending Taiwan in case of attack.

Removing Taiwan’s security guarantee solves nuclear war over Taiwan.

Ivan Eland, director of defense policy studies at the Cato Institute, 2/5/2003, Cato Institute, “The China-Taiwan Military Balance: Implications for the United States,” http://www.cato.org/pubs/fpbriefs/fpb74.pdf cp

The Taiwanese certainly could do more than they currently do to ensure their own security. Defense expenditures actually have been declining as a percentage of Taiwanese government spending. The Taiwanese fail to do more to enhance their own defenses because they believe that the United States will come to their aid if a crisis occurs with China. Although U.S. policy is ambiguous on that point, President Clinton sent two U.S. aircraft carriers into the Taiwan Strait in 1996 after the Chinese splashed missiles there to intimidate Taiwan. President Bush made the policy less ambiguous in April 2001 by saying the United States would do “whatever it took” to defend Taiwan.

Even an ambiguous U.S. security guarantee for Taiwan is dubious. The security of Taiwan has never been strategically essential to the United States, and dueling with a nuclear-armed power in any crisis over the island would be ill-advised. In any conflict between the China and the United States over the island, escalation to nuclear war is an ever-present danger. Although the United States possesses thousands of nuclear warheads that could hit China, and the Chinese have only about 20 warheads that can reach the United States, China cares much more about Taiwan than does the United States and could even be irrational about the issue.
Although coming to the defense of a fellow democracy against an authoritarian Chinese regime has emotional appeal, U.S. policymakers have to ask themselves whether they are willing to trade Los Angeles to save Taipei. The answer should be a resounding no. The United States should sell Taiwan the arms it needs for self-defense but should not guarantee its security. Besides, despite what some analysts suggest, Taiwan is more than capable of deterring a Chinese attack and defending against Chinese aggression if deterrence fails.

Ext – Taiwan

More ev.

Ivan Eland, director of defense policy studies at the Cato Institute, 2/5/2003, Cato Institute, “The China-Taiwan Military Balance: Implications for the United States,” http://www.cato.org/pubs/fpbriefs/fpb74.pdf cp

Conservatives (and some liberals) have called for a tighter security relationship between the United States and Taiwan.21 They note that Taiwan is now a democracy that is dwarfed by an authoritarian China— both in population and in economic power. Yet their arguments are made through Cold War lenses rather than from a dispassionate assessment of U.S. security interests in a post–Cold War world. The political and economic reforms initiated by Taiwan are laudable, but that does not mean the United States should put its own homeland at risk by dueling with a nuclear-armed great power over a small, nonstrategic island.
Global Warming 1NC

Text: The United States federal government should commit to meeting the United Nations’ Millennium Development Goals.

That solves warming.

Indur M. Goklany, science and technology policy analyst at the US Department of the Interior, Ph. D. (1973), M.S. (1969) in Electrical Engineering, Michigan State University, B.Tech. (1968) in Electrical Engineering, Indian Institute of Technology, Bombay , 2005, National Center for Policy Analysis, “Living with Global Warming,” http://www.ncpa.org/pdfs/st278.pdf cp
Developing countries are most vulnerable to warming because they lack adaptive capacity. That capacity can be increased by enhancing economic development, human capital and the propensity for technological innovation, which are precisely the goals of sustainable development. Moreover, enhancing adaptive capacity would also increase their ability to mitigate greenhouse gas emissions.

Such an integrated strategy — simultaneously pursuing sustainable development while advancing the capacity to adapt to and/or mitigate climate change — could be accomplished by meeting the United Nations' Millennium Development Goals. In any event, achieving those goals would cost no more than the Kyoto Protocol while delivering substantially greater benefits.

Accordingly, over the next few decades the focus of climate policy should be to: (a) broadly advance sustainable development, (b) reduce vulnerabilities to climate-sensitive problems that are urgent today and might be exacerbated by future climate change, and (c) implement “no-regret” policies, such as eliminating subsidies for energy consumption, land conversion and agricultural overproduction in developed countries, while (d) striving to expand the universe of such measures through research and development of cleaner and more affordable technologies. Such a policy would help solve urgent problems facing humanity today while preparing it to face future problems that might be caused or heightened by climate change.

Ext – Global Warming

Climate mitigation is not feasible—only adaption solves.

Indur M. Goklany, science and technology policy analyst at the US Department of the Interior, Ph. D. (1973), M.S. (1969) in Electrical Engineering, Michigan State University, B.Tech. (1968) in Electrical Engineering, Indian Institute of Technology, Bombay , 2005, National Center for Policy Analysis, “Living with Global Warming,” http://www.ncpa.org/pdfs/st278.pdf cp

Should we try to prevent global warming? Or should we use our resources to adapt to the consequences of warming? An argument for the former is that climate change will exacerbate existing problems — specifically, malaria, hunger, water shortage, coastal flooding and threats to biodiversity. This is a particular concern for developing countries, many of which are beset by these problems but lack the economic and human resources needed to obtain and implement technologies that would finesse or cope with them. This paper analyzes costs and benefits of two different approaches. One approach — mitigation — would limit carbon dioxide (CO2) in the atmosphere largely by reducing emissions due to human activities. The Kyoto Protocol is an example of this approach. The second approach — adaptation — would reduce society’s vulnerability to, or help cope with, the consequences of global climate change due to higher CO2 emissions.

The projections underlying this study are from researchers who are sympathetic to mitigation.

However, their conclusions show that adaptation is preferable. Cost estimates are based on reports from various United Nations-affiliated organizations. The findings:

● By 2085, the contribution of (unmitigated) warming to the above listed problems is generally smaller than other factors unrelated to climate change.

● More important, these risks would be lowered much more effectively and economically by reducing current and future vulnerability to climate change rather than through its mitigation.

● Finally, adaptation would help developing countries cope with major problems now, and through 2085 and beyond, whereas generations would pass before anything less than draconian mitigation would have a discernible effect. The Kyoto Protocol will cost participating countries about $165 billion annually. Kyoto, however, will not stabilize, much less reduce, atmospheric concentrations of CO2. Stabilizing atmospheric levels of CO2 at 550 parts per million (much higher than today’s levels) would cost several trillion dollars. Halting climate change, if that were possible, would cost many more trillions of dollars. Focused adaptive measures to reduce or eliminate the risks posed by malaria, hunger, water shortage, coastal flooding and threats to biodiversity, by contrast, would cost less than $10 billion a year. Moreover, these measures can be implemented now:
Ext – Global Warming

Only adaptation solves—most qualified experts agree.

Science Daily, 2/8/2007, “Adaptation To Global Climate Change Is An Essential Response To A Warming Planet,” http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2007/02/070207171745.htm cp

While many consider it taboo, adaptation to global climate change needs to be recognized as just as important as "mitigation," or cutting back, of greenhouse gases humans pump into Earth's atmosphere. The science policy experts, writing in the Feb. 8, 2007 issue of Nature, say adapting to the changing climate by building resilient societies and fostering sustainable development would go further in securing a future for humans on a warming planet than just cutting gas emissions.

"New ways of thinking about, talking about and acting on climate change are necessary if a changing society is to adapt to a changing climate," the researchers state in "Lifting the Taboo on Adaptation."

The policy experts include Daniel Sarewitz, director of Arizona State University's Consortium for Science, Policy & Outcomes; Roger Pielke Jr., University of Colorado, Boulder; Gwyn Prins, London School of Economics, London, England, and Columbia University, New York; and Steve Rayner of the James Martin Institute at Oxford University, Oxford, England.

Sarewitz and his colleagues argue that the time to elevate adaptation to the same level of attention and effort as the more popular mitigation of greenhouse gases is now, and that the future of the planet demands realistic actions to help the survival of humans.

"The obsession with researching and reducing the human effects on climate has obscured the more important problems of how to build more resilient and sustainable societies, especially in poor regions and countries," Sarewitz said.

"Adaptation has been portrayed as a sort of selling out because it accepts that the future will be different from the present," Sarewitz added. "Our point is the future will be different from the present no matter what, so to not adapt is to consign millions to death and disruption."

Adaptation is the process by which societies prepare for and minimize the negative effects of a variety of future environmental stresses on society, Sarewitz said. Mitigation is the effort to slow and reduce the negative impacts of climate change by slowing the accumulation of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere.

"The key difference is that adaptation is the process by which societies make themselves better able to cope with an uncertain future, whereas mitigation is an effort to control just one aspect of that future by controlling the behavior of the climate," Sarewitz said.

Policy discussions on climate change in the 1980s included adaptation as an important option for society. But over the past two decades, the idea of adapting to global environmental changes has become problematic for those advocating emissions reductions and was "treated with the same distaste as the religious right reserves for sex education in schools -- both constitute ethical compromises that will only encourage dangerous experimentation with undesired behavior," the policy experts state.

Over the years, mitigation was favored as the global response to climate change, and adaptation seemed relegated to local responses to the specific changes brought on by global warming. Major global efforts to cut emissions were convened in the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and the Kyoto Protocol. In those efforts, mitigation was talked about in the grandest of levels and adaptation as only having a limited impact.

As a result, adaptation was often looked upon in a negative sense, to be used if the grander plans failed. All the while, the effects of global warming were beginning to be felt, most notably in poorer countries and regions.

"To define adaptation as the cost of failed mitigation is to expose millions of poor people in compromised ecosystems to the very dangers that climate policy seeks to avoid," the authors state. "By contrast, defining adaptation in terms of sustainable development, would allow a focus both on reducing emissions and on the vulnerability of populations to climate variability and change, rather than tinkering at the margins of both emissions and impacts.
<continued>

Ext – Global Warming

"By introducing sustainable development into the framework, one is forced to consider the missed opportunities of an international regime that for the past 15 years or more has focused enormous intellectual, political, diplomatic and fiscal resources on mitigation, while downplaying adaptation by presenting it in such narrow terms so as to be almost meaningless," they add. "Until adaptation is institutionalized at the level of intensity and investment at least equal to the UNFCCC and Kyoto, climate impacts will continue to mount unabated, regardless of even the most effective cuts in greenhouse gas emissions."
AT: Malaria

Adaptation solves malaria better than climate mitigation.

Indur M. Goklany, science and technology policy analyst at the US Department of the Interior, Ph. D. (1973), M.S. (1969) in Electrical Engineering, Michigan State University, B.Tech. (1968) in Electrical Engineering, Indian Institute of Technology, Bombay , 2005, National Center for Policy Analysis, “Living with Global Warming,” http://www.ncpa.org/pdfs/st278.pdf cp

Malaria. Today, some 4.4 billion people worldwide are at risk from malaria spread by diseasecarrying mosquitoes. This will grow to 8.8 billion people in 2085, even in the absence of climate change, due to increased population in developing countries where the disease is epidemic. Global warming is projected to increase the population at risk by 3 percent (256 to 323 million additional people) in 2085. This is due to an increase in the range of mosquitoes, for example, to higher altitudes. However:

● Meeting the Kyoto Protocol’s emission reduction targets would reduce the population at risk from malaria by only 0.2 percent

● Stabilizing CO2 emissions at 550 ppm would reduce the population at risk from malaria by 0.4 percent

● By contrast, investing an additional $1.5 billion annually on malaria prevention and treatment today would cut the current annual world death toll of malaria in half — from one million to 500,000 a year.

Fighting malaria solves better than trying to prevent warming.

Indur M. Goklany, science and technology policy analyst at the US Department of the Interior, Ph. D. (1973), M.S. (1969) in Electrical Engineering, Michigan State University, B.Tech. (1968) in Electrical Engineering, Indian Institute of Technology, Bombay , 2005, National Center for Policy Analysis, “Living with Global Warming,” http://www.ncpa.org/pdfs/st278.pdf cp

But, according to the World Health Organization (WHO),16 malaria’s current annual death toll of one million could be halved with annual expenditures of $1.5 billion or less (in 2003 dollars)17 by attacking present-day vulnerabilities, through such measures as further development and better delivery of public health services for — and research targeted at — better treatment and prevention of malaria.

Therefore, even if the WHO’s cost estimate is overly optimistic by an order of magnitude, the benefits of reducing current populations’ vulnerability to malaria now would be much greater and cost significantly less than actions proposed under the Kyoto Protocol.

Notably, developing and/or instituting adaptive measures — technologies, practices and institutions — to reduce vulnerability to malaria today will also help reduce malaria tomorrow, whether the risk of disease is due to warming or unrelated factors. These measures would reduce risks to 100 percent of the global population at risk today and in 2085, while mitigation would at most address the problem of only 3.2 percent of the at-risk population in 2085, and an even smaller proportion of the billions of people at risk annually between now and then.

Perhaps even more important, reducing malaria in developing countries today would enhance those countries’ adaptive capacity. It would improve public health, and assure fuller development of their human capital and potential for economic development, which would enhance their resiliency and reduce their vulnerability to any adversity, whether caused by warming or another agent.18

AT: Hunger

Adaptation solves hunger better than the aff.

Indur M. Goklany, science and technology policy analyst at the US Department of the Interior, Ph. D. (1973), M.S. (1969) in Electrical Engineering, Michigan State University, B.Tech. (1968) in Electrical Engineering, Indian Institute of Technology, Bombay , 2005, National Center for Policy Analysis, “Living with Global Warming,” http://www.ncpa.org/pdfs/st278.pdf cp

Hunger. Today, at least 521 million people worldwide are at risk of hunger. The good news is that their numbers are expected to fall to 300 million in 2085, despite an increase in global population, due to continuing increases in agricultural productivity. However, global warming is projected to partly offset that decline, exposing an additional 69 million to 91 million people to food shortages by 2085. This would occur due to a slight fall in the rate of agricultural productivity growth, as changing weather patterns increase drought and spread deserts. Thus:

● Meeting the Kyoto Protocol’s emission reduction targets would reduce the population at risk of hunger by approximately 1.5 to 2 percent in 2085.

● Stabilizing CO2 emissions at 550 ppm would reduce the population at risk of hunger by approximately 9.7 percent in 2085.

● By contrast, investing an additional $5 billion to solve agricultural problems that developing countries face today would reduce the population at risk of hunger by 50 percent — beginning today, and in 2085, and in the intervening years.

AT: Hunger

We solve hunger better—star this card.

Indur M. Goklany, science and technology policy analyst at the US Department of the Interior, Ph. D. (1973), M.S. (1969) in Electrical Engineering, Michigan State University, B.Tech. (1968) in Electrical Engineering, Indian Institute of Technology, Bombay , 2005, National Center for Policy Analysis, “Living with Global Warming,” http://www.ncpa.org/pdfs/st278.pdf cp

Table II also indicates that post-1990 warming would be responsible for 21 percent of the total global population at risk for hunger by 2085. This amount, seemingly large, is, in fact, the result of a small (1.9 percent) warming- related drop in future global food production between 1990 and 2085. In effect, unmitigated warming would reduce the annual growth in food productivity from 0.84 percent per year to 0.82 percent per year.19 But in the 1990s the world spent about $33 billion annually on agricultural research and development (R&D), including $12 billion in developing countries. Therefore increasing R&D investment, say, by $5 billion per year, should more than compensate for the 0.02 percent annual shortfall caused by unmitigated warming, particularly if the additional investment is focused on solving current agricultural problems in developing countries that might otherwise be exacerbated by warming.20 Thus, as shown in Table II:

● Meeting the Kyoto Protocol’s emission reduction targets would reduce the population at risk of hunger by approximately 1.5 to 2 percent in 2085.

● Stabilizing CO2 emissions at 550 ppm would reduce the population at risk of hunger by approximately 9.7 percent in 2085.

● By contrast, investing an additional $5 billion to solve agricultural problems that developing countries face today would reduce the population at risk of hunger by 50 percent — beginning today, and in 2085, and in the intervening years.

The agricultural problems of developing countries include growing crops in poor climatic or soil conditions. Should warming cause such conditions to spread, agriculture might have to expand further into areas with low soil moisture or too much water, or soils that are highly saline, alkaline or acidic. Thus actions to improve current agricultural production under marginal conditions would alleviate hunger in the future whether or not the climate changes. Similarly, since science cannot predict increases in CO2 and temperatures in any particular area, crops should be developed to take advantage of such conditions as and when they develop. But even if we don’t know what changes will occur precisely where, we can make substantial progress on these approaches in the short-to-medium term.21 Such focused measures should be complemented by measures that would broadly increase agricultural productivity. 22
By 2085, the measures outlined above would not only help reduce the 80 million increase in global population at risk for hunger due to unmitigated warming, but also the 300 million at risk due to factors unrelated to warming.23 Equally important, they would do more than any mitigation efforts to reduce global population at risk for hunger in the interim, whether it is 521 million people in 1990 or 300 million in 2085 (Table I). Moreover, the additional R&D investment is relatively modest compared to the costs associated with the Kyoto Protocol.

This approach would also boost the adaptive capacity of developing countries by improving public health, enhancing human capital and economic growth, and in turn reducing their vulnerability to any adversity, whether caused by warming or another agent.24 Furthermore, this approach would produce other benefits, including: 

● Reduced demand for additional agricultural land by increasing food production per unit of cultivated land. This would limit conversion of habitat to agriculture, which is the biggest threat to global terrestrial biodiversity. Reducing habitat fragmentation and loss of migratory corridors would, in turn, help species adapt more “naturally” via migration and dispersion, and also conserve carbon stores and sinks (for sequestration of carbon removed from the atmosphere) and, thereby, aid mitigation.25

● As discussed below, reduced demand for agricultural water will help overcome what could be the major future constraint on meeting global food needs — insufficient water26 — and reduce pressure on global freshwater biodiversity.

AT: Water Shortages

There’s no conclusive evidence at warming causes water shortages.  Even if it does, adaptation solves better.

Indur M. Goklany, science and technology policy analyst at the US Department of the Interior, Ph. D. (1973), M.S. (1969) in Electrical Engineering, Michigan State University, B.Tech. (1968) in Electrical Engineering, Indian Institute of Technology, Bombay , 2005, National Center for Policy Analysis, “Living with Global Warming,” http://www.ncpa.org/pdfs/st278.pdf cp

Water Shortages. Today, 1.75 billion people face shortages of drinking water. This is expected to increase to 6.5 billion people by 2085, due to the increasing population of poorer countries. Global warming may increase the number at risk by nearly 13 percent (862 million) in 2085 — or it may have a positive effect, cutting the population at risk by more than a third (37 percent), or 2.4 billion people. The actual affect depends on changes in weather patterns that occur with global warming, which climate models are currently unable to project accurately on a regional basis. As a result:

● Meeting the Kyoto Protocol’s emission reduction targets would, at best, reduce the population facing water shortages by 1 percent in 2085 — and could, in fact, exacerbate the problem.

● Stabilizing CO2 emissions at 550 ppm would, at best, reduce the population facing water shortages in 2085 by 860 million, but could increase the population at risk by 2.4 billion.

● Institutional reforms such as allowing water pricing and transferable water rights would help stretch water supplies. The water available for nonagricultural uses could be doubled by reducing agricultural water use 18 percent. 

We solve water shortages.

Indur M. Goklany, science and technology policy analyst at the US Department of the Interior, Ph. D. (1973), M.S. (1969) in Electrical Engineering, Michigan State University, B.Tech. (1968) in Electrical Engineering, Indian Institute of Technology, Bombay , 2005, National Center for Policy Analysis, “Living with Global Warming,” http://www.ncpa.org/pdfs/st278.pdf cp

Measures that would help societies cope with present and future water shortages regardless of cause include institutional reforms to treat water as an economic commodity by allowing market pricing and transferable property rights to water. Such institutional reforms should stimulate widespread adoption of existing but underused conservation technologies, and lead to more private sector R&D investment that would reduce the demand for water by all sectors — for example, by developing new or improved crops and techniques to increase agricultural water use efficiency. Private sector spending should be supplemented by additional public sector resources.

Improvements in water conservation following such reforms are likely to be most pronounced for the agricultural sector, which is responsible for 85 percent of global water consumption.27 An 18 percent reduction in agricultural water consumption would, on average, double the amount of water available for all other uses, including household, industry and in-stream uses (such as recreation and conservation of aquatic species). The last would reduce pressures on freshwater biodiversity due to water diversion, which, as noted, is the greatest threat to freshwater biodiversity.

AT: Coastal Flooding

Sea walls solve just as well as emissions reductions.

Indur M. Goklany, science and technology policy analyst at the US Department of the Interior, Ph. D. (1973), M.S. (1969) in Electrical Engineering, Michigan State University, B.Tech. (1968) in Electrical Engineering, Indian Institute of Technology, Bombay , 2005, National Center for Policy Analysis, “Living with Global Warming,” http://www.ncpa.org/pdfs/st278.pdf cp
Coastal Flooding. Today, 10 million people are at risk of coastal flooding, and this number is projected to increase by 3 million by 2085 as coastal populations increase. Global warming is expected to raise sea levels by about 0.5 meters by the end of this century — due to such factors as melting ice sheets, storm surges and thermal expansion — putting an additional 81 million people at risk. However:

● Meeting the Kyoto Protocol’s emission reduction targets would reduce the total population at risk from coastal flooding in 2085 by 18 percent.

● Stabilizing CO2 emissions at 550 ppm would reduce the total population at risk from coastal flooding by approximately 80 percent in 2085.

● By contrast, investing an additional $1 billion annually in preventive measures — like building sea walls and other hardened structures and an orderly relocation of coastal populations — would address this problem just as well, if not more effectively.

We solve coastal flooding.

Indur M. Goklany, science and technology policy analyst at the US Department of the Interior, Ph. D. (1973), M.S. (1969) in Electrical Engineering, Michigan State University, B.Tech. (1968) in Electrical Engineering, Indian Institute of Technology, Bombay , 2005, National Center for Policy Analysis, “Living with Global Warming,” http://www.ncpa.org/pdfs/st278.pdf cp

Coastal Flooding. Today, 10 million people are at risk of coastal flooding, and this number is projected to increase by 3 million by 2085 as coastal populations increase. If there is any hazard for which emission reductions ought to be more cost-effective than adaptation, it is coastal flooding. By 2085, the studies underlying Table II project that unmitigated warming will raise the global sea level by 0.41 meters (16 inches)28 — due to such factors as melting ice sheets, storm surges and thermal expansion — putting an additional 81 million people at risk and thus contributing 86 percent of the total global population at risk of coastal flooding. However, the risk of flooding to coastal population can be reduced, if not eliminated, for relatively little additional investment:

● Meeting the Kyoto Protocol’s emission reduction targets would reduce the total population at risk from coastal flooding in 2085 by 18 percent

● Stabilizing CO2 emissions at 550 ppm would reduce the total population at risk from coastal flooding by approximately 80 percent in 2085.29

● By contrast, investing an additional $1 billion annually in preventive measures — like building sea walls and other hardened structures and an orderly relocation of coastal populations — would address this problem just as well, if not more effectively.30 Thus significant emission reductions would not only cost more but could also provide less protection in 2085 than an adaptive approach that would protect against flooding.
AT: Biodiversity

We solve biodiversity.

Indur M. Goklany, science and technology policy analyst at the US Department of the Interior, Ph. D. (1973), M.S. (1969) in Electrical Engineering, Michigan State University, B.Tech. (1968) in Electrical Engineering, Indian Institute of Technology, Bombay , 2005, National Center for Policy Analysis, “Living with Global Warming,” http://www.ncpa.org/pdfs/st278.pdf cp

Risks to Biodiversity. Due to development and agriculture, the forested area of the world is expected to fall 25 percent to 30 percent by 2050 and the area of coastal wetlands are expected to decline 40 percent by 2085. The major risk to biodiversity is the loss of natural habitat to development. Increased levels of atmospheric CO2 favor plant growth; however, the effects of global warming on sea levels and weather patterns could reduce wetland area.

● Between now and 2085, global warming could increase forested areas by 5 percent; but it could reduce the area of coastal wetlands another 13 percent.

● Mitigation could cost several trillion dollars, but would have little effect before 2085.

● At a cost of less than $10 billion annually, the adaptive measures mentioned previously (such as those to reduce hunger, water shortages and costal flooding) could slow, halt or even reverse habitat loss by increasing the efficiency of land and water use.

More ev.

Indur M. Goklany, science and technology policy analyst at the US Department of the Interior, Ph. D. (1973), M.S. (1969) in Electrical Engineering, Michigan State University, B.Tech. (1968) in Electrical Engineering, Indian Institute of Technology, Bombay , 2005, National Center for Policy Analysis, “Living with Global Warming,” http://www.ncpa.org/pdfs/st278.pdf cp

As previously noted, many steps taken now to reduce hunger and water shortage — such as enhancing food productivity per unit of land and water — would in fact decelerate, if not forestall, further diversion of land and water to human uses and reduce habitat fragmentation. This is illustrated for land conversion by Figure I, which indicates the inverse relationship between cropland demand and increases in average annual agricultural productivity. It shows that if agricultural productivity increases by 1.0 percent per year between 1990 and 2085, rather than the 0.84 percent estimated under the unmitigated emissions scenario, the area devoted to cropland could be reduced by 13.7 percent without worsening global hunger, all else being equal. 31 Enhancing agricultural productivity would, therefore, reduce the socioeconomic cost of setting aside any land or water for in situ conservation,32 which is one of the goals of the 1992 UN Convention on Biological Diversity. It would also reduce the costs associated with carbon sequestration. Moreover, reducing habitat loss and fragmentation would advance one of the principal objectives of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change enshrined in Article 2, namely, to allow ecosystems to adapt naturally to climate change. It is often argued that adaptation is inferior to mitigation because the former does not adequately reduce the impacts of climate change on natural systems.33 But, as the foregoing discussion indicates, adaptation can, indeed, relieve pressures on natural systems. Over the next few decades adaptive steps taken now could more effectively conserve biodiversity than any mitigation efforts.34

AT: Developing Countries Can’t Adapt

Millennium Development Goals solve this.

Indur M. Goklany, science and technology policy analyst at the US Department of the Interior, Ph. D. (1973), M.S. (1969) in Electrical Engineering, Michigan State University, B.Tech. (1968) in Electrical Engineering, Indian Institute of Technology, Bombay , 2005, National Center for Policy Analysis, “Living with Global Warming,” http://www.ncpa.org/pdfs/st278.pdf cp

However, developing countries are most vulnerable to warming because they lack the adaptive capacity needed to cope with the adverse impacts of climate change; therefore a third approach to address climate change is to increase their adaptive capacity by enhancing economic development and human capital. That, of course, is precisely the point of sustainable development. 35 Moreover, the determinants of adaptive and mitigative capacity36 — economic development, human capital and a propensity for technological innovation — are largely the same. Thus enhancing adaptive capacity should also boost mitigative capacity.37

An integrated strategy — simultaneously pursuing sustainable development while advancing the capacity to adapt to and/or mitigate climate change — can be pursued through the United Nations’ Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), which were explicitly devised to advance sustainable development in poorer countries. The MDGs are: cutting global poverty, hunger, and lack of access to safe water and sanitation in half; reducing child and maternal mortality by two-thirds or more; achieving universal primary education; and reversing the growth of malaria, AIDS/HIV, and other major diseases. The benefits of achieving the millennial goals would generally exceed those flowing from focused adaptation or even the deepest mitigation. Yet, the additional annual cost to the richest countries of attaining the MDGs by 2015 is pegged by the U.N.’s Millennium Project at about 0.5 percent of their GDP.38 That is approximately the same cost as that of the barely-effective Kyoto Protocol, and much less than the cost of stabilization at either 750 or 550 ppm.

Moreover, in addition to costing less, an integrated approach would yield benefits sooner and, because of the uncertainties related to warming and its impacts, far more certainly than mitigation alone. In addition, increased adaptive capacity would either raise the level at which greenhouse gases would need to be stabilized to forestall warming from becoming “dangerous,” or allow mitigation to be postponed, or both. In any case, costs associated with any eventual stabilization could be reduced, particularly if, in the interim, resources are expended to improve the cost-effectiveness of mitigation options. And, as noted, such an approach would be entirely consistent with Kyoto’s objectives, outlined in Article 2, “to allow ecosystems to adapt naturally to climate change, to ensure that food production is not threatened, and to enable economic development to proceed in a sustainable manner.” 

Finally, mitigation proponents argue that climate change would otherwise hinder sustainable development and lock developing nations into poverty. 39 However, through 2085, the impacts of unmitigated warming are either smaller than the baseline problems that would exist in the absence of warming or it is more cost-effective to reduce the magnitude of the total problem via adaptation than through mitigation. Thus, even if mitigation is inevitable in the longer term — beyond 2085 — the problem through the foreseeable future is not that climate change will perpetuate poverty and hinder sustainable development, but that the lack of sustainable economic development will impede developing countries’ ability to cope with all manner of adversity, including climate change.40
Goklany Prodict

Goklany’s study uses the best data available.

Indur M. Goklany, science and technology policy analyst at the US Department of the Interior, Ph. D. (1973), M.S. (1969) in Electrical Engineering, Michigan State University, B.Tech. (1968) in Electrical Engineering, Indian Institute of Technology, Bombay , 2005, National Center for Policy Analysis, “Living with Global Warming,” http://www.ncpa.org/pdfs/st278.pdf cp

Except where noted, this paper adopts the results of recent studies sponsored by the United Kingdom’s Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) or its predecessor agency, the U.K. Department of the Environment, Transport and the Regions (DETR).9 It does so mainly because their results, available in the peer-reviewed literature, have been used to justify additional and more rapid control of greenhouse gases.10 Notably, the authors of these studies are in good standing with the IPCC. They include Martin Parry, the current chairman of IPCC’s Work Group 2, which is charged with producing the IPCC’s upcoming assessment of the impacts of climate change, as well as several “lead authors” of various chapters of that assessment.

Nevertheless, there are significant shortcomings in these studies. In particular, their analyses of projected impacts do not adequately account for the improved range of social responses that would result from the higher level of economic development they assume in generating future emissions scenarios and climate change projections. Specifically, increased economic development should reduce society’s vulnerability to climate change because greater wealth will allow it to develop and obtain the technologies necessary to reduce the adverse impacts of climate change, while also taking advantage of any opportunities that climate change might offer.11 In other words, economic development increases “adaptive capacity.” Nor do these studies account for the technological innovation that would necessarily occur over time and as societies grow richer. This, too, should reduce the future vulnerability of societies to the impacts of climate change.12 Consequently, the DEFRA-sponsored studies are internally inconsistent with the emission growth scenarios on which they are based, and their impact estimates are probably biased upward.13 

Terrorism 1NC

Text: The United States federal government should streamline counter-terrorism and intelligence operations.  The United States federal government should terminate contracts with 80% of people working on its government intelligence and counter-terrorism operations.

Status quo counter-terrorism bureaucracy is too complex—eliminating 80% of personnel solves.

Steven Pearlstein, Washington Post writer, 7/21/2010, The Washington Post, “For Obama's reform agenda, counterterrorism excess is a timely warning,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/20/AR2010072005786.html cp
One of my favorite features of the series so far has been the organizational chart of the 66 different counterterrorism command centers in the Washington area, not counting the White House Situation Room, each with its secure bunkerlike facility, its 24/7 staff, its high-tech control room, secure database, command staff and cadre of outside contractors. Looking at that chart, you don't have to be a McKinsey consultant to understand that the 9/11 Commission's dream of streamlined coordination has lost to the imperative of bureaucratic survival.

Perhaps all this was inevitable given the urgency of ramping up the counterterrorism effort after the Sept. 11, 2001, attacks. For years, the message from the public and political leaders was to get it done fast and don't worry about the cost -- the bureaucracy and the contracting community were only too happy to oblige. An optimist might argue that now that we know what works and what doesn't, we can move on to Phase II, the rationalization and consolidation. But the realist would point out that that rarely happens. For those setting out to fix health care or the financial regulatory system, the takeaway should be that it is a lot easier to do it right the first time.

Doing it right means, first and foremost, keeping things simple, even when the work to be done is complicated. Setting up complex structures not only increases cost and reduces speed, it tends to badly blur the lines of authority and responsibility. And by insisting on simplicity right from the start, organizations are forced to step up and make the difficult tradeoffs that, if not addressed structurally, will become a constant drain on people's time, attention and patience, or will never be addressed at all.

The second lesson is that bigger is not the same as better. In the wake of the financial crisis, there was a consensus that one problem was that the resources of the Securities and Exchange Commission had failed to grow with the size and complexity of the financial markets it was supposed to oversee. Although inadequate resources were surely a factor, it doesn't really explain why the agency basically sat back and failed to respond to the dangerous leverage taken on by investment banks, or ignored flagrant ratings-shopping by issuers, or did nothing about widespread use of undisclosed off-balance-sheet vehicles by public companies. Nor can it explain how several sets of inspectors managed to look in on Bernie Madoff and never notice that he never actually traded any stocks.

In government or in private industry, what sometimes lies behind the call for additional resources is that the people already assigned to perform a task are not very good or very productive. An example of this is the National Security Council staff, which over the decades has grown from a small, elite group at the White House charged with coordinating policy on international issues to what amounts to a mini-State Department, with a staff of 200 to 300. The unspoken rationale for this growth has been that, at various times, presidents and top advisers were unhappy with the work done in the agencies, or didn't trust the people doing it. But the result is not only wasteful duplication of effort, but diminished morale and sense of purpose in the agencies. Similar complaints are heard about the new empire growing around the director of national intelligence.

Problems with the government's counterterrorism complex also stem from its reluctance to get comfortable with the 80-20 rule -- the remarkably robust observation that organizations often achieve 80 percent of what they want to accomplish with 20 percent of their people and resources. The ethic in counterterrorism is that the stakes are so high that anything less than 100 percent success is unacceptable.

But the problem with 100 percent is that in trying to detect and foil any conceivable threat from any terrorist anywhere in the world, you wind up not only spending enormous sums, but creating an operation so vast and complex that it is impossible to manage. In the end, as the Post series suggests, we run the risk of missing things that almost surely would have been picked up with a smaller, simpler and more focused structure.

***Misc***

Global Civil Society Good

Activism brought about by global society is key to solve all impacts.

Fuyuki Kurasawa, Associate Professor of Sociology at York University in Toronto, Canada, 2004, Constellations Vol 11, No 4, 2004, Cautionary Tales: The Global Culture of Prevention and the Work of Foresight    http://www.yorku.ca/kurasawa/Kurasawa%20Articles/Constellations%20Article.pdf cp

Combining a sense of analytical contingency toward the future and ethical responsibility for it, the idea of early warning is making its way into preventive action on the global stage. Despite the fact that not all humanitarian, technoscientific, and environmental disasters can be predicted in advance, the multiplication of independent sources of knowledge and detection mechanisms enables us to foresee many of them before it is too late. Indeed, in recent years, global civil society’s capacity for early warning has dramatically increased, in no small part due to the impressive number of NGOs that include catastrophe prevention at the heart of their mandates.17 These organizations are often the first to detect signs of trouble, to dispatch investigative or fact-finding missions, and to warn the international community about impending dangers; to wit, the lead role of environmental groups in sounding the alarm about global warming and species depletion or of humanitarian agencies regarding the AIDS crisis in sub-Saharan Africa, frequently months or even years before Western governments or multilateral institutions followed suit. What has come into being, then, is a loose-knit network of watchdog groups that is acquiring finely tuned antennae to pinpoint indicators of forthcoming or already unfolding crises.

This network of ‘early warners’ are working to publicize potential and actual emergencies by locating indicators of danger into larger catastrophic patterns of interpretation, culturally meaningful chains of events whose implications become discernable for decision-makers and ordinary citizens (‘this is why you should care’).18 Civic associations can thus invest perilous situations with urgency and importance, transforming climate change from an apparently mild and distant possibility to an irreversible and grave threat to human survival, and genocide from a supposedly isolated aberration to an affront to our common humanity. The growing public significance of preventive message in global affairs is part and parcel of what Ignatieff has termed an “advocacy revolution,”19 since threatened populations and allied organizations are acting as early warning beacons that educate citizens about certain perils and appeal for action on the part of states and multilateral institutions. Global civil society players have devised a host of ‘naming and shaming’ strategies and high-profile information campaigns to this effect, including press conferences, petitions, mass marches, and boycotts, and spectacular stunts that denounce bureaucratic inertia, the reckless pursuit of profit, or the preponderance of national interests in world affairs.20 The advocacy revolution is having both ‘trickle-down’ and ‘trickle-up’ effects, establishing audiences of constituents and ordinary citizens conversant with some of the great challenges facing humanity as well as putting pressure on official institutions to be proactive in their long-term planning and shorter-term responses.

Media Good

The media is key to educate people about crises and force governments to take action.

Fuyuki Kurasawa, Associate Professor of Sociology at York University in Toronto, Canada, 2004, Constellations Vol 11, No 4, 2004, Cautionary Tales: The Global Culture of Prevention and the Work of Foresight    http://www.yorku.ca/kurasawa/Kurasawa%20Articles/Constellations%20Article.pdf cp

None of this would be possible without the existence of global media, whose speed and range make it possible for reports of an unfolding or upcoming disaster to reach viewers or readers in most parts of the world almost instantaneously. Despite the highly selective character of what is deemed newsworthy and state and commercial influence on what is broadcast, several recent attempts to hide evidence of acts of mass violence (Tiananmen Square, East Timor, Chechnya, etc.) and crises (e.g., during the Chernobyl nuclear accident in the Soviet Union or the SARS outbreak in China) have failed; few things now entirely escape from the satellite camera, the cellular telephone, or the notebook computer. And although the internet may never become the populist panacea technological determinists have been heralding for years, it remains a key device through which concerned citizens and activists can share and spread information. While media coverage almost always follows a crisis rather than preceding it, the broadcast of shocking images and testimonies can nevertheless shame governments and international organizations into taking immediate steps. The ‘CNN or BBC effect,’ to which we should now add the ‘Al-Jazeera effect,’ is a surprisingly powerful force in impacting world public opinion, as the now notorious Abu Ghraib prison photographs remind us. The possibility that the threat of media exposure may dissuade individuals and groups from enacting genocidal plans or reckless gambles with our future is one of the lynchpins of prevention in our information-saturated age.

Markets/Calculations Bad

Pursuit of short term fixes breeds disaster for future generations.

Fuyuki Kurasawa, Associate Professor of Sociology at York University in Toronto, Canada, 2004, Constellations Vol 11, No 4, 2004, Cautionary Tales: The Global Culture of Prevention and the Work of Foresight    http://www.yorku.ca/kurasawa/Kurasawa%20Articles/Constellations%20Article.pdf cp

At another level, instrumental-strategic forms of thought and action, so pervasive in modern societies because institutionally entrenched in the state and the market, are rarely compatible with the demands of farsightedness. The calculation of the most technically efficient means to attain a particular bureaucratic or corporate objective, and the subsequent relentless pursuit of it, intrinsically exclude broader questions of long-term prospects or negative side-effects. What matters is the maximization of profits or national self-interest with the least effort, and as rapidly as possible. Growing risks and perils are transferred to future generations through a series of trade-offs: economic growth versus environmental protection, innovation versus safety, instant gratification versus future well-being. 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

AT: Kurasawa (Predictions Good)

Kurasawa agrees that alarmism is bad and justifies atrocities.

Fuyuki Kurasawa, Associate Professor of Sociology at York University in Toronto, Canada, 2004, Constellations Vol 11, No 4, 2004, Cautionary Tales: The Global Culture of Prevention and the Work of Foresight    http://www.yorku.ca/kurasawa/Kurasawa%20Articles/Constellations%20Article.pdf cp

Foremost among the possible distortions of farsightedness is alarmism, the manufacturing of unwarranted and unfounded doomsday scenarios. State and market institutions may seek to produce a culture of fear by deliberately stretching interpretations of reality beyond the limits of the plausible so as to exaggerate the prospects of impending catastrophes, or yet again, by intentionally promoting certain prognoses over others for instrumental purposes. Accordingly, regressive dystopias can operate as Trojan horses advancing political agendas or commercial interests that would otherwise be susceptible to public scrutiny and opposition. Instances of this kind of manipulation of the dystopian imaginary are plentiful: the invasion of Iraq in the name of fighting terrorism and an imminent threat of use of ‘weapons of mass destruction’; the severe curtailing of American civil liberties amidst fears of a collapse of ‘homeland security’; the neoliberal dismantling of the welfare state as the only remedy for an ideologically constructed fiscal crisis; the conservative expansion of policing and incarceration due to supposedly spiraling crime waves; and so forth. Alarmism constructs and codes the future in particular ways, producing or reinforcing certain crisis narratives, belief structures, and rhetorical conventions. As much as alarmist ideas beget a culture of fear, the reverse is no less true.

AT: Nietzsche

Nihilism allows worse forces to take control of the state and commit violence.

Fuyuki Kurasawa, Associate Professor of Sociology at York University in Toronto, Canada, 2004, Constellations Vol 11, No 4, 2004, Cautionary Tales: The Global Culture of Prevention and the Work of Foresight    http://www.yorku.ca/kurasawa/Kurasawa%20Articles/Constellations%20Article.pdf cp

If fear-mongering is a misappropriation of preventive foresight, resignation about the future represents a problematic outgrowth of the popular acknowledgment of global perils. Some believe that the world to come is so uncertain and dangerous that we should not attempt to modify the course of history; the future will look after itself for better or worse, regardless of what we do or wish. One version of this argument consists in a complacent optimism perceiving the future as fated to be better than either the past or the present. Frequently accompanying it is a self-deluding denial of what is plausible (‘the world will not be so bad after all’), or a naively Panglossian pragmatism (‘things will work themselves out in spite of everything, because humankind always finds ways to survive’).37 Much more common, however, is the opposite reaction, a fatalistic pessimism reconciled to the idea that the future will be necessarily worse than what preceded it. This is sustained by a tragic chronological framework according to which humanity is doomed to decay, or a cyclical one of the endless repetition of the mistakes of the past.

On top of their dubious assessments of what is to come, alarmism and resignation would, if widely accepted, undermine a viable practice of farsightedness. Indeed, both of them encourage public disengagement from deliberation about scenarios for the future, a process that appears to be dangerous, pointless, or unnecessary. The resulting ‘depublicization’ of debate leaves dominant groups and institutions (the state, the market, techno-science) in charge of sorting out the future for the rest of us, thus effectively producing a heteronomous social order. How, then, can we support a democratic process of prevention from below? The answer, I think, lies in cultivating the public capacity for critical judgment and deliberation, so that participants in global civil society subject all claims about potential catastrophes to examination, evaluation, and contestation. Two normative concepts are particularly well suited to grounding these tasks: the precautionary principle and global justice.

The future is improvable—the alt condemns future generations to catastrophe.

Fuyuki Kurasawa, Associate Professor of Sociology at York University in Toronto, Canada, 2004, Constellations Vol 11, No 4, 2004, Cautionary Tales: The Global Culture of Prevention and the Work of Foresight    http://www.yorku.ca/kurasawa/Kurasawa%20Articles/Constellations%20Article.pdf cp

Similarly, resignation does not fare well when subjected to these evaluative categories. The naively optimistic conceits according to which ‘the world will not be so bad after all’ and ‘it will all work itself out in the end’ beg the question: for whom? Although some privileged sections of future generations may experience fewer risks and suffer less from mass disasters, most will not be so fortunate. Moreover, keeping in mind the sobering lessons of the past century cannot but make us wary about humankind’s supposedly unlimited ability for problemsolving or discovering solutions in time to avert calamities. In fact, the historical track-record of last-minute, technical ‘quick-fixes’ is hardly reassuring. What’s more, most of the serious perils that we face today (e.g., nuclear waste, climate change, global terrorism, genocide and civil war) demand complex, sustained, long-term strategies of planning, coordination, and execution. On the other hand, an examination of fatalism makes it readily apparent that the idea that humankind is doomed from the outset puts off any attempt to minimize risks for our successors, essentially condemning them to face cataclysms unprepared. An a priori pessimism is also unsustainable given the fact that long-term preventive action has had (and will continue to have) appreciable beneficial effects; the examples of medical research, the welfare state, international humanitarian law, as well as strict environmental regulations in some countries stand out among many others. The evaluative framework proposed above should not be restricted to the critique of misappropriations of farsightedness, since it can equally support public deliberation with a reconstructive intent, that is, democratic discussion and debate about a future that human beings would freely self-determine. Inverting Foucault’s Nietzschean metaphor, we can think of genealogies of the future that could perform a farsighted mapping out of the possible ways of organizing social life. They are, in other words, interventions into the present intended to facilitate global civil society’s participation in shaping the field of possibilities of what is to come. Once competing dystopian visions are filtered out on the basis of their analytical credibility, ethical commitments, and political underpinnings and consequences, groups and individuals can assess the remaining legitimate catastrophic scenarios through the lens of genealogical mappings of the future.

Participatory Democracy Good

Participatory democracy is key to protecting future generations.

Fuyuki Kurasawa, Associate Professor of Sociology at York University in Toronto, Canada, 2004, Constellations Vol 11, No 4, 2004, Cautionary Tales: The Global Culture of Prevention and the Work of Foresight    http://www.yorku.ca/kurasawa/Kurasawa%20Articles/Constellations%20Article.pdf cp

None of this is to disavow the international community’s rather patchy record of avoiding foreseeable calamities over the last decades, or to minimize the difficulties of implementing the kinds of global institutional reforms described above and the perils of historical contingency, presentist indifference toward the future, or alarmism and resignation. To my mind, however, this is all the more reason to pay attention to the work of preventive foresight in global civil society, through which civic associations can build up the latter’s coordination mechanisms and institutional leverage, cultivate and mobilize public opinion in distant parts of the world, and compel political leaders and national and transnational governance structures to implement certain policies. While seeking to prevent cataclysms from worsening or, better yet, from occurring in the first place, these sorts of initiatives can and must remain consistent with a vision of a just world order. Furthermore, the labor of farsightedness supports an autonomous view of the future, according to which we are the creators of the field of possibilities within which our successors will dwell. The current socio-political order, with all its short-term biases, is neither natural nor necessary. Accordingly, informed public participation in deliberative processes makes a socially self-instituting future possible, through the involvement of groups and individuals active in domestic and supranational public spaces; prevention is a public practice, and a public responsibility.

To believe otherwise is, I would argue, to leave the path clear for a series of alternatives that heteronomously compromise the well-being of those who will come after us. We would thereby effectively abandon the future to the vagaries of history (‘let it unfold as it may’), the technocratic or instrumental will of official institutions (‘let others decide for us’), or to gambles about the time-lags of risks (‘let our progeny deal with their realization’). But, as I have tried to show here, this will not and cannot be accepted. Engaging in autonomous preventive struggles, then, remains our best hope. A farsighted cosmopolitanism that aims to avert crises while working toward the realization of precaution and global justice represents a compelling ethico-political project, for we will not inherit a better future. It must be made, starting with us, in the here and now.

***What is the Matrix?***

Nick Bostron, Department of Philosophy, Yale University, 2002, “Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards,” http://www.transhumanist.com/volume9/risks.html cp

A case can be made that the hypothesis that we are living in a computer simulation should be given a significant probability [27]. The basic idea behind this so-called “Simulation argument” is that vast amounts of computing power may become available in the future (see e.g. [28,29]), and that it could be used, among other things, to run large numbers of fine-grained simulations of past human civilizations. Under some not-too-implausible assumptions, the result can be that almost all minds like ours are simulated minds, and that we should therefore assign a significant probability to being such computer-emulated minds rather than the (subjectively indistinguishable) minds of originally evolved creatures. And if we are, we suffer the risk that the simulation may be shut down at any time. A decision to terminate our simulation may be prompted by our actions or by exogenous factors.

While to some it may seem frivolous to list such a radical or “philosophical” hypothesis next the concrete threat of nuclear holocaust, we must seek to base these evaluations on reasons rather than untutored intuition. Until a refutation appears of the argument presented in [27], it would intellectually dishonest to neglect to mention simulation-shutdown as a potential extinction mode.

Bostrom’s Impact Calc FYI

Nick Bostron, Department of Philosophy, Yale University, 2002, “Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards,” http://www.transhumanist.com/volume9/risks.html cp

We can distinguish six qualitatively distinct types of risks based on their scope and intensity (figure 1). The third dimension, probability, can be superimposed on the two dimensions plotted in the figure. Other things equal, a risk is more serious if it has a substantial probability and if our actions can make that probability significantly greater or smaller.
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“Personal”, “local”, or “global” refer to the size of the population that is directly affected; a global risk is one that affects the whole of humankind (and our successors). “Endurable” vs. “terminal” indicates how intensely the target population would be affected. An endurable risk may cause great destruction, but one can either recover from the damage or find ways of coping with the fallout. In contrast, a terminal risk is one where the targets are either annihilated or irreversibly crippled in ways that radically reduce their potential to live the sort of life they aspire to. In the case of personal risks, for instance, a terminal outcome could for example be death, permanent severe brain injury, or a lifetime prison sentence. An example of a local terminal risk would be genocide leading to the annihilation of a people (this happened to several Indian nations). Permanent enslavement is another example.

In this paper we shall discuss risks of the sixth category, the one marked with an X. This is the category of global, terminal risks. I shall call these existential risks.

Existential risks are distinct from global endurable risks. Examples of the latter kind include: threats to the biodiversity of Earth’s ecosphere, moderate global warming, global economic recessions (even major ones), and possibly stifling cultural or religious eras such as the “dark ages”, even if they encompass the whole global community, provided they are transitory (though see the section on “Shrieks” below). To say that a particular global risk is endurable is evidently not to say that it is acceptable or not very serious. A world war fought with conventional weapons or a Nazi-style Reich lasting for a decade would be extremely horrible events even though they would fall under the rubric of endurable global risks since humanity could eventually recover. (On the other hand, they could be a local terminal risk for many individuals and for persecuted ethnic groups.)

I shall use the following definition of existential risks:

Existential risk – One where an adverse outcome would either annihilate Earth-originating intelligent life or permanently and drastically curtail its potential.

An existential risk is one where humankind as a whole is imperiled. Existential disasters have major adverse consequences for the course of human civilization for all time to come.

US-Russia War Causes Extinction

US-Russia war is an existential risk—all other impacts are survivable.
Nick Bostron, Department of Philosophy, Yale University, 2002, “Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards,” http://www.transhumanist.com/volume9/risks.html cp

Risks in this sixth category are a recent phenomenon. This is part of the reason why it is useful to distinguish them from other risks. We have not evolved mechanisms, either biologically or culturally, for managing such risks. Our intuitions and coping strategies have been shaped by our long experience with risks such as dangerous animals, hostile individuals or tribes, poisonous foods, automobile accidents, Chernobyl, Bhopal, volcano eruptions, earthquakes, draughts, World War I, World War II, epidemics of influenza, smallpox, black plague, and AIDS. These types of disasters have occurred many times and our cultural attitudes towards risk have been shaped by trial-and-error in managing such hazards. But tragic as such events are to the people immediately affected, in the big picture of things – from the perspective of humankind as a whole – even the worst of these catastrophes are mere ripples on the surface of the great sea of life. They haven’t significantly affected the total amount of human suffering or happiness or determined the long-term fate of our species.

With the exception of a species-destroying comet or asteroid impact (an extremely rare occurrence), there were probably no significant existential risks in human history until the mid-twentieth century, and certainly none that it was within our power to do something about.

The first manmade existential risk was the inaugural detonation of an atomic bomb. At the time, there was some concern that the explosion might start a runaway chain-reaction by “igniting” the atmosphere. Although we now know that such an outcome was physically impossible, it qualifies as an existential risk that was present at the time. For there to be a risk, given the knowledge and understanding available, it suffices that there is some subjective probability of an adverse outcome, even if it later turns out that objectively there was no chance of something bad happening. If we don’t know whether something is objectively risky or not, then it is risky in the subjective sense. The subjective sense is of course what we must base our decisions on.[2] At any given time we must use our best current subjective estimate of what the objective risk factors are.[3]

A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization.[4]  Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently. Such a war might however be a local terminal risk for the cities most likely to be targeted. Unfortunately, we shall see that nuclear Armageddon and comet or asteroid strikes are mere preludes to the existential risks that we will encounter in the 21st century.

Nanotech Causes Extinction

Nanotech causes extinction—this is more likely than nuclear war.

Nick Bostron, Department of Philosophy, Yale University, 2002, “Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards,” http://www.transhumanist.com/volume9/risks.html cp

In a mature form, molecular nanotechnology will enable the construction of bacterium-scale self-replicating mechanical robots that can feed on dirt or other organic matter [22-25]. Such replicators could eat up the biosphere or destroy it by other means such as by poisoning it, burning it, or blocking out sunlight. A person of malicious intent in possession of this technology might cause the extinction of intelligent life on Earth by releasing such nanobots into the environment.[9]

The technology to produce a destructive nanobot seems considerably easier to develop than the technology to create an effective defense against such an attack (a global nanotech immune system, an “active shield” [23]). It is therefore likely that there will be a period of vulnerability during which this technology must be prevented from coming into the wrong hands. Yet the technology could prove hard to regulate, since it doesn’t require rare radioactive isotopes or large, easily identifiable manufacturing plants, as does production of nuclear weapons [23].

Even if effective defenses against a limited nanotech attack are developed before dangerous replicators are designed and acquired by suicidal regimes or terrorists, there will still be the danger of an arms race between states possessing nanotechnology. It has been argued [26] that molecular manufacturing would lead to both arms race instability and crisis instability, to a higher degree than was the case with nuclear weapons. Arms race instability means that there would be dominant incentives for each competitor to escalate its armaments, leading to a runaway arms race. Crisis instability means that there would be dominant incentives for striking first. Two roughly balanced rivals acquiring nanotechnology would, on this view, begin a massive buildup of armaments and weapons development programs that would continue until a crisis occurs and war breaks out, potentially causing global terminal destruction. That the arms race could have been predicted is no guarantee that an international security system will be created ahead of time to prevent this disaster from happening. The nuclear arms race between the US and the USSR was predicted but occurred nevertheless.

Biotech/Bioweapons Causes Extinction

Extinction.

Nick Bostron, Department of Philosophy, Yale University, 2002, “Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards,” http://www.transhumanist.com/volume9/risks.html cp

With the fabulous advances in genetic technology currently taking place, it may become possible for a tyrant, terrorist, or lunatic to create a doomsday virus, an organism that combines long latency with high virulence and mortality [36].

Dangerous viruses can even be spawned unintentionally, as Australian researchers recently demonstrated when they created a modified mousepox virus with 100% mortality while trying to design a contraceptive virus for mice for use in pest control [37]. While this particular virus doesn’t affect humans, it is suspected that an analogous alteration would increase the mortality of the human smallpox virus. What underscores the future hazard here is that the research was quickly published in the open scientific literature [38]. It is hard to see how information generated in open biotech research programs could be contained no matter how grave the potential danger that it poses; and the same holds for research in nanotechnology.

Genetic medicine will also lead to better cures and vaccines, but there is no guarantee that defense will always keep pace with offense. (Even the accidentally created mousepox virus had a 50% mortality rate on vaccinated mice.) Eventually, worry about biological weapons may be put to rest through the development of nanomedicine, but while nanotechnology has enormous long-term potential for medicine [39] it carries its own hazards.

Nanotech Bad – AT: Regulation Solves

Nanotech regulations can’t solve—the failures of nuclear regulations prove.

Nick Bostron, Department of Philosophy, Yale University, 2002, “Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards,” http://www.transhumanist.com/volume9/risks.html cp

The possibility of accidents can never be completely ruled out. However, there are many ways of making sure, through responsible engineering practices, that species-destroying accidents do not occur. One could avoid using self-replication; one could make nanobots dependent on some rare feedstock chemical that doesn’t exist in the wild; one could confine them to sealed environments; one could design them in such a way that any mutation was overwhelmingly likely to cause a nanobot to completely cease to function [40]. Accidental misuse is therefore a smaller concern than malicious misuse [23,25,41].

However, the distinction between the accidental and the deliberate can become blurred. While “in principle” it seems possible to make terminal nanotechnological accidents extremely improbable, the actual circumstances may not permit this ideal level of security to be realized. Compare nanotechnology with nuclear technology. From an engineering perspective, it is of course perfectly possible to use nuclear technology only for peaceful purposes such as nuclear reactors, which have a zero chance of destroying the whole planet. Yet in practice it may be very hard to avoid nuclear technology also being used to build nuclear weapons, leading to an arms race. With large nuclear arsenals on hair-trigger alert, there is inevitably a significant risk of accidental war. The same can happen with nanotechnology: it may be pressed into serving military objectives in a way that carries unavoidable risks of serious accidents.

In some situations it can even be strategically advantageous to deliberately make one’s technology or control systems risky, for example in order to make a “threat that leaves something to chance” [42].

Technological Progress Bad

Technological progress increases the probability of extinction.

Nick Bostron, Department of Philosophy, Yale University, 2002, “Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards,” http://www.transhumanist.com/volume9/risks.html cp

In combination, these indirect arguments add important constraints to those we can glean from the direct consideration of various technological risks, although there is not room here to elaborate on the details. But the balance of evidence is such that it would appear unreasonable not to assign a substantial probability to the hypothesis that an existential disaster will do us in. My subjective opinion is that setting this probability lower than 25% would be misguided, and the best estimate may be considerably higher. But even if the probability were much smaller (say, ~1%) the subject matter would still merit very serious attention because of how much is at stake.

In general, the greatest existential risks on the time-scale of a couple of centuries or less appear to be those that derive from the activities of advanced technological civilizations. We see this by looking at the various existential risks we have listed. In each of the four categories, the top risks are engendered by our activities. The only significant existential risks for which this isn’t true are “simulation gets shut down” (although on some versions of this hypothesis the shutdown would be prompted by our activities [27]); the catch-all hypotheses (which include both types of scenarios); asteroid or comet impact (which is a very low probability risk); and getting killed by an extraterrestrial civilization (which would be highly unlikely in the near future).[19]

It may not be surprising that existential risks created by modern civilization get the lion’s share of the probability. After all, we are now doing some things that have never been done on Earth before, and we are developing capacities to do many more such things. If non-anthropogenic factors have failed to annihilate the human species for hundreds of thousands of years, it could seem unlikely that such factors will strike us down in the next century or two. By contrast, we have no reason whatever not to think that the products of advanced civilization will be our bane.

Wipeout/Tech Bad – AT: Impacts Unlikely/Unscientific

Science isn’t perfect—the risk of catastrophic impacts should be enough reason to avoid taking risks.

Nick Bostron, Department of Philosophy, Yale University, 2002, “Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards,” http://www.transhumanist.com/volume9/risks.html cp

There have been speculations that future high-energy particle accelerator experiments may cause a breakdown of a metastable vacuum state that our part of the cosmos might be in, converting it into a “true” vacuum of lower energy density [45]. This would result in an expanding bubble of total destruction that would sweep through the galaxy and beyond at the speed of light, tearing all matter apart as it proceeds.

Another conceivability is that accelerator experiments might produce negatively charged stable “strangelets” (a hypothetical form of nuclear matter) or create a mini black hole that would sink to the center of the Earth and start accreting the rest of the planet [46].

These outcomes seem to be impossible given our best current physical theories. But the reason we do the experiments is precisely that we don’t really know what will happen. A more reassuring argument is that the energy densities attained in present day accelerators are far lower than those that occur naturally in collisions between cosmic rays [46,47]. It’s possible, however, that factors other than energy density are relevant for these hypothetical processes, and that those factors will be brought together in novel ways in future experiments.

The main reason for concern in the “physics disasters” category is the meta-level observation that discoveries of all sorts of weird physical phenomena are made all the time, so even if right now all the particular physics disasters we have conceived of were absurdly improbable or impossible, there could be other more realistic failure-modes waiting to be uncovered. The ones listed here are merely illustrations of the general case.

Preemptive War Moral

Preemptive war is moral to avert extinction.

Nick Bostron, Department of Philosophy, Yale University, 2002, “Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards,” http://www.transhumanist.com/volume9/risks.html cp

Creating a broad-based consensus among the world’s nation states is time-consuming, difficult, and in many instances impossible. We must therefore recognize the possibility that cases may arise in which a powerful nation or a coalition of states needs to act unilaterally for its own and the common interest. Such unilateral action may infringe on the sovereignty of other nations and may need to be done preemptively.

Let us make this hypothetical more concrete. Suppose advanced nanotechnology has just been developed in some leading lab. (By advanced nanotechnology I mean a fairly general assembler, a device that can build a large range of three-dimensional structures – including rigid parts – to atomic precision given a detailed specification of the design and construction process, some feedstock chemicals, and a supply of energy.) Suppose that at this stage it is possible to predict that building dangerous nanoreplicators will be much easier than building a reliable nanotechnological immune system that could protect against all simple dangerous replicators. Maybe design-plans for the dangerous replicators have already been produced by design-ahead efforts and are available on the Internet. Suppose furthermore that because most of the research leading up to the construction of the assembler, excluding only the last few stages, is available in the open literature; so that other laboratories in other parts of the world are soon likely to develop their own assemblers. What should be done?

With this setup, one can confidently predict that the dangerous technology will soon fall into the hands of “rogue nations”, hate groups, and perhaps eventually lone psychopaths. Sooner or later somebody would then assemble and release a destructive nanobot and destroy the biosphere. The only option is to take action to prevent the proliferation of the assembler technology until such a time as reliable countermeasures to a nano-attack have been deployed.

Hopefully, most nations would be responsible enough to willingly subscribe to appropriate regulation of the assembler technology. The regulation would not need to be in the form of a ban on assemblers but it would have to limit temporarily but effectively the uses of assemblers, and it would have to be coupled to a thorough monitoring program. Some nations, however, may refuse to sign up. Such nations would first be pressured to join the coalition. If all efforts at persuasion fail, force or the threat of force would have to be used to get them to sign on.

A preemptive strike on a sovereign nation is not a move to be taken lightly, but in the extreme case we have outlined – where a failure to act would with high probability lead to existential catastrophe – it is a responsibility that must not be abrogated. Whatever moral prohibition there normally is against violating national sovereignty is overridden in this case by the necessity to prevent the destruction of humankind. Even if the nation in question has not yet initiated open violence, the mere decision to go forward with development of the hazardous technology in the absence of sufficient regulation must be interpreted as an act of aggression, for it puts the rest of the rest of the world at an even greater risk than would, say, firing off several nuclear missiles in random directions.
The intervention should be decisive enough to reduce the threat to an acceptable level but it should be no greater than is necessary to achieve this aim. It may even be appropriate to pay compensation to the people of the offending country, many of whom will bear little or no responsibility for the irresponsible actions of their leaders.

While we should hope that we are never placed in a situation where initiating force becomes necessary, it is crucial that we make room in our moral and strategic thinking for this contingency. Developing widespread recognition of the moral aspects of this scenario ahead of time is especially important, since without some degree of public support democracies will find it difficult to act decisively before there has been any visible demonstration of what is at stake. Waiting for such a demonstration is decidedly not an option, because it might itself be the end.[20]
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