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A2: Nietzsche – holocaust

If there is no truth, then there is no means of resisting lies—we would be powerless in the face of holocaust denial or conviction of an innocent person at trial.  Truth and morality go hand in hand. 

Comte- Sponville 91 (Andre, Professor of Philosophy at the Sorbonne. “The Brute, the Sophist, and the Aesthete “Art in the Service of Illusion”, Why We are Not Nietzscheans).
If there is no truth, how are you going to resist lies? What would be the sense of asking, for instance, whether Dreyfus was really guilty or who really set the Reichstag on fire? If there is no knowledge, how will you fight obscurantism and ignorance? If there are no facts but only interpretations, what objections will you make to the revisionists who maintain that the gas chambers are not, precisely, a fact, only a point of view, a mere hypothesis, a mere interpretation by certain historians connected to the Jewish lobby? It may be objected that that was not Nietzsche's point of view. Certainly, those were not his examples. As for his point of view, I wouldn't know. In The Antichrist, after having praised Pontius Pilate's attitude ("One Jew more or less-what does it matter?"), Nietzsche adds: The noble scorn of a Roman, confronted with an impudent abuse of the word "truth," has enriched the New Testament with the only saying that has value one which is its criticism, even its annihilation: "What is truth?". Indeed, any judge can say that when he needs to condemn an innocent man. But can we accept that? Should we accept it? And how do we prevent it, if there are neither facts nor truths? In aphorism of Beyond Good and Evil, after having announced, you will recall, that the falseness of a judgment was not for him an objection against that judgment since the only thing that counts is its vital utility, Nietzsche concludes: To recognize untruth as a condition of life-that certainly means resisting accustomed value feelings in a dangerous way; and a philosophy that risks this would by that token alone place itself beyond good and evil. Logic and morality go together. 

A2: Nietzsche – justifies mass murder

Nietzsche’s embracing of disorder necessitates an abandonment of traditional morality and justifies mass murder. 

White, 90 (Alan, online book, Within Nietzsche’s Labyrinth, Professor of Philosophy, Williams College, http://www.williams.edu/philosophy/faculty/awhite/WNL%20web/beauty_and_goodness.htm).  

Nietzsche exhorts us to live beautifully; on this point, Nehamas and I agree.  A second point of our agreement is in at­tributing  to Nietzsche an insistence that the assessment of a specific life's beauty is a matter, primarily, for the individual living that life.  From  these teachings a serious problem emerges:  if  beauty is the criterion for goodness, and if there are no universal criteria for beauty,  is there anything to prevent the mass murderer and the child molester on the one hand, or the couch potato on the other, from viewing their lives as beautiful, and thus as good --  even as ideal?  This question leads me to one  of Nehamas's central concerns:  "Nietzsche  is clearly much more concerned with the question of how one's ac­tions are to fit  together into a coherent, self-sustaining, well-motivated whole than he is with the  quality of those actions them­selves" (166);  for this reason, "the uncomfortable feeling per­sists that someone might achieve Nietzsche's ideal life and still be nothing short of repugnant" (167). This  uncomfortable feeling arises, for Nehamas, from the teaching that life is literature.  According to Nehamas's Nietzsche, "one should  not take one's misdeeds seriously for long, [because] virtue does not depend on what one does but on whether what one does is an expression of one's whole self, of one's 'own will.'"  This position makes sense, Nehamas adds, because "these are exactly the considerations  that are relevant to the evaluation of  literary characters" (166). Continues... Nietzsche  rejects the notion that there are human obligations deriving from a different world; yet  he is not one of Marcel's fools.  Nehamas  stresses, and I stress, that Nietzsche does not want to take the position of encouraging  sadists and egotists.  Unbridled egotism, he  insists, would lead only to "universal wars of annihilation" (BT:15).  His  position is made yet more explicit in a passage quoted above, but worth repeating: I deny morality as I deny alchemy, that is, I deny their premises:  but I do not  deny that there have been alchemists who believed in these premises and acted in  accordance with them. -- I also deny immorality:  not that countless people feel themselves to be immoral, but that there is  any true reason so to feel.  It goes without saying that I do not deny -- unless  I am a fool -- that many actions called immoral ought to be avoided and resisted, or that  many called moral ought to be done and encouraged -- but I think the one should be  encouraged and the other avoided for other reasons  than hitherto. (D:103) Nietzsche does not want to deny "that many actions called immoral ought to be  avoided and resisted, and that many called moral ought to be done and encouraged"; he  agrees with Marcel that only fools could think otherwise. Yet he rejects other-worldly sources of obligation; how then can he answer Marcel's questions?  What is to be said, or done, to the  mass murderer and the child molester, or to the couch potato? Nehamas responds to this question on Nietzsche's behalf, but his response strikes me as in part inaccurate and in part dan­gerous, and thus, on the whole, unacceptable.  In responding, Nehamas first suggests that Nietzsche severely restricts the audience to whom he addresses his transvaluative  teachings: Exemplifying the very attitude that prompts him to reject uncondi­tional codes, Nietzsche does not  reject them unconditionally.  His demand is  only that philos­ophers, and not all people, "take their stand beyond good and evil and leave the illusion of  moral judgment beneath them" (TIVII:1) Here, Nehamas suggests that only philosophers -- who, he seems to assume, are not  "fools" of the sort Marcel and Nietzsche are worried about -- are to recognize  that moral judgment is il­lusory.  In this central respect, Nehamas's Nietzsche seems to remain a Platonist:  he tells noble lies to the masses in order to keep  them in line, reserving the truth for the intellectually privileged few. No doubt, Nietzsche does restrict the scope of some of his teachings; he has Zarathustra announce, for example, "It is a dis­grace [Schmach] to pray!   Not for everyone, but for you and me and whoever else has his conscience in his  head.  For you it is a disgrace to pray" (ZIII:8.2; 227.27-29).    I grant in addition that Nietzsche points philosophers beyond dogmatic morality; he agrees with Marcel that nothing on this earth obliges us to be thoughtful or kind.  Yet even in the passage Nehamas cites, Nietzsche does not present his teachings to philosophers alone.    And if we distinguish more generally between esoteric and ex­oteric strains in Nietzsche's teachings, then his immoralism, his apparent advocacy of violence and oppression, must certainly be included among his teachings for the many. As long as the illusion of moral judgment holds sway, Nietzsche's question cannot  be my guiding question, for as long as that illusion holds, Zarathustra's minotaur rules:  good for all, evil for all.  A post-moral world, one wherein the minotaur was  silenced, would be one in which each of us could determine his or her own good; that would  have to be a world within which diversity would be encouraged rather than inhibited.  But that, it might seem, would entail a new form of moral dog­matism, one with the paradoxical form, "the good for all is that there be no 'good for all'"?  How could Nietzsche  defend such a perspective, or such affirmation, as one appropriate for everyone?  

A2: Nietzsche – Nazis

Nietzsche’s writing was instrumental in Nazism. Their argument that his “great politics” was only a metaphor ignores the fact that he did help to inspire one of the worst phases in human history and that other authors cannot be appropriated in that way.

Wolin, 06 (The Seduction of Unreason: The Intellectual Romance with Fascism from Nietzsche to Postmodernism, Richard Wolin, Professor of History and Comparative Literature at the Graduate Center, City University). 

After all, the National Socialists viewed the doctrine of "total war" and the unprecedented genocide and carnage it had unleashed in quintessentially Nietzschean terms: as a Gotzendiimmmng or "twilight of the idols," a macabre aesthetic spectacle of the first order. Documentary evidence corroborates the extent to which the SS (Schutz Staffel) adopted as its credo-and thereby found ideological inspiration to carry out the "Final Solution"-Nietzsche's admonitions to "live dangerously" and to practice "self-overcoming." As French fascist Marcel Deat remarked at the height of World War 11, "Nietzsche's idea of the selection of 'good Europeans' is now being realized on the battlefield, by the LFV and the Waffen SS. An aristocracy, a knighthood is being created by the war which will be the hard, pure nucleus of the Europe of the future." The Nazis found Nietzsche's self-understanding as a "good European" eminently serviceable for their bellicose, imperialist ends: as an ideological justification for continental political hegemony. The Third Reich's ideology planners considered only three books fit for inclusion at the Tannenberg Memorial commemorating Germany's World War I triumph over Russia: Mein Kampf Alfred Rosenberg's Myth of the Twentieth Century, and Nietzsche's Zarathtra. Although the Nazis also tried to render German poets such as Goethe and Schiller serviceable for their cause, their attachment to the traditional ideals of European humanism represented a formidable hurdle. In Nietzsche's case, however, no such obstacles existed. As Steven Aschheim observes in The Nietzsche Legacy in Germany: Here was a German thinker with what appeared to be genuinely thematic and tonal links, who was able to provide the Nazis with a higher philosophical pedigree and a rationale for central tenets of their weltanschauung. As Franz Neumann noted in 1943, Nietzsche "provided National Socialism with an intellectual father who had greatness and wit, whose style was beautiful and not abominable, who was able to articulate the resentment against both monopoly capitalism and the rising proletariat." Was it really so far-fetched, as Nietzsche's defenders have claimed, that a thinker who celebrated Machtpolitik, flaunted the annihilation of the weak, toyed with the idea of a Master Race, and despised the Jews for having introduced a cowardly "slave morality" into the heretofore aristocratic discourse of European culture-was it really so far-fetched that such a thinker would become the Nazis' court philosopher? Reflecting on Nietzsche's fascination with breeding, extermination, and conquest-all in the name of a "racial hygiene" designed to produce superior Beings-the historian Ernst Nolte speculates that the scope and extent of the wars envisioned by the philosopher might well have surpassed anything Hitler and company were capable of enacting: What Nietzsche had in mind was a "pure" civil war. Yet when one thinks the idea through to its logical conclusion, what needs to be annihilated [vernichtet] is the entire tendency of human development since the end of classical antiquity . . .: Christian priests, vulgar champions of the Enlightenment, democrats, socialists, together with the shepherds and herds of the weak and degenerate. If "annihilation" [Vernichtung] is understood literally, then the result would be a mass murder in comparison with which the Nazis' "Final Solution" seems microscopic.

A2: Nietzsche – ad homs

Nietzsche is explicitly racist—he praises Aryans and calls others degenerates.  They will say that it is only a metaphor but that flies in the face of his repeated emphasis on biological determinism. 

Comte- Sponville 91 (Andre, Professor of Philosophy at the Sorbonne. “The Brute, the Sophist, and the Aesthete “Art in the Service of Illusion”, Why We are Not Nietzscheans).

Nietzsche's thinking is racist in its essence through its conjunction (under cover of heredity) of elitism with biologism. "One pays a price for being the child of one's parents," Nietzsche wrote in The Gay Science (348), but he is more precise in Beyond Good and Evil (§ 264): "It is simply not possible that a human being should not have the qualities and preferences of his parents and ancestors in his body, whatever appearances may suggest to the contrary. This is the problem of race. If one knows something about the parents, an inference about the child is permissible." For Nietzsche, because of that every human activity depends on what he calls "blood" (Geblut), and even philosophy doesn't escape from this: For every high world one must be born; or to speak more clearly, one must be cultivated for it: a right to philosophy-taking that word in its great sense-one has only by virtue of one's origins; one's ancestors, one's "blood" decide here, too. Many generations must have labored to prepare the origin of the philosopher; every one of his virtues must have been acquired, nurtured, inherited, and digested singly. (BGE, 21 3) The same illumination is, as we might have supposed, also valid for the general history of humanity. In The Genealogy of Morals (I, 4, j), after having noted that the "veritable method to follow" was the genealogical one, Nietzsche writes: In the Latinmalus (which I place next to Greek melas) could indicate the common man as the dark one, especially as the black-haired one ("hic niger est -"), as the pre-Aryan dweller of the Italian soil which distinguished itself most clearly through his color from blonds who became their masters, namely the Aryan conquering race. And then he adds this remark (whose status in a philosophy book leads one to wonder): "The Celts, by the way, were definitely a blond race." And he gravely asks himself: Who can say whether modern democracy, even more modern anarchism and especially that inclination for "commune," for the most primitive form of society, which is now shared by all the socialists of Europe, does not signify in the main a tremendous counterattack-and that the conqueror and master race, the Aryan, is not succumbing physiologically, too? (GM, I, 5) And he drives the nail in the wall: "These carriers of the most humiliating and vengeance-seeking instincts, the descendants of all European and non-European slavery, especially of the pre-Aryan people-they represent mankind's regression! These 'instruments of culture' are a shame for human beings, and a cause for suspicion, a counterargument against 'culture' in general!" (GM, I, 11). And he praises, on the contrary, "the blond beast at the bottom of all the predominant races," all the "jubilant monsters, who perhaps came out of a terrible sequence of murders, burnings, rapes, tortures with high spirits and tranquility of soul, as if it had all been a case of student high jinks; convinced that the poets would now have something to sing and to praise for a long time" (ibid.)! And, perhaps influenced by Gobineau, whom he greatly admired. At heart in these predominant races we cannot mistake the beast of prey, the blond beast who lusts after booty and victory . . . The deep, icy mistrust the German brings forth when he comes to power, even today, is an echo of the indelible outrage with which Europe looked on the rage of the blond Germanic beast for hundreds of years31 All of these texts, and many others one could quote, justify my title, or at least its first qualifier. Not of course that Nietzsche was a brute as an individual (the poor man didn't have the means!); but he is the philosopher-and the only one to my knowledge (for though Machiavelli legitimizes immorality politically, he doesn't thereby condemn morality as such)-who justifies brutes and consciously makes models out of them. At this point it will be said-the Nietzscheans will say that these texts should not be taken literally, that they have but a metaphorical meaning, that the "force" they extol is of an intellectual kind, and finally that (as Heidegger is supposed to have demonstrated!) there is in Nietzsche no biologism, and that therefore the "races" he evokes are not really races. …Continues… To want to absolve Nietzsche of his barbaric or racist remarks on the pretext that, in his case (and contrary, it is specified, to what we see in Mein Kampf or among the theoreticians of national socialism), it is metaphysics is to be mistaken from beginning to end about the status of Nietzschean metaphysics, which, far from escaping from the body's vital order (and therefore from biologism), is but one of its expressions (a "symptom"), neither the most dignified nor the most important one, and one, most of all, that remains de facto and de jure dependent on the body. This is put clearly in one of the posthumously published notes: All our religions and philosophies are the symptoms of our bodily state: that Christianity achieved victory was the result of a generalized feeling of listlessness and of a mixture of races (that is, of conflict and disarray in the organism). (Kroner, XIII, § 600) Thus we must take "the body and physiology [as] the starting point" (WP, $492); consider "all that is 'conscious' . . . only of secondary importance" (Kroner, XIII, $ 382), and consequently revise "our beliefs and our very principle of evaluation" and only hold on to the intellect (das Geistige) as "the body's sign language" (ibid.; see also WP, $ 707, 676). This is where Nietzsche is closest to materialism-and where the materialist must therefore be the most vigilant. If "in man there is material" (BGE, 225), if the soul is only the symptom of the body and if this symptomatology is itself, as Nietzsche never ceases to repeat, biologically determined, how can we not proceed from physical differences (those that result from heredity) to intellectual differences-and what is that called if not racism? The most radical materialisms escape, or can escape, from this by subordinating life to something other than itself, from a point of view either 

Continued…no text removed

A2: Nietzsche – ad homs

Continued…no text removed

theoretical (the true is not a symptom) or physical (matter is neither racist nor racial), or practical (it is not morality which must subordinate itself to life; it is life, in human beings, which must subordinate itself to morality: even if the notion of race were biologically pertinent, racism would still be morally damnable). Racism is, in a word, a hermeneutics of the epidermis (that is its theoretical error) that mistakes heredity for a morality (that is its practical flaw). It is a barbarous and superficial materialism. I can't draw out the analysis of all this to the extent the topic demands. But it will already be understood at this point that, rejecting as he does both idealism (which is a nonsense for the body) and, in the end, materialism itself (because, he makes clear, "I do not believe in 'matter'"), 44 Nietzsche can only fall into vitalism (in a large sense: he doesn't believe in the existence of any kind of vital principle either) or, if you prefer, into biologism. That is his ontology, what separates him from materialism: "Being-we have no idea of it apart from the idea of 'living.'-How can anything dead 'be'?"45 But "the organic was not generated" (Kroner, XIII, $ 560). Organic life is essentially will to power, as Nietzsche hammers on repeatedly, and will to power is, as we know, the basis of reality. 

The apriori issue is racism-It makes all forms of violence inevitable. It must be rejected in every instance

Memmi 2k
MEMMI Professor Emeritus of Sociology @ Unv. Of Paris Albert-; RACISM, translated by Steve Martinot, pp.163-165

The struggle against racism will be long, difficult, without intermission, without remission, probably never achieved, yet for this very reason, it is a struggle to be undertaken without surcease and without concessions. One cannot be indulgent toward racism. One cannot even let the monster in the house, especially not in a mask. To give it merely a foothold means to augment the bestial part in us and in other people which is to diminish what is human. To accept the racist universe to the slightest degree is to endorse fear, injustice, and violence. It is to accept the persistence of the dark history in which we still largely live. It is to agree that the outsider will always be a possible victim (and which [person] man is not [themself] himself an outsider relative to someone else?). Racism illustrates in sum, the inevitable negativity of the condition of the dominated; that is it illuminates in a certain sense the entire human condition. The anti-racist struggle, difficult though it is, and always in question, is nevertheless one of the prologues to the ultimate passage from animality to humanity. In that sense, we cannot fail to rise to the racist challenge. However, it remains true that one’s moral conduct only emerges from a choice: one has to want it. It is a choice among other choices, and always debatable in its foundations and its consequences. Let us say, broadly speaking, that the choice to conduct oneself morally is the condition for the establishment of a human order for which racism is the very negation. This is almost a redundancy. One cannot found a moral order, let alone a legislative order, on racism because racism signifies the exclusion of the other and his or her subjection to violence and domination. From an ethical point of view, if one can deploy a little religious language, racism is “the truly capital sin.”fn22 It is not an accident that almost all of humanity’s spiritual traditions counsel respect for the weak, for orphans, widows, or strangers. It is not just a question of theoretical counsel respect for the weak, for orphans, widows or strangers. It is not just a question of theoretical morality and disinterested commandments. Such unanimity in the safeguarding of the other suggests the real utility of such sentiments. All things considered, we have an interest in banishing injustice, because injustice engenders violence and death. Of course, this is debatable. There are those who think that if one is strong enough, the assault on and oppression of others is permissible. But no one is ever sure of remaining the strongest. One day, perhaps, the roles will be reversed. All unjust society contains within itself the seeds of its own death. It is probably smarter to treat others with respect so that they treat you with respect. “Recall,” says the bible, “that you were once a stranger in Egypt,” which means both that you ought to respect the stranger because you were a stranger yourself and that you risk becoming once again someday. It is an ethical and a practical appeal – indeed, it is a contract, however implicit it might be. In short, the refusal of racism is the condition for all theoretical and practical morality. Because, in the end, the ethical choice commands the political choice. A just society must be a society accepted by all. If this contractual principle is not accepted, then only conflict, violence, and destruction will be our lot. If it is accepted, we can hope someday to live in peace. True, it is a wager, but the stakes are irresistible.
A2: Cap – not Root Cause of War

Capitalism is not the root cause of war

Christopher Dandeker Professor of Military Sociology in the Department of War Studies at King’s College London, 1992
[“The Causes of War and the History of Modern Sociological Theory,” Effects of War on Society, Edited by Giorgio Ausenda, Published by the Center for Interdisciplinary Research on Social Stress by Boydell & Brewer Ltd, ISBN 0851158684, 1st Edition Published in 1992, 2nd Edition Published in 2002, p. 44-46]

Despite the fact that industrial capitalism has produced two world wars, as Aron (1954) and more recently Michael Mann (1984) have argued, there is no ‘special relationship’ between capitalism and militarism—or the tendency to war—only one of historical indifference. All the pre-dispositions of ‘capitalist states’ to use warfare calculatively as a means of resolving their disputes with other states predate the formation of capitalism as an economic system. Of course, it could be argued that capitalism merely changes the form of militarism. That is to say, pre-capitalist patterns of militarism were still expressions of class relations and modern capitalism has just increased the destructive power of the industrialised means of war available to the state. But this argument will not do. Socialist societies in their use of industrialised power show that the technological potential for war is transferable and can be reproduced under non-capitalist conditions. Furthermore, the military activities of socialist states cannot be explained in terms of a [end page 44] defensive war against capitalism or even an aggressive one, as national and geopolitical power motives are arguably just as significant in the determination of state behaviour. Furthermore, imperial expansion not only predates capitalism but it is also difficult to reduce the causes of wars then and now to the interests of dominant economic classes (Mann 1984:25-46). Meanwhile, modern attempts to explain patterns of military expenditure in terms of the imperatives of capital accumulation face major difficulties. The association between economic boom and military spending has been revealed as an empirical association not an inherent connection; indeed the evidence from Germany and Japan indicates that low levels of military spending might well be associated with economic performances superior to those of societies which commit more of their GNP to defence expenditure. Furthermore, the idea that war and the threat of war are weapons of national mythology used by dominant classes to confuse the working class and weaken their natural affinity with international socialism faces the problem that, as in the case of Europe in 1914, national enthusiasms were such that truly remarkable powers would have to be attributed to ruling classes in order to make sense of them while in any case alternative explanations are at hand (Howard 1976:108-15). The problems of economic determinism in Marxist social theory are compounded by two further difficulties. The first of these concerns its emphasis on endogenous, unfolding models of social change. The tendency is to view state behaviour in terms of the imperatives of internal class relations with warfare being regarded as the externalisation of the contradictory nature of those relations. Marxism finds it difficult to view inter-state relations as characterised by structural interdependencies of a politico-strategic nature. The drift of Marxism is to regard the state as a class actor not as a geopolitical one. This failing derives not just from the internalist bias of Marxist social theory but also from its failure to provide a satisfactory account of the conditions under which the human species has become differentiated into separate societies and, more specifically, why it is that the modern capitalist economic system has developed in the context of a system of competing nation-states—a political system extending from the core of Europe to the rest of the globe during the course of the twentieth century. As Michael Mann has suggested there is nothing in capitalism as an economic system which presupposes or requires such a political system although there is a strong [end page 45] case in favour of the view that the development and triumph of modern capitalism benefited from the constant power struggle amongst the emergent nation-states of European civilisation (Hall 1986; Mann 1988). In Marxist theory, the rise of nation-states has been interpreted as an early stage in the political expression of the universality of the capitalist market, an expression which will change with the demands of capital accumulation (Semmel 1981: 166-73). A contemporary case in point would be the current shift to European integration in the context of global competition amongst the major capitalist blocs. However, nationalism is not a bourgeois phenomenon created to provide ideological and legal conditions favourable for capitalist economic relations. Nor are modern nationalisms, when suitably ‘decoded,’ enthusiastic proletarian movements ready to take the stage vacated by their less distinguished Western comrades. Nationalism is a far more significant motor of human history than class—a fact which was recognised by some Marxists in the early twentieth century: Mussolini was one of them (Ashworth and Dandeker 1986:82-7; Dandeker 1985:349-67; Gregor 1974:145-7; Smith 1983:47-50). The inability of Marxism to provide a satisfactory account of nationalism is part of a broader failure to explain why ‘societies’ exist at all. That is to say, in relation to the four clusters of modernity distinguished earlier, it is through the conjoining of industrialism, capitalism, bureaucratic surveillance and the state monopolisation of the means of violence that modern societies have emerged. As Anthony Giddens has suggested, societies are actually products of modernity (and not one dimension of modernity, i.e., class relations within capitalism). If by society one means a clearly demarcated and internally well articulated social entity it is only relatively recently that large human populations have lived under such arrangements and these have been the achievements of modern nation-states (Dandeker 1990:51; Giddens 1985:172).

A2: Cap – solves War

Cap solves war-  no longer creates conflict for prosperity and war is terrible for the economy

Gartzke, 05—Former associate prof of pol sci, Columbia. F (Erik, “Future Depends on Capitalizing on Capitalist Peace,” 1 October 2005, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=5133,) 

With terrorism achieving "global reach" and conflict raging in Africa and the Middle East, you may have missed a startling fact - we are living in remarkably peaceable times. For six decades, developed nations have not fought each other. France and the United States may chafe, but the resulting conflict pitted french fries against "freedom fries," rather than French soldiers against U.S. "freedom fighters." Tony Blair and Jacques Chirac had a nasty spat over the EU, but the English aren't going to storm Calais any time soon. The present peace is unusual. Historically, powerful nations are the most war prone. The conventional wisdom is that democracy fosters peace but this claim fails scrutiny. It is based on statistical studies that show democracies typically don't fight other democracies. Yet, the same studies show that democratic nations go to war about as much as other nations overall. And more recent research makes clear that only the affluent democracies are less likely to fight each other. Poor democracies behave much like non-democracies when it comes to war and lesser forms of conflict. A more powerful explanation is emerging from newer, and older, empirical research - the "capitalist peace." As predicted by Montesquieu, Adam Smith, Norman Angell and others, nations with high levels of economic freedom not only fight each other less, they go to war less often, period. Economic freedom is a measure of the depth of free market institutions or, put another way, of capitalism. The "democratic peace" is a mirage created by the overlap between economic and political freedom. Democracy and economic freedom typically co-exist. Thus, if economic freedom causes peace, then statistically democracy will also appear to cause peace. When democracy and economic freedom are both included in a statistical model, the results reveal that economic freedom is considerably more potent in encouraging peace than democracy, 50 times more potent, in fact, according to my own research. Economic freedom is highly statistically significant (at the one-per-cent level). Democracy does not have a measurable impact, while nations with very low levels of economic freedom are 14 times more prone to conflict than those with very high levels. But, why would free markets cause peace? Capitalism is not only an immense generator of prosperity; it is also a revolutionary source of economic, social and political change. Wealth no longer arises primarily through land or control of natural resources. New Kind of Wealth Prosperity in modern societies is created by market competition and the efficient production that arises from it. This new kind of wealth is hard for nations to "steal" through conquest. In days of old, when the English did occasionally storm Calais, nobles dreamed of wealth and power in conquered lands, while visions of booty danced in the heads of peasant soldiers. Victory in war meant new property. In a free market economy, war destroys immense wealth for victor and loser alike. Even if capital stock is restored, efficient production requires property rights and free decisions by market participants that are difficult or impossible to co-ordinate to the victor's advantage. The Iraqi war, despite Iraq's immense oil wealth, will not be a money-maker for the United States. Economic freedom is not a guarantee of peace. Other factors, like ideology or the perceived need for self-defence, can still result in violence. But, where economic freedom has taken hold, it has made war less likely. Research on the capitalist peace has profound implications in today's world. Emerging democracies, which have not stabilized the institutions of economic freedom, appear to be at least as warlike - perhaps more so - than emerging dictatorships. Yet, the United States and other western nations are putting immense resources into democratization even in nations that lack functioning free markets. This is in part based on the faulty premise of a "democratic peace." It may also in part be due to public perception. Everyone approves of democracy, but "capitalism" is often a dirty word. However, in recent decades, an increasing number of people have rediscovered the economic virtues of the "invisible hand" of free markets. We now have an additional benefit of economic freedom - international peace. The actual presence of peace in much of the world sets this era apart from others. The empirical basis for optimistic claims - about either democracy or capitalism - can be tested and refined. The way forward is to capitalize on the capitalist peace, to deepen its roots and extend it to more countries through expanding markets, development, and a common sense of international purpose. The risk today is that faulty analysis and anti-market activists may distract the developed nations from this historic opportunity.  

A2: Cap – Need a specific alt

No concrete alt means capitalists will launch a counter-revolution or their new system will devolve back into authoritarianism

Kliman, prof of econ @ pace, 2006 (Andrew, “Not by Politics Alone”, http://akliman.squarespace.com/writings/not%20by%20politics%20alone%204.2.06.doc)

There are several different issues that I’m thinking of when I use the term “sustainable.”  One is that it is hard to imagine that a break with capitalism will emerge throughout the world all at once.  This presents a very serious problem of sustainability, since history has shown, I believe, that socialism in one country is indeed impossible.  What can be done to defend the break with capitalism in the meantime, against both the inevitable attempt at counter-revolution and capitalism’s totalizing tendency, its tendency to swallow up and incorporate everything within itself?  I do not know.  I do not know anyone who knows.  But I do know that this is a question that needs to be thought through with extreme care – and now.  It cannot be put off until “after the revolution.”  To assume that there will be time, at that point, to think it through or time to work it out through experimentation, is wishful thinking at best.  It is quite hard to believe that there will be any time at all before the counter-revolution and the tentacles of the capitalist system go to work.

In referring to “sustainability,” I also have several economic problems in mind that must be confronted.  If the emergent new society does not “deliver the goods,” and if it does not move towards elimination of alienated labor and reduction of working time, there will be no popular mandate for it – and indeed, no reason for its continued existence. At this point, it could be kept alive only through force, through suppression of mass opposition, so it would turn into its opposite.  

A2: Cap – inev/ethical

Capitalism is inevitable and ethical 

Nash ‘2 (Ronald. Prof of Phil @ Southern Baptist. “Government is Too Big and It’s Costing You!” http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/news/1352736/posts )

Among all of our economic options, Arthur Shenfield writes:  "Only capitalism operates on the basis of respect for free, independent, responsible persons. All other systems in varying degrees treat men as less than this. Socialist systems above all treat men as pawns to be moved about by the authorities, or as children to be given what the rulers decide is good for them, or as serfs or slaves. The rulers begin by boasting about their compassion, which in any case is fraudulent, but after a time they drop this pretense which they find unnecessary for the maintenance of power. In all things they act on the presumption that they know best. Therefore they and their systems are morally stunted. Only the free system, the much assailed capitalism, is morally mature."  The alternative to free exchange is coercion and violence. Capitalism is a mechanism that allows natural human desires to be satisfied in a nonviolent way.  Little can be done to prevent people from wanting to be rich, Shenfield says. That’s the way things often are in a fallen world. But what capitalism does is channel that desire into peaceful means that benefit many besides those who wish to improve their own situation in life.  “The alternative to serving other men’s wants,” Shenfield concludes, “is seizing power of them, as it always has been. Hence it is not surprising that wherever the enemies of capitalism have prevailed, the result has been not only the debasement of consumption standards for the masses but also their reduction to serfdom by the new privileged class of Socialist rulers.”  

Capitalism is utterly inevitable—the left only looks crazy when they focus on Marxism over practical reforms. 

Wilson, 2000 – Author of many books including ‘The Myth of Political Correctness’ – 2000 (John K. Wilson, “How the Left can Win Arguments and Influence People” p. 7- 10)

Socialism is dead. Kaput. Stick a fork in Lenin's corpse. Take the Fidel posters off the wall. Welcome to the twenty-first century. Wake up and smell the capitalism. I have no particular hostility to socialism. But nothing can kill a good idea in America so quickly as sticking the "socialist" label on it. The reality in America is that socialism is about as successful as Marxist footwear (and have you ever seen a sickle and hammer on anybody's shoes?). Allow your position to be defined as socialist even if it isn't (remember Clinton's capitalist health care plan?), and the idea is doomed. Instead of fighting to repair the tattered remnants of socialism as a marketing slogan, the left needs to address the core issues of social justice. You can form the word socialist from the letters in social justice, but it sounds better if you don't. At least 90 percent of America opposes socialism, and 90 percent of America thinks "social justice" might be a good idea. Why alienate so many people with a word? Even the true believers hawking copies of the Revolutionary Socialist Worker must realize by now that the word socialist doesn't have a lot of drawing power. In the movie Bulworth, Warren Beatty declares: "Let me hear that dirty word: socialism!" Socialism isn't really a dirty word, however; if it were, socialism might have a little underground appeal as a forbidden topic. Instead, socialism is a forgotten word, part of an archaic vocabulary and a dead language that is no longer spoken in America. Even Michael Harrington, the founder of the Democratic Socialists of America (DSA), didn't use the word socialism in his influential book on poverty, The Other America. The best reason for the left to abandon socialism is not PR but honesty. Most of the self-described "socialists" remaining in America don't qualify as real socialists in any technical sense. If you look at the DSA (whose prominent members include Harvard professor Cornel West and former Time columnist Barbara Ehrenreich), most of the policies they urge-a living wage, universal health care, environmental protection, reduced spending on the Pentagon, and an end to corporate welfare-have nothing to do with socialism in the specific sense of government ownership of the means of production. Rather, the DSA program is really nothing more than what a liberal political party ought to push for, if we had one in America. Europeans, to whom the hysteria over socialism must seem rather strange, would never consider abandoning socialism as a legitimate political ideology. But in America, socialism simply isn't taken seriously by the mainstream. Therefore, if socialists want to be taken seriously, they need to pursue socialist goals using nonsocialist rhetoric. Whenever someone tries to attack an idea as "socialist" (or, better yet, "communist"), there's an easy answer: Some people think everything done by a government, from Social Security to Medicare to public schools to public libraries, is socialism. The rest of us just think it's a good idea. (Whenever possible, throw public libraries into an argument, whether it's about good government programs or NEA funding. Nobody with any sense is opposed to public libraries. They are by far the most popular government institutions.) If an argument turns into a debate over socialism, simply define socialism as the total government ownership of all factories and natural resources--which, since we don't have it and no one is really arguing for this to happen, makes socialism a rather pointless debate. Of course, socialists will always argue among themselves about socialism and continue their internal debates. But when it comes to influencing public policy, abstract discussions about socialism are worse than useless, for they alienate the progressive potential of the American people. It's only by pursuing specific progressive policies on nonsocialist terms that socialists have any hope in the long term of convincing the public that socialism isn't (or shouldn't be) a long-dead ideology.

A2: Cap – key to space

Capitalist privatization is key to space exploration and colonization.

Garmong, 05 – PhD in philosophy

(Richard, Cap Mag, “Privatize Space Exploration,” http://www.capmag.com/article.asp?ID=4327)

As NASA scrambles to make the July 31 window for the troubled launch of space shuttle Discovery, we should recall the first privately funded manned spacecraft, SpaceShipOne, which over a year ago shattered more than the boundary of outer space: it destroyed forever the myth that space exploration can only be done by the government. Two years ago, a Bush Administration panel on space exploration recommended that NASA increase the role of private contractors in the push to permanently settle the moon and eventually explore Mars. Unfortunately, it appears unlikely that NASA will consider the true free-market solution for America's expensive space program: complete privatization. There is a contradiction at the heart of the space program: space exploration, as the grandest of man's technological advancements, requires the kind of bold innovation possible only to minds left free to pursue the best of their creative thinking and judgment. Yet, by funding the space program through taxation, we necessarily place it at the mercy of bureaucratic whim. The results are written all over the past twenty years of NASA's history: the space program is a political animal, marked by shifting, inconsistent, and ill-defined goals.  The space shuttle was built and maintained to please clashing special interest groups, not to do a clearly defined job for which there was an economic and technical need. The shuttle was to launch satellites for the Department of Defense and private contractors--which could be done more cheaply by lightweight, disposable rockets. It was to carry scientific experiments--which could be done more efficiently by unmanned vehicles. But one "need" came before all technical issues: NASA's political need for showy manned vehicles. The result, as great a technical achievement as it is, was an over-sized, over-complicated, over-budget, overly dangerous vehicle that does everything poorly and nothing well. Indeed, the space shuttle program was supposed to be phased out years ago, but the search for its replacement has been halted, largely because space contractors enjoy collecting on the overpriced shuttle without the expense and bother of researching cheaper alternatives. A private industry could have fired them--but not so in a government project, with home-district congressmen to lobby on their behalf. 

Space colonization means we survive global nuclear war, bioweapon use, and environmental destruction.

Koschara, 01 – Major in Planetary Studies

(Fred, L5 Development Group, http://www.l5development.com/fkespace/financial-return.html)

Potentially one of the greatest benefits that may be achieved by the space colonies is nuclear survival, and the ability to live past any other types of mass genocide that become available. We have constructed ourselves a house of dynamite, and now live in fear that someone might light a match. If a global nuclear war were to break out, or if a deadly genetic experiment got released into the atmosphere, the entire human race could be destroyed in a very short period of time. In addition, many corporate attitudes seem concerned with only maximizing today's bottom line, with no concern for the future. This outlook leads to dumping amazingly toxic wastes into the atmosphere and oceans, a move which can only bring harm in the long run. Humanity has to diversify its hold in the universe if it is to survive. Only through space colonization is that option available, and we had all best hope we're not to late.

A2: Chaloupka – policy making key

The aff’s policy oriented prevention of nuclear weapons is the only way to solve- theoretical critique fails
Jeroen Gunning, Lecturer in International Politics @ Univ. of Wales, ‘7 [Government and Opposition 42.3, “A Case for Critical Terrorism Studies?” p. Blackwell-synergy]

The notion of emancipation also crystallizes the need for policy engagement. For, unless a ‘critical’ field seeks to be policy relevant, which, as Cox rightly observes, means combining ‘critical’ and ‘problem-solving’ approaches, it does not fulfil its ‘emancipatory’ potential.94 One of the temptations of ‘critical’ approaches is to remain mired in critique and deconstruction without moving beyond this to reconstruction and policy relevance.Vital as such critiques are, the challenge of a critically constituted field is also to engage with policy makers – and ‘terrorists’ – and work towards the realization of new paradigms, new practices, and a transformation, however modestly, of political structures. That, after all, is the original meaning of the notion of ‘immanent critique’ that has historically underpinned the ‘critical’ project and which, in Booth's words, involves ‘the discovery of the latent potentials in situations on which to build political and social progress’, as opposed to putting forward utopian arguments that are not realizable. Or, as Booth wryly observes, ‘this means building with one's feet firmly on the ground, not constructing castles in the air’ and asking ‘what it means for real people in real places’.96 Rather than simply critiquing the status quo, or noting the problems that come from an un-problematized acceptance of the state, a ‘critical’ approach must, in my view, also concern itself with offering concrete alternatives. Even while historicizing the state and oppositional violence, and challenging the state's role in reproducing oppositional violence, it must wrestle with the fact that ‘the concept of the modern state and sovereignty embodies a coherent response to many of the central problems of political life’, and in particular to ‘the place of violence in political life’. Even while ‘de-essentializing and deconstructing claims about security’, it must concern itself with ‘hows ecurity is to be redefined’, and in particular on what theoretical basis.97 Whether because those critical of the status quo are wary of becoming co-opted by the structures of power (and their emphasis on instrumental rationality),98 or because policy makers have, for obvious reasons (including the failure of many ‘critical’ scholars to offer policy relevant advice), a greater affinity with ‘traditional’ scholars, the role of ‘expert adviser’ is more often than not filled by ‘traditional’ scholars.99 The result is that policy makers are insufficiently challenged to question the basis of their policies and develop new policies based on immanent critiques. A notable exception is the readiness of European Union officials to enlist the services of both ‘traditional’ and ‘critical’ scholars to advise the EU on how better to understand processes of radicalization.100 But this would have been impossible if more critically oriented scholars such as Horgan and Silke had not been ready to cooperate with the EU. Striving to be policy relevant does not mean that one has to accept the validity of the term ‘terrorism’ or stop investigating the political interests behind it. Nor does it mean that each piece of research must have policy relevance or that one has to limit one's research to what is relevant for the state, since the ‘critical turn’ implies a move beyond state-centric perspectives. End-users could, and should, thus include both state and non-state actors such as the Foreign Office and the Muslim Council of Britain and Hizb ut-Tahrir; the Northern Ireland Office and the IRA and the Ulster Unionists; the Israeli government and Hamas and Fatah (as long as the overarching principle is to reduce the political use of terror, whoever the perpetrator). It does mean, though, that a critically constituted field must work hard to bring together all the fragmented voices from beyond the ‘terrorism field’, to maximize both the field's rigour and its policy relevance. Whether a critically constituted ‘terrorism studies’ will attract the fragmented voices from outside the field depends largely on how broadly the term ‘critical’ is defined. Those who assume ‘critical’ to mean ‘Critical Theory’ or ‘poststructuralist’ may not feel comfortable identifying with it if they do not themselves subscribe to such a narrowly defined ‘critical’ approach. Rather, to maximize its inclusiveness, I would follow Williams and Krause's approach to ‘critical security studies’, which they define simply as bringing together ‘many perspectives that have been considered outside of the mainstream of the discipline’.101 This means refraining from establishing new criteria of inclusion/exclusion beyond the (normative) expectation that scholars self-reflexively question their conceptual framework, the origins of this framework, their methodologies and dichotomies; and that they historicize both the state and ‘terrorism’, and consider the security and context of all, which implies among other things an attempt at empathy and cross-cultural understanding.102 Anything more normative would limit the ability of such a field to create a genuinely interdisciplinary, non-partisan and innovative framework, and exclude valuable insights borne of a broadly ‘critical’ approach, such as those from conflict resolution studies who, despite working within a ‘traditional’ framework, offer important insights by moving beyond a narrow military understanding of security to a broader understanding of human security and placing violence in its wider social context.103 Thus, a poststructuralist has no greater claim to be part of this ‘critical’ field than a realist who looks beyond the state at the interaction between the violent group and their wider social constituency.104 

A2: Chaloupka – policy making key

Their critique is just an attempt to dodge the reality of nukes- rational policy making is required to save lives

Christopher Norris, Prof. @ Univ. of Wales, ’94 [Prose 17.2, “Nuclear Criticism Ten years on,” p. 135-6]
One could venture various explanations for the fact that nuclear criticism enjoyed only a brief period of high visibility in the pages of Diacritics and other such organs of advanced cultural and literary theory. One is the lessening of tension that has occurred with the break-up of the Soviet empire, the decommissioning of (at least some) nuclear weapons, and the advent - supposedly - of a "New World Order" in which there no longer appears any imminent threat of global catastrophe. But these are hardly reasons for unqualified optimism, as Ruthven does well to remind us in the sombre epilogue to his book. After all, there remain vast stockpiles of warheads and delivery systems, some of them now unaccounted for and most likely under the control - such as it is - of forces in the warring ex-Soviet republics and other violently unstable regions. From this point of view the situation is perhaps more dangerous (or less amenable to "expert" forms of strategic thinking, rational calculation, crisis-management, etc.) than at the time when Derrida delivered his lecture at Cornell. What has changed is that highly specific conjuncture - of rhetorical "escalation" to the point of aporia or absolute "undecidability" - from which this movement first took rise and in which it discovered a short-lived pretext for some fairly arcane and wire-drawn argumentation. At its best nuclear criticism offered a focus (albeit, at times, an oddly angled focus) for exposing the sheer illogicality of deterrence theory and alternative strategic doctrines. To this extent it made common cause with other approaches - for instance, by philosophers in the broadly analytic (or Anglo-American) camp - which addressed similar issues in a different, less apocalyptic style (see for instance Blake and Pole 1983 and 1984). But the suspicion still hangs over many of these texts - Derrida's included - that by thus raising the rhetorical stakes they are indulging a form of runaway doomsday paranoia which itself partakes of that same pseudo-logic, that escalating language of crisis and terminal catastrophe whose effects they purport to analyze. For in this context more than most it is important that certain distinctions not be blurred. These include the boundaries between fact and fiction, reason and unreason, or reality and its various counterfeit guises - war-game scenarios etc. - where any such confusion is likely to generate real-world crises and catastrophes of the kind so vividly prefigured three decades ago in the film Dr Strangelove. Which is also to see, pace Derrida, that theorists should not make light of the distinction between constative and performative speech-act genres, whatever their seeming "undecidability" when encountered in certain (surely aberrant) forms of nuclear-strategic discourse. Nor should they devise ingenious pretexts for distracting attention from the nuclear "referent," whether this be construed in terms of an all-too-real nuclear arsenal or in cognizance of the all-too-present and future possibility that those weapons will actually be used. What is required is a level-headed analysis which underestimates neither the capacities of critical reason nor the forces ranged against it in the name of so-called "deterrence," "realism," "containment," "first-strike potential," "damage-limitation," etc. Otherwise - to adapt Karl Krauss's famous remark about psychoanalysis - there is a risk that nuclear criticism will
A2: Chaloupka – war is not textual

You can’t reduce nuclear war to textuality- history proves
Bryan C. Taylor, Associate Professor in the Department of Communication, University of Colorado, Boulder, ’98 [Western Journal of Communication 62.3, “Nuclear weapons and communication studies: A review essay,” http://comm.colorado.edu/taylorbc/NuclearWeaponsandCommunicationStudies.doc]
Ten years after the Cornell conference, one observer paused to wonder "Whatever happened to nuclear criticism?" (Norris, 1994, p. 130). His post-mortem offered several explanations for the movement's transience. Whether due to affinity or contamination, nuclear criticism had internalized problematic elements of Cold War discourse, including a presumption of permanent crisis that offered little sense of hope, cycles, or tactics. Some critics displayed a pompous theoretical abstraction. Caputi (1995) criticized the project's Eurocentric reliance on White, male philosophers to the exclusion of organic and inductive critical wisdom developed by feminists and indigenous peoples. Perhaps most egregiously, Derrida's assertion of "fabulous textuality" ignored the reality of nuclear weapons for the wartime residents of Hiroshima and Nagasaki and their descendents. It further ignored the global populations affected by radioactive contamination from nuclear weapons production and testing. These omissions had important consequences for Derrida's claim about the alleged crisis faced by critics attempting to resolve the "undecidability" of thermonuclear war. Through contrast, these neglected topics indicated that the narratively-shaped prospects of superpower conflict were not the only valid object of' nuclear criticism. The historical development of nuclear weapons, alternatively, has had enormous consequences which, while highly contested, are not necessarily undecidable--at least not equally, not permanently, and not all in the same way. To these reasons, finally, we might add the daunting technical complexity, mind-bending paradoxes, and despair-inducing quality of nuclear discourse to explain why scholars during this period may have balked at joining the project;. Seemingly wedded to crisis, nuclear criticism began to dissolve in the late 1980's along with the apparatus that had produced that crisis. Publication of the group's newsletter ceased. Its members moved on to other interests. 

A2: Chaloupka – cedes political

The neg’s total critique cedes the political to the right- kills alt solvency and turns their impacts
Sankaran Krishna, Prof. of Poli Sci @ Hawaii, ’93 [Alternatives 18, p. 400-1]

The dichotomous choice presented in this excerpt is straightforward: one either indulges in total critique, delegitimizing all sovereign truths, or one is committed to "nostalgic," essentialist unities that have become obsolete and have been the grounds for all our oppressions. In offering this dichotomous choice, Der Derian replicates a move made by Chaloupka in his equally dismissive critique of the more mainstream nuclear opposition, the Nuclear Freeze movement of the early 1980s, that, according to him, was operating along obsolete lines, emphasizing "facts" and "realities" while a "postmodern" President Reagan easily outflanked them through an illusory Star Wars program. (See KN: chapter 4) Chaloupka centers this difference between his own supposedly total critique of all sovereign truths (which he describes as nuclear criticism in an echo of literary criticism) and the more partial (and issue-based) criticism of what he calls "nuclear opposition" or "antinuclearists" at the very outset of his book. (KN: xvi) Once again, the unhappy choice forced upon the reader is to join Chaloupka in his total critique of all sovereign truths or be trapped in obsolete essentialisms.  This leads to a disastrous politics, pitting groups that have the most in common (and need to unite on some basis to be effective) against each other. Both Chaloupka and Der Derian thus reserve their most trenchant critique for political groups that should, in any analysis, be regarded as the closest to them in terms of an oppositional politics and their desired futures. Instead of finding ways to live with these differences and to (if fleetingly) coalesce against the New Right, this fratricidal critique is politically suicidal. It obliterates the space for a political activism based on provisional and contingent coalitions, for uniting behind a common cause even as one recognizes that the coalition is comprised of groups that have very differing (and possibly unresolvable) views of reality. Moreover, it fails to consider the possibility that there may have been other, more compelling reasons for the "failure" of the Nuclear Freeze movement or anti-Gulf War movement. Like many a worthwhile cause in our times, they failed to garner sufficient support to influence state policy. The response to that need not be a totalizing critique that delegitimizes all narratives.  The blackmail inherent in the choice offered by Der Derian and Chaloupka, between total critique and "ineffective" partial critique, ought to be transparent. Among other things, it effectively militates against the construction of provisional or strategic essentialisms in our attempts to create space for an activist politics. In the next section, I focus more widely on the genre of critical international theory and its impact on such an activist politics. 

The alternative is pure assertions- no evidence suggests it could succeed

Sankaran Krishna, Prof. of Poli Sci @ Hawaii, ’93 [Alternatives 18, p. 396]

Chaloupka argues that once one has given up on metaphysical conceits, one of the ways in which to continue to politicize and oppose the reigning fictions masquerading as truth is to ceaselessly ironize them. Discussing the dramatic shifts in East Europe and the former Soviet Union, Chaloupka notes:

A distinctive feature of these transformations is that they elude capture by the existing ideological apparatus. No matter how hard the capitalistic West tries to proclaim a victory of its own ideas and institutional arrangements, it becomes clear that the actual victory must be awarded to change itself... a basic incoherence necessarily informs our political culture. This is not the grounds for ideological victory (or the vindication of critical theory, either for that matter). (RN: 121)

Unfortunately, Chaloupka is unable to maintain this unremittingly postmodernist posture and cannot resist the temptation to enlist the recent changes in Europe and US-Soviet relations as illustrating the effectivity of a postmodernist politics. He thus makes the following highly unconvincing claim:

Opposition to new forms of authority, propitious use of speed and fractal character of change, the sometimes frivolous attitude towards the ends of radical action-all of these were evident in 1989 and 1990, and each confirms the possibility of postmodern oppositional tactics Gorbachev and Reagan had finally issued forth an unmistakably postmodern era, a triumph of deconstructive strategies. What else could the removal of the Berlin Wall mean? (RN: 123-25)

To argue from a putative similarity between (textual) strategies of postmodernist practice and the events of 1989 and 1990 that there was some kind of causal connection, or that this somehow demonstrates the political effectiveness of postmodernist politics, sounds disingenuous. Whatever else the collapse of the Berlin Wall might signify, the claim that it "confirms the possibility of postmodern oppositional tactics" will have to be substantiated by convincing empirical argumentation and not mere assertion.
A2: Nuclearism – as if stories

The aff is the only real reduction in violence- our “as if” stories are critical to ethical policy making
Vincent Pouliot, PhD Candidate in Political Science @ Univ. of Toronto, ‘8 [in Metaphors of Globalization, “Everything Takes Place as if Threats were going Global,” http://individual.utoronto.ca/nishashah/Drafts/Pouliot.pdf]

In his brilliant exposition of the normative dilemma of writing security, Huysmans (2002) concludes that there simply is no way out of it: social scientists, especially constructivists, must learn to live with the fact that their academic discourse necessarily securitizes certain issues and thus cannot but reinforce specific security practices to the detriment of others. Such a blunt admission certainly deserves credit for making the politics of academic life more transparent. Yet it may be overly pessimistic. The second part of the paper looks at two epistemological alternatives to positivism in the hope that they may offer a way out of the Huysmans’ dilemma. A subjectivist perspective, centered on what it is that international agents believe to be real, succeeds in escaping the dilemma; yet it remains embroiled in common sense and lacks the objectification that intertextualization and historicization allow. By contrast, an epistemology that can be labeled metaphorical objectivism entices social scientists to study social realities not in themselves, but metaphorically. This solution is certainly not perfect, and one should still bear in mind Huysmans’ warning. And yet, arguing that everything takes place as if threats were going global opens the possibility for a scientific study of the globalization/nexus without reifying new, global threats. Of course, social science remains fundamentally political—like any knowledge for that matter. But it is not only political. A) Subjectivism: Practitioners Believe That Threats Are Going Global A first epistemological alternative for the notion that threats are going global is subjectivism. In this scheme of things, the globalization of threats is not necessarily “real” or taking place “out there.” Instead, it is agents (e.g., international elites, security practitioners) who believe that threats are being globalized. Under such an epistemology, sociologists of globalization such as Beck (2000) conceive of globality as a form of consciousness which regards the earth as “one single place.” Globalization is a social construct which varies across time and space; it impacts people’s lives on the basis of the meanings that they hold about it. To use a much-rehearsed formula, globalization is what people make of it. While trying to define globalization, thus, what matters is how actors, as opposed to analysts, define the social space in which they act. In this connection, Robertson (1992: 8) contends that a crucial dimension of globalization is “the intensification of consciousness of the world as a whole.” It is the subjective meanings attached by actors to world politics that matter, not a so-called objective reality. Polling data such as the World Values Survey provides interesting insights to that extent, for it focuses on how people from all over the world construe changes in their lives as well as in the meanings of globality (e.g., Diez-Nicolas, 2002). More interpretive and historical research is also of great scientific value: Robertson and Inglis (2004), for instance, look at historical documents to observe that a “global animus” was already present in the ancient Mediterranean world. This subjectivist take on the globalization of threat is in line with what I have called the “observation of essentialization” (Pouliot, 2004), that is, the interpretation of what agents interpret to be real. Instead of reifying the world as in positivism, this approach builds on the reifications already committed by social agents. In so doing, already essentialized realities provide scientists with “epistemic foundations” (Adler, 2005) on which to ground their analyses. In this postfoundationalist science (Pouliot, 2004), analysts remain ontologically agnostic as to what is real and what is not. As Guzzini (2000: 160) astutely explains: “constructivism claims either to be agnostic about the language independent real world out there, or simply uninterested—it often is irrelevant for the study of society.” Such a principled refusal to either assume reality a priori or deny it altogether avoids turning what the scientist believes to be real (based on her everyday knowledge or on scientific knowledge) into an unquestionable, scientific Reality. Of course, no one walks through closed doors. It is impossible to perfectly break with one’s taken for granted reality so there cannot be such a thing as pure agnosticism. Instead, the scientist finds herself in the aspiring position of temporarily de-reifying, for the purpose of doing science, the reality she needs to take for granted in her everyday life.8 Since agnosticism precludes ontological foundations on which to ascertain constructivist knowledge, the best way forward consists of building on the social facts9 that are reified by social agents in their everyday life. In this postfoundationalist view, social facts become a kind of “essence” on which to build knowledge (Pouliot, 2004). In the end, to know whether social reality is “really real” makes no analytical difference from a postfoundationalist perspective: the whole point is to observe whether agents take it to be real, and to draw the social and political implications that result. Interestingly, this turn to phenomenology (c.f. Schutz, 1967 [1932]) runs counter to dominant strands of IR theory, including constructivism. Indeed, over the last fifteen years constructivists have been almost exclusively concerned with “epistemically objective”10 realities such as norms, epistemes, institutions or collective identities. Such a focus is all good so long as it is supplemented with an equivalent consideration 
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A2: Nuclearism – as if stories

Continued…no text removed

for agent-level ideations. After all, only practices and the subjective reasons that inform them can make the social construction of epistemically objective realities possible. There is a clear analytical gain in reaching at the level of “subjectivized intersubjectivity,” so to speak. A crucial reason why constructivist science needs to recover subjective knowledge is to avoid what Bourdieu calls the “scholastic fallacy,” which consists of “the illusion of the absence of illusion, of the pure viewpoint, absolute, disinterested” (Bourdieu, 2001b: 183). Such a god-like posture carries huge epistemological implications, if only because social practices have a logic which is not that of scientific logic (Bourdieu, 2001a [1972]: 335). Indeed, the intellectualist bias “entices us to construe the world as a spectacle, as a set of significations to be interpreted rather than as concrete problems to be solved practically” (Wacquant, 1992: 39). Take, for instance, the issue of time. For the scientist, time is almost eternal: the same Peloponnesian War can be restudied thousands of times over millennia by hundreds of scholars. But for the agents involved, be they Pericles or Spartan soldiers, time is the key to the war. Their understanding of the unfolding of the situation in time is what characterizes the practical urgency they face. By contrast, for the scientist being out of the flow of time is what allows her to comprehend the war. The theoretical relation to the world is fundamentally different from the practical one—if only in the distance from which action is played out (Bourdieu, 1990 [1980]: 14). The scientist is not engaged in actual action or invested in the social game like the agents that she observes are (c.f. Bourdieu, 2003 [1997]: 81-82). And Bourdieu (1990 [1980]: 81) to conclude: “Science has a time which is not that of practice.” It is fitting that the concept of globalization perfectly illustrates the dangers of the scholastic fallacy. As Scholte (2004: 103) concludes from his academic dialogue with observers from all over the world: “definitions of globalization depend very much on where the definer stands.” In such a context, the important thing researchers need to know is how different people across space and time interpret the meanings of globalization. It would be nonsense to “scientifically” define globalization and argue that it is happening just the same throughout the world. Imposing a universalistic (scientific) conceptualization would destroy the richness and diversity of meanings about globality across the globe. Globalization has no ontological essence that scientists could define in theoretical abstraction. As a social construct globalization is subjectivized intersubjectivity. Importantly, the point here is not only to fight against scientific ethnocentrism, that is, to relativize the meanings of globalization in terms of geo-cultural epistemologies. More largely, globalization scholars need to recognize that analyses of social and political action which do not recover the reasons why people act in certain ways (based on their subjective meanings) are fundamentally flawed: the theoretical relation to the world profoundly differs from the practical one. 

A2: Nuclearism – cedes political

The critique cedes to political to the right- engaging in good nuclear politics is the only way forward

Sankaran Krishna, Prof. of Poli Sci @ Hawaii, ’93 [Alternatives 18, p. 400-1]

The dichotomous choice presented in this excerpt is straightforward: one either indulges in total critique, delegitimizing all sovereign truths, or one is committed to "nostalgic," essentialist unities that have become obsolete and have been the grounds for all our oppressions. In offering this dichotomous choice, Der Derian replicates a move made by Chaloupka in his equally dismissive critique of the more mainstream nuclear opposition, the Nuclear Freeze movement of the early 1980s, that, according to him, was operating along obsolete lines, emphasizing "facts" and "realities" while a "postmodern" President Reagan easily outflanked them through an illusory Star Wars program. (See KN: chapter 4) Chaloupka centers this difference between his own supposedly total critique of all sovereign truths (which he describes as nuclear criticism in an echo of literary criticism) and the more partial (and issue-based) criticism of what he calls "nuclear opposition" or "antinuclearists" at the very outset of his book. (KN: xvi) Once again, the unhappy choice forced upon the reader is to join Chaloupka in his total critique of all sovereign truths or be trapped in obsolete essentialisms.  This leads to a disastrous politics, pitting groups that have the most in common (and need to unite on some basis to be effective) against each other. Both Chaloupka and Der Derian thus reserve their most trenchant critique for political groups that should, in any analysis, be regarded as the closest to them in terms of an oppositional politics and their desired futures. Instead of finding ways to live with these differences and to (if fleetingly) coalesce against the New Right, this fratricidal critique is politically suicidal. It obliterates the space for a political activism based on provisional and contingent coalitions, for uniting behind a common cause even as one recognizes that the coalition is comprised of groups that have very differing (and possibly unresolvable) views of reality. Moreover, it fails to consider the possibility that there may have been other, more compelling reasons for the "failure" of the Nuclear Freeze movement or anti-Gulf War movement. Like many a worthwhile cause in our times, they failed to garner sufficient support to influence state policy. The response to that need not be a totalizing critique that delegitimizes all narratives.  The blackmail inherent in the choice offered by Der Derian and Chaloupka, between total critique and "ineffective" partial critique, ought to be transparent. Among other things, it effectively militates against the construction of provisional or strategic essentialisms in our attempts to create space for an activist politics. In the next section, I focus more widely on the genre of critical international theory and its impact on such an activist politics. 
A2: Nuclearism – perm

The neg creates a false distinction- even if we act through nuclear politics, it is the only way to spur change
J. Fisherm Solomon, Prof. of English @ CSUN, ‘88 [Discourse and Reference in the Nuclear Age, p. 270-1]

So which is it to be: identitarian "power" or revolutionary "difference?" Whose side are you on? It is at such times that deconstructive criticism appears particularly attractive, because according to a strictly deconstructive perspective we neither need to, nor can, make such a choice. All that we can do is suspend the opposition, "problematize'' it and subvert it, finding a trace of "power" in the guerilla margin and the mark of "difference" in a center that must define itself against its own opposition. What is more, deconstruction might tell us, we have no choice but to see the issue in such "metaphysically" oppositional terms. We are in "error" to do so, but it is not anyone's "fault." To err is to wander, to dance in suspension, not to lose the way, because there is no "way" to be lost, no track that is better than any other in the labyrinthine maze of history. 


Still, history forces us to make choices anyway: this is why it "hurts," as Jameson puts it, this is how it sets an "inexorable limit" to our desire. And this too is why I have set against criticism the challenging figure of the nuclear referent, for while it is certainly not the only one of its kind (one might, for example, mention the "population referent" or the "ecological referent" as similar challenges), it is one whose peculiarly threatening status is something upon which most of us can agree. But from which side must we approach it: from the side of identitarian power or that of marginalized difference? Partisans for each side can be found—let's say the Greens in Germany or the Freeze Movement in the United States for the differential resistance, and both the Reagan and the Gorbachev regimes for centralized power. To opt for the margin in this case is apparently to opt for powerlessness— as the failure of both the Greens to prevent the deployment of Pershing missiles in Germany and the Freeze Movement in America, in spite of the popular vote it has been able to raise, may indicate. But if one has been made nervous by the prospect of a virtually unchecked strategic arms race, one can hardly side with the State. Is the only answer, then, paralysis after all, an unceasing deferral of decision as we languish in the interstice, the differance, between power and difference? Or might some composition between power and difference still be imagined?

To imagine such a possibility, we might indeed begin by deconstructing the difference between the state and the margin, but this deconstruction would be effected not in the name of the play of difference but rather on behalf of a solution, a compromise. In its own peculiar way, in fact, of all the divisive issues of our time, the nuclear referent seems to offer the clearest possibility for compromise, because it is in no one's interest to fight a nuclear war—no matter which side of the debate one is on. "Compromise," as in "to compromise oneself," has come to connote moral delinquency, but in the face of the nuclear referent, compromise, the reduction or composition of differences, may be the only game in town. What is more, it is a very playable game, particularly at a time when the voice of public opinion has become a key prize for both Washington and Moscow in the East-West confrontation. In such an environment the voice of difference, of the margin that opposes unchecked nuclear proliferation, can indeed be heard by the ear of power, and power can be modified accordingly. This does not mean, however, that difference needs only to speak and power will listen, for if the margin speaks from a position of pure opposition, pure uncompromising difference, then it will destroy in advance its leverage in the overall global politics of the nuclear debate. The critical task of the margin, in other words, and of a nuclear criticism in this sense, will thus be to find the terms by which the margin might be heard, to find, that is to say, a common ground of shared values on the basis of which power might be modified by the force of a marginalized public opinion.

A2: Nuclearism – total critique fails

Even if the nuclear threat is constructed, political engagement is a pre requisite to the alt- total critique fails
Bryan Hubbard, MA in Political Science @ ASU, ’97 [Rhetorical Analysisis of Two Contemporary Atomic Campaigns, http://handle.dtic.mil/100.2/ADA327948]

In constructing a nuclear criticism for a post-Cold War era, one necessarily  grapples with the issue of textuality and the recognition that the nuclear criticism born of  Diacritics (Klein, 1984a) was largely a textualist project that believed critical theory  ought to make a more important contribution to the public discussion of nuclear issues by  reading "other critical and canonical texts for the purpose of uncovering the unknown  shapes of our unconscious nuclear fears, and.., to show how the terms ofthe current  nuclear discussion are being shaped by literary or critical assumptions" (Klein, 1984b, p.  2). This methodological perspective combines several aspects of early nuclear criticism  and the elements from a variety of critics who seem to recognize nuclear criticism's role  in a post-Cold War environment. Striking a compromise between materialists and  textualists, this perspective reflects an intertextual approach to criticism grounded in a  tradition of nuclear criticism.   The arrival at an intertextual approach to nuclear criticism necessarily travels the  landscape of textualist criticism which ranges from works by Baudrillard (1994, 1995) to  more traditional literary critics like Schwenger (1990, 1992) who departed from Derrida's  (1984) description of nuclear age as "fabulously textual" (p. 23). Taylor (1990) explains,  "[tjextualism is widely adopted in nuclear criticism, where nuclear issues are considered  to be symbolic issues" (p. 396). He later describes that the nuclear age consists of  '"composite 'text' through which culture" (Taylor, 1993a, p. 268) comes to know and  experience the bomb. The intertextual economy of the nuclear age has materiality in that  it has affected behavior and policy decisions and exists as part of an archive independent  of any human individual yet given unique life at every expression and interpretation.  According to critics like C. Norris (1987, 1992, 1994) and J. Fisher Solomon  (1988, 1990), the textual approach to nuclear criticism has reached its limit and at its  critical extreme turns even the Gulf War into a "piece of postmodern hyperreality"  (Ruthven, 1993, p. 74).31 Though Baudrillard (1995) provides insight into the pervasive  contamination of the globe via media and how image-managing technologies can distort  through information campaigns in sometimes unpredictable and sometimes patriarchal  ways, his works tend to obscure the material effect of strategies and the historical reality  in which events occur.  To answer the limits of textual nuclear criticism, J. F. Solomon (1988) calls for  "[a] nuclear criticism that simultaneously assents to this deconstruction of the referent  while maintaining its desire to cross from the word to the act, from the text of the critic  to the goal-oriented world of political activity" (J. F. Solomon, 1988, p. 30). His solution  involves a compromise that recognizes that while the nuclear age is governed by a system  of texts, these texts become real because we accept their claims as true or false and base  our actions on information gleaned from texts. He builds a "potentialist metaphysics" (J.  F. Solomon, p. 34) that admits "[we cannot be certain of our destiny, but we are not  therefore abandoned to a chartless destinerrance" (J. F. Solomon, p. 35).  Today's nuclear critics must realize that policy decisions do not solely reflect a  single material reality of a situation nor do they exist in a textually-isolated universe.  Instead, policy decisions and public discourse reflect a practice co-disciplined by a  textual tradition and a material history. This should not alarm material critics. Instead of  separating discursive and material reality, this perspective sees textual and discursive  practices as part of a material world which take on a material existence through human  interaction and as recorded through an archiving process. If material history exists for  those without direct experience of certain events, it comes to reality through the  recordable and repeatable nature of texts. The works which record particular events  become as much a part ofthe historical exigencies as the actual event with all the  deflections and reflections that come in the writing and reading process. The nuclear  critic therefore strikes a compromise; while admitting a material reality exists and that  discourse is not totally determinant, critics should view discourse as influential (Condit,  1987a,1987b).  

A2: Positive peace – perm

We don’t need to exclude the aff

Cuomo 96 (Chris J. Professor of Philosophy and Women's Studies, and Director of the Institute for Women's Studies at the Univerity of Georgia, “War Is Not Just an Event: Reflections on the Significance of Everyday Violence”, Published in Hypatia 11.4 nb, pp. 31-48) CH

I propose that the constancy of militarism and its effects on social reality be reintroduced as a crucial locus of contemporary feminist attentions, and that feminists emphasize how wars are eruptions and manifestations of omnipresent militarism that is a product and tool of multiply oppressive, corporate, technocratic states.' Feminists should be particularly interested in making this shift because it better allows consideration of the effects of war and militarism on women, subjugated peoples, and environments. While giving attention to the constancy of militarism in contemporary life we need not neglect the importance of addressing the specific qualities of direct, large-scale, declared military conflicts. But the dramatic nature of declared, large-scale conflicts should not obfuscate the ways in which military violence pervades most societies in increasingly technologically sophisticated ways and the significance of military institutions and everyday practices in shaping reality. Philosophical discussions that focus only on the ethics of declaring and fighting wars miss these connections, and also miss the ways in which even declared military conflicts are often experienced as omnipresent horrors. These approaches also leave unquestioned tendencies to suspend or distort moral judgement in the face of what appears to be the inevitability of war and militarism.  
Treating structural and direct violence as a zero-sum game makes both worse – Should do both

Maley 85 (William, The University of New South Wales at Duntroon, “Peace, Needs and Utopia”, Political Studies, XXXIIl, 578-591, http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdf?vid=6&hid=7&sid=fbf7951e-fa9b-4ac2-ba3b-2c07e8326bd2%40sessionmgr2) CH

Given the cogency of the case against methodological essentialism, there is no desire to argue here that there are any logical grounds for preferring one usage of a term in political theory over another,''* However, there can be sound practical reasons for favouring a particular usage, A particular usage might provide distinctions of meaning which a different usage might obliterate,^- Furthermore, it might be so well entrenched that any departure from it would be liable to cause confusion. Finally, a particular term, when used consistent to refer to one thing, may acquire irremediably favourable or unfavourable overtones, to the extent that to use it to mean anything else might give the new referent an unwarranted lustre or tarnish, A Russian anecdote reported by Vladimir Bukovsky illustrates this clearly: A Jew came to his Rabbi and asked: 'Rabbi, you are a very wise man. Tell me, is there going to be a war?' 'There will be no war,' replied the Rabbi, 'but there will be such a struggle for peace that no stone will be left standing,'-* The difficulties in Galtung's approach can be seen clearly when one recalls his view that it is probably a disservice to man to try to see either direct or structural violence as the more important. To this it can be replied that, particularly in its most recent formulations, Galtung's idea of structural violence embraces a number of forms which scarcely anyone would regard as seriously as the crushing, tearing, piercing, burning, poisoning, evaporation, strangulation, dehydration and starvation which constitute personal somatic violence,'^ To treat being deprived of 'cultural stimuli' as an evil commensurable with being torn to pieces is a step so audacious as to demand very specific moral justitication. This Galtung fails to supply, and as a result, his notion of peace is a very unsatisfactory ideal against which to evaluate a social order,
A2: Positive peace – perm

Perm solves( peace and violence are coexistent parts of life, making the maintenance of human rights and social services possible

Kemp 3 (Graham, Associate Professor at Chalmers University of Technology, “Keeping the Peace: Conflict Resolution and Peaceful Studies around the World”, October 2003, p. 14-15, AD: 7-11-9) MW
The thesis that violence coexists with peace can be illustrated in reference to Colombia, considered one of the most violent places on earth. Colombia has endured an armed conflict among the army, guerrillas, and paramilitaries for more than fifty tears, Statistics show that the rate of assassinations in Colombia has grown as high as 89.5 per 100,000 inhabitants per annum (Comision Interamericana de Derechos Humanos 1999:34). However, whereas about 250,000 men and women fighters engage in deadly confrontation, the remaining 40 million people go about their work peacefully, raising children, building a home, having a family, interacting with friends and neighbors, believing that a better future is yet to come. In effect, widespread direct violence and many forms of structural and cultural violence coexist with a very strong sense of family, community, and cooperative networks. In Colombia, interpersonal relations are easily established, and people are renowned for their friendliness and warmth.  More impressively, in the face of conflict, entire communities have established themselves as "peace areas," where participants in conflict are not allowed to use the territory as part of the war scenario or involve members of the community in it. Additionally, there are many efforts involving peace building, campaigns for human rights, expanding participation in the public sector, and improving social services. Finally, many other informal forms of solidarity exist among ordinary people as they go about their daily lives. Ultimately, this observation explains why a war-torn society does not collapse.  The existence of peace does not count on the partial or total abolition of violence or war. There is peace amidst great violence; there is violence associated with fighting for peace. In the same way, it is unrealistic to believe that the more likely peace, the less likely violence, and vice versa. In fact, both phenomena can increase or decrease simultaneously, or can be present at the same time and place.  Viewing peace and violence as coexisting has practical consequences. Rather than opposing extremes of a continuum( like different ends of the same cotton string( peace and violence each make cotton strings of their own. And both peace and violence, together with many other social entities, wave the fabric of life. 
Inclusive solutions for peace are preferable to exclusive notions – Do both solves
Duncan 2 (Grace, Student of Peace and Conflict, School of Political Science and International Studies, UQ, Winter, “Peace, Action and Consequences”, http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdf?vid=9&hid=7&sid=fbf7951e-fa9b-4ac2-ba3b-2c07e8326bd2%40sessionmgr2) CH
This theory is based on a few key ideas. First, it rests on the assumption that ‘global problems’ such as genocide, war and poverty are ultimately the result of human failings and imperfections. This is a psychological, rather than a political or structural understanding of the world. By that I mean that while institutions, economies, ideas and perceptions obviously play a central role in creating or destroying peace, they are understood to have been constructed by previous societies, by human beings with psychological motivations that are not dissimilar from our own. The power of economic forces, for example, could be seen as the power of greed and fear of poverty. The power of nationalism derives from the human desire to be accepted and protected within a group. Through this understanding of the world, it can be seen that people have a profound ability to determine their collective destiny. Just as the present condition of society was constructed by the past, so the future condition will be created by the present. Second, negative peace and positive peace will be considered as existing along a continuum. While negative peace is merely the absence of armed conflict, positive peace is much more. Drawing upon Johan Galtung’s (1969) definition, positive peace will be taken to mean a condition in which no human being is influenced so that their physical and mental realizations are below their potential realizations. While it may seem somewhat utopian, this definition is useful for describing the aim of an action. Thus, this discussion includes under its umbrella of ‘action for peace’ any act that could conceivably lead to such a condition and contribute to a more peaceful world.
A2: Positive peace – perm

Exclusive focus on either form of violence is worse – Examining both solves their impacts

Schnabel (Albrecht, Senior Research Fellow at Swiss peace and a Lecturer in International Organizations and Conflict Management at the University of Bern Institute of Political Science, “The human security approach to direct and structural violence” http://www.sipri.org/yearbook/2008/files/SIPRIYB0802C.pdf) CH

Galtung’s differentiation between direct and structural violence is not an undisputed approach, but it makes sense in the context of human security analysis. If human security generally means ‘the security of people—their physical safety, their economic well-being, respect for their dignity and worth as human beings, and the protection of their human rights and fundamental freedoms’,9 then threats experienced by individuals and communities that are part of specific social, cultural, economic and political communities are not limited to direct armed violence. Such threats may be overt expressions of violence committed by specific and identifiable actors or covert expressions of violence inherent in the disadvantaged position of individuals and communities in a social, political or economic system that is upheld by power structures beyond their control. Without violence there is greater potential to provide and meet at least basic human needs, and to develop possibilities to satisfy needs that determine not only survival but also well-being and quality of life. Galtung seems to have sensed the need to give greater consideration to the structural aspects and sources of violence and to shift exclusive (or primary) focus, particularly by governments, from the prevention of direct violence to the prevention of structural violence. Whether done voluntarily due to a sense of national and international responsibility or forced by others promoting such norms, such a shift would lower violence and increase human security.

Idealistic conceptions of peace do not need to exclude external manifestations of war and political changes to avert them

Rinehart 95 (Milton, July, “Title: Understanding the concept of `peace'”, Peace & Change, 01490508, Vol. 20, Issue 3, ) CH

The Numinar paradigm includes concepts of peace that are more idealistic, intra- and interpersonal, both internal and external. Peace is idealistic in that nonmaterial goals and processes are valued. Peace is not necessarily related to economic prosperity. In addition, peace is idealistic in that it is constructed and maintained through social processes that can be progressively revised. Peace is intra- and interpersonal in that the best level at which to begin peacemaking is internal. Peace must first exist within the individual in his or her relationship to others; peace is more the product of interactional patterns or subjective states than of social structures. Yet external concepts of peace are not excluded. Social systems must also be changed. The problem of peace is the problem of the internal, but shared, subjective states of people: the manner in which we interpret each other's actions and the value preferences that underlie our own actions. Cox comments, "To make peace with people, we need to understand them. To understand them, we need to engage in a holistic and participatory research which treats social reality as structured in purposive, value-laden, institutional and non-axiomizable ways."[19]
We don’t preclude an interest in structural violence

Rinehart 95 (Milton, July, “Title: Understanding the concept of `peace'”, Peace & Change, 01490508, Vol. 20, Issue 3, ) CH

For example, Galtung and Gandhi represent the fuzzy area in between the peace paradigms. Galtung's social justice concept suggests the creation of intra- and interpersonal peace by changing the social structures that prohibit the possibility of such peace. Here the ends appear Numinar, but the means are clearly Popular. Further, I have argued in this article that the worldview hidden beneath this concept remains fear based while containing some degree of faith in human potential.
Their alternative is additive – Doesn’t exclude our conception of war

Rinehart 95 (Milton, July, “Title: Understanding the concept of `peace'”, Peace & Change, 01490508, Vol. 20, Issue 3, ) CH

Even though I have used some opposing terms to contrast the Popular and the Numinar paradigms, they do not appear to be dialectically related as polar opposites. Rather, the Numinar appears to integrate yet go beyond the Popular in some key ways. First, although the emphasis on peacemaking in the Numinar view is on the intra- and interpersonal level, the need for structural change is accepted. Peace is found through the integration of both internal and external processes. Second, the idealistic peace of the Numinar is not the antithesis of the materialistic peace of the Popular. Rather, it subsumes the material aspects of social reality in the larger process of the reconstruction of that reality.

A2: Positive peace – perm

Defense posture doesn’t preclude solutions to structural violence

Groten and Jansen 81 (Hubert and Juergen, Doctorate in International Studies and Peace Lobbyist, “Interpreters and Lobbies for Positive Peace”, Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 18, No. 2, Special Issue on Theories of Peace 175-181, Sage Publications, http://www.jstor.org/stable/424209, A.D.: 7/9/09) JH
In the absence of any even partly suc- cessful alternative procedure, there is nothing to lose if we suggest the following: Interpreters and go-betweens are needed to communicate the important message of critical peace research to the people. They must be women or men who can relate to both groups, or can be brought to do so. The group of people closest to the workers be- cause they are together on the job and have other things in common are what we might call 'skilled workers'. In the general way we suggest this term be used it applies to all oc- cupations. The 'skilled worker' would also be in a good position to collaborate with committed peace researchers towards the common goal. Thus the 'skilled worker' could be a medium and a contact for both sides involved. She or he would act as an interpreter and a link between the mass of democratic voters, the niches of democratic workers and the peace researchers. She or he would be the vital link in a network of people of good will united under the com- mon aim of communicating to the voters what peace research has to say about struc- tural violence and positive peace and about possible activities. There would be com- munication among all those involved but the main job would lie with the 'skilled workers', i. e., to pass on the information to the people at work. This network of people of good will would have to be loosely organized. Most emphatically it would not be a state organization. It would not engage in research as such. Rather, it would draw on the findings of critical peace research and transpose them to other levels of thinking and language use. 'Skilled workers' would be essential. Trade unions could help to prepare them. School teachers could be in it, though not qua school teachers. The local and regional press would be instrumental in communicat- ing information and raising consciousness. This may sound utopian but there is no harm in trying this road. Civic action groups have proved through their involvement in ecology that a group of dedicated people can influence politics. It is not the group itself, or in our case the network, that can influence high politics but they can form lobbies that are sure to find some politicians who are glad to bring their influence to bear on high politics once they receive support from their voters. Even small groups could produce results to begin with. And once there are results it is never difficult to find more dedicated people among all those whose main concern is positive peace. Peace researchers know there is structural violence and that we must work for positive peace. They only need people of good will to help them pass on this knowledge to those who can decide by using their democratic vote. Interpreters and lobbies ought to be used as links. Perhaps this will work. 
Eschewing security proposals won’t create positive peace and security plans aren’t coopted

Jahn 83 (Egbert, Author of “Nationalism in Late and Post-Communist Europe: Nationalism in the Nation States” and Doctor of Relations,  “Peace Research and Politics within the Field of Societal Demands”,  Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 20, No. 3, Sage Publications, http://www.jstor.org/stable/423797, A.D.: 7/9/09) JH

Peace cannot be the result of just one policy, but of different and opposing policies. Otherwise, an absolute world dictatorship would be the precondition which would merely make the will of others an object of a peace dictator. That is why the label 'German peace research' is as absurd as for example social- liberal peace research. The very day when peace research agrees with German foreign policy either total world peace will have come true, or - and this is more probable - the scientific death of peace research will have come. Peace research which corresponds completely to the policy of a national govern- ment, a party or a peace organization is no more than peace ideology. Peace research has to keep permanent distance to a policy with peace intentions and to question national, partisan and bureaucratic prejudices which blur scientific reasoning. This cannot be accomplished without distance to everyday politics. Without effective leisure, time and work no scientific reasoning is possible. Therefore, I would like to have at least one room in the ivory tower devoted to applied science within the turmoil of political expec- tations and attacks. Distance does not imply shunning contacts with parties, government departments and peace organizations. On the contrary, without an approach to and knowl- edge of political life in detail, one cannot observe at a suitable distance; at best one would reject politics out of prejudice. Value- oriented peace research is a science which draws its questions and problems from society and takes no refuge in the ivory tower. How- ever, peace research cannot let itself be directed by societal expectations. There must be an appreciation of the fact that peace research cannot formulate a scientifically well-founded analysis with regard to every violent incident on earth. Peace researchers may utter political statements concerning Afghanistan, El Salva- dor or the NATO decision on the moderniza- tion of missiles in Europe, but then they do not act as scientists, but as politicians with the borrowed reputation of their scientific institu- tion or their function.

A2: Positive peace – war is important

Events of war preclude solutions to structural violence – No alt without our action

Rabie 94 (Mohamed, professor of International political economy, Georgetown University, Praeger, “Conflict Resolution and Ethnicity”, 1994, http://www.questiaschool.com/read/14788166?title=Conflict%20Resolution%20and%20Ethnicity, AD; 7/11/9) TR
In countries where democracy does not exist and where the control of authoritarian states over peoples' lives and fortunes is real, the nonviolent resolution and prosecution of political conflict is an impossibility because violence is the major tool of the oppressor rather than the oppressed. Democratization as the first order of concern, which the proponents of a limited definition of peace further advocate, cannot be effected without freedom and liberty, two conditions for access to cherished values. Therefore, a realistic definition of peace ought to take both arguments into consideration. This is particularly important since the proponents of positive peace tend to view it more as a process and less as a stationary state of political affairs, while the others see it generally in opposite terms. In fact, human experience seems to indicate that the absence of war and violence cannot be maintained without social justice, and social justice cannot be achieved under conditions of war and violence. Consequently, an operational definition of realistic peace would probably describe it as the absence of violence under conditions and relationships that provide for the nonviolent resolution of political conflict and the freedom to pursue legitimate individual and group goals without threat or coercion. Peace, to be real and human, must be understood and employed as a continuous process to lessen social tension, resolve political conflict, and create conditions to pursue freedom and justice through a gradual evolution of human perceptions and socio-political institutions. Thus, a strategy for universal peace must deal not only with war but also with the very forces and conditions that cause the eruption of war and induce the spread of violence in the first place. It must also strive to change a people's perceptions of the other in order to humanize the adversary, acknowledge his grievances, and legitimize his basic concerns. Above all, it must lay the foundation for transforming existing group relationships and state and civil society institutions, with a view to creating new more dynamic ones committed to promoting compatible visions and values with developing shared interests.

War causes structural violence

Schnabel 7 (Albrecht, Senior Research Fellow at Swiss peace and a Lecturer in International Organizations and Conflict Management at the University of Bern Institute of Political Science, “The human security approach to direct and structural violence” http://www.sipri.org/yearbook/2008/files/SIPRIYB0802C.pdf) CH

Among the causes of insecurity, armed violence is a factor of unique significance because it: (a) causes human insecurity and prevents the adequate provision of human security through its debilitating direct and indirect effects; (b) acts as an accelerator of human insecurity, with knock-on effects that increase the negative impact of existing levels of violence and harm; and (c) is often the articulation of underlying, protracted and unresolved structural violence and thus an indicator of societal and political instability. Armed violence is a highly visible pointer to the long overdue necessity of addressing structural violence and its manifestations.

A2: Positive peace – justifies violence

Turn- Positive Peace Justifies human violence by stopping rational priorities among peace objectives

Maley 85 (William, The University of New South Wales at Duntroon, “Peace, Needs and Utopia”, Political Studies, XXXIIl, 578-591, Political Studies) CH

The normative dimension of Galtung's notion of positive peace is clear. However, it is in the writings of Galtung's fellow Norwegian Christian Bay that the danger that a notion of positive peace might be used to justify coercive or violent action emerges more clearly. Bay is generally sympathetic to Galtung, but sets out a more sophisticated and carefully elaborated theory in which the concept of needs plays a greater role than in Galtung's writings.•'^ Bay accepts the distinction drawn by Galtung between personal and structural violence (although on at least one occasion, he has treated violence as the negation of freedom rather than peace'"), and like Galtung, he proposes a very broad meaning for the word 'violence'. For Bay, violence signifies the infliction, by commision or omission, of any damage or harm to any human being. Any broader-than-conventional concept of violence and of peace as the absence of large-scale violence, brings us back to the necessity of establishing rational priorities among peace objectives, too, just as we have seen that rational priorities are needed among human rights claims. All kinds of violence, under this broad umbrella term, are obviously not equal. This insight marks a considerable advance from Galtung's undiscriminating formulation. Bay continues that we require positive as well as negative peace: the latter meaning the absence of war, the former meaning the achievement of social and international justice. This leads us back to the problematique of human rights priorities, for social justice refers to securing access of all persons to the where withal that will meet their essential needs

A2: Positive peace – alt is utopian

Positive Peace is Utopian

Maley 85 (William, The University of New South Wales at Duntroon, “Peace, Needs and Utopia”, Political Studies, XXXIIl, 578-591, Political Studies) CH

This contrast suggests another direction from which the question of the possible implications of the ideal of positive peace might be approached: can concepts of positive peace first be labelled and second criticized as Utopian! This largely depends upon the characteristics by which one chooses to identify a Utopia. Mannheim dubbed as Utopian those orientations transcending reality which, 'when they pass over into conduct, tend to shatter, either partially or wholly, the order of things prevailing at the time','' Frank and Fritzie Manuel wrote: Utopians are almost always tragic or tragi-comic figures who die unfulfilled; the future does not begin to conform to their fantasy. Then appear the disciples or curious readers who have not been shaken in their innermost being with anything like the intensity of the original Utopian visionary, and  they adapt, prune, distort, refine, render banal, make matter-of-fact the Utopia, so that it re-enters the world as a force for good or evil. Compromises with existence are affected. The ironclad formula is relaxed,'^ With the possible exception of Marcuse, none of the thinkers discussed in this paper deserves so harsh a judgment. Yet clearly writers such as Galtung and Bay would concede that the achievement of their peaceful ideal worlds demands a radical alteration of existing attitudes and institutions. Thus, the idea of Utopia which provides most scope for a critical appraisal of the notion of positive peace may be that set out by Leszek Kolakowski: First, we shall talk about Utopias having in mind not ideas of making any side of human life better but only beliefs that a definitive and unsurpassable condition is obtainable, one where there is nothing to correct any more. Second, we shall apply the word to projections which are supposed to be implemented by human effort, thus excluding both images of an otherworldly paradise and apocalyptic hopes for an earthly paradise to be arratged by sheer divine decree. Consequently, conforming to the second criterion, the revolutionary anabaptism of the sixteenth century may be included in the history of Utopias so conceived, but not various chiliastic or adventist movements and ideas which expect the Kingdom on earth as a result of Parousia, On the other hand, according to the first criterion, I would not describe as Utopian various futuristic technological fantasies if they do not suggest the idea of an ultimate solution of mankind's predicament, a perfect satisfaction of human needs, a final state,^
A2: Positive Peace – Violence Key

Turn: Direct Violence is Key to positive Peace
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In conclusion, the problem with Bay's and Galtung's notions of positive peace is thus not that they are Utopian, but rather that they can accommodate the use of direct violence and coercion as means to achieving 'peace'. This suggests at the very least that if 'positive peace' is to be defended as a social goal, it needs to be justified with much more plausible moral arguments than have hitherto been adduced in its favour. Needs theory, in the vague and confused form set out by Bay, is unable to provide such justification. This does not mean that a concept of peace going further than the minimalist cannot be developed and defended. A concept of peace stressing negative liberty as well as the absence of direct violence would permit a peaceful society to be distinguished from a well-run prison. However, until such a concept attains general acceptance, the clarity of scholarly discourse may well be fostered by the use of the minimalist concept of peace rather than the positive notions considered in this paper.
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