2AC—Generic 

First, Malcolm X proves—had to learn to defend his arguments against the other side to make them stronger so he could challenge white supremacy better.
Branham 95—Robert Branham, Professor of Rhetoric at Bates College, [Winter 1995, “"I was gone on debating": Malcolm X's prison debates and public confrontations,” Argument and Advocacy, 31.3, Proquest]

Norfolk had a fine library of several thousand volumes and prisoners were able to check out books of their choice. Malcolm X became a voracious and critical reader, discovering "new evidence to document the Muslim teachings" in books ranging from accounts of the slave trade to Milton's Paradise Lost (X, 1965b, pp. 185-186). Malcolm X's "prison education, including Elah Muhammad," writes Baraka, "gives him the form with which overtly to combine consciousness with his actual life" (p. 26). As Malcolm X sought new outlets for his heightened political consciousness, he turned to the weekly formal debates sponsored by the inmate team. "My reading had my mind like steam under pressure," he recounted; "Some way, I had to start telling the white man about himself to his face. I decided to do this by putting my name down to debate"(1965b, p. 184). Malcolm X's prison debate experience allowed him to bring his newly acquired historical knowledge and critical ideology to bear on a wide variety of social issues. "Whichever side of the selected subject was assigned to me, I'd track down and study everything I could find on it," wrote Malcolm X. "I'd put myself in my opponent's place and decide how I'd try to win if I had the other side; and then I'd figure out a way to knock down those points" (1965b, p. 184). Preparation for each debate included four or five practice sessions. Debaters conducted individual research and also worked collaboratively in research teams (Bender, 1993). Visiting debaters "could not understand how we had the material to debate with them," recalls Malcolm Jarvis, Malcolm X's debate partner at Norfolk. "They were at the mercy of people with M.A.s and Ph.D.s to teach them," he explains. The weekly Norfolk debates attracted large audiences, generally filling the three-hundred-seat prison theater. Most prisoners attended and the sessions also attracted curious visitors, usually invited representatives of organizations connected to the topic under discussion. These debates provided Malcolm X with the first large audiences of his speaking career, I will tell you that right there, in the prison. debating, speaking to a crowd, was as exhilarating to me as the discovery of knowledge through reading had been. Standing up there, the faces looking up at me, the things in my head coming out of my mouth, while my brain searched for the next best thing to follow what I was saying, and if I could sway them to my side by handling it right, then I had won the debate--once my feet got wet, I was gone on debating. (1965b, p. 184) The Norfolk debate program provided Malcolm X with a new medium for the expression of his emerging political philosophy and with a regular forum in which he could both appeal to fellow prisoners and confront white adversaries, whether prisoners or visiting debaters representing prestigious colleges and universities. Jarvis recalls that he and Malcolm X debated on several occasions against teams from Harvard and Yale. Boston University, M.I.T., Holy Cross and other prominent New England colleges held annual debates with the prisoners and Oxford and Cambridge both visited.(2) Austin Freeley, who coached the B.U. teams that competed at Norfolk during the 1940s, wrote that these debates were "of the highest quality" and the Norfolk debaters had won twice as many debates as they had lost in previous years (p. 26). Many of the debating prisoners had little formal education. Several of the best, including Malcolm X, were grade school or junior high dropouts, recalls coach Coleman Bender, yet "they went six years without losing a debate" against top collegiate teams during the 1950s. For Malcolm X, the possibility for victory in these encounters against privileged white opponents was a lesson in the importance of careful preparation and a testament to the power of truthful vision (Gambino, p. 17).
Second, Defending an argument in a debate doesn’t force you to be a real life proponent.

Baird 55—Professor of Speech at the University of Iowa [C. A. Baird, “The college debater and the red china issue,” Central States Speech Journal, 6(2), 5-7]

A second indictment of you de​baters is that if you discuss recogniz​ing Red China you may fall victim to the Communistic propaganda. The as​sumption is that you may become in​oculated. You may become brain​washed. The issue here is whether you may be gullible enough to swallow the "wrong" side of any subject— whatever that "wrong" side is—if you happen to argue it. This criticism is a vote of non-con​fidence in you. It amounts to the ex​pression of the ancient distrust of democratic participation. The impli​cation is that we Americans, even if we are reasonably well trained, are nevertheless  incompetent  to  decide important questions. We cannot be trusted to push out into the troubled seas of propagandist^ conflict. Our only reply at this point is to invite those who fear open discussion on important issues, to read again any treatise on American govern​ment. We furthermore suggest a read​ing again of the great documents of our heritage. The principles in all of these docu​ments steadily affirm that ours is a government by talk; that the secret voting is accompanied by popular as​semblies and the free exchange of ideas and arguments; that all citizens share the right and ability to think, communicate, and decide, and that we can rely upon the molding of public opinion through these avenues of our democratic system. My other recommendation to those who look askance at free discussion and debate is to read again John Stuart Mill's Liberty of Thought and Expression. According to Mill, the opinion or side which we ignore or sidestep may be true. Or, continued Mill, the forbidden side or opinion which we ignore or sidestep may be partly true. Or, concluded Mill, even if one hundred per cent truth is on our side, our opinions or conclusions become valid and properly significant only if we subject them to examina​tion. Indeed, as Mill suggested, our beliefs and convictions, unless under continual review, may become en​feebled or lost, and so "inefficacious for good."
Provision of energy is a HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUE that MUST be addressed—government policy can solve.
Bordman 12 [Brenda, Environmental Change Institute, University of Oxford, UK , Energy Policy 49 (2012) 143–148]
4. Conclusion¶ To be able to be warm, to be free from intense worry about¶ paying the fuel bills, to be able to afford adequate hot water and¶ light—these are part of our human rights as enshrined in the UN’s¶ Declaration:¶ Everyone has the right to a standard of living adequate for the¶ health and well-being of himself and of his family, including¶ food, clothing, housing and medical care y(UN, 1948, article¶ 25(1)).¶ Yet, fuel poverty is growing in many countries, partly because¶ of increased awareness, but primarily as a result of higher fuel¶ prices that are not offset by energy efficiency improvements in¶ the homes of the fuel poor. Governments have long recognised a¶ duty to help those on the lowest incomes with supplementary¶ funds. Now they need to both recognize and implement policies¶ that help those on the lowest incomes with capital expenditure¶ on greater energy efficiency in their homes.¶ At heart, reducing fuel poverty is about enabling people on low¶ incomes to be warm, comfortable and healthy. They can only¶ achieve this if they are able to purchase cheap heat and inexpen-¶ sive energy services. In the developing world this is often about¶ access to energy—for example about whether a community has a¶ supply of electricity or not. In the developed world it is about the¶ efficient delivery of energy services. In both cases, the underlying¶ issue is the level of capital expenditure targeted on energy use by¶ the poorest households.The causes and solutions to fuel poverty have been knownabout for over 20 years. The complexities of accurate delivery have been identified and now the overall housing, energy and climate change policy framework has been sketched in (Boardman, 2012). The penalties in terms of blighted lives and a diminished society have been confirmed and fuel poverty is recognised as a major public health issue.All the required technologies are there, though some need to become cheaper through wider take-up. The focus has to be on energy demand reduction—new supply cannot deliver warmer homes more cheaply. Many house holders have a sense of what they would like to happen, but do not have the capital, the knowledge or the confidence to proceed. Parliament in the UK has provided the legislative framework and the European Commission is beginning to tackle the issue.  All that is now needed is for each government to introduce and deliver a comprehensive strategy to eradicate fuel poverty. There can be no justification for further delay in providing one of the most basic of human rights.
And combining climate framing with social justice framing about poverty is ESSENTIAL—neither item can succeed in isolation, together they form a synergistic strategy that can accomplish goals of both justice and environmentalism.  Prefer the perm—only we create action.

Versatz 12 [SergioTiradoHerrero Center forClimateChangeandSustainableEnergyPolicy(3CSEP),DepartmentofEnvironmentalSciencesandPolicy,CentralEuropeanUniversity(CEU), “Building synergies between climate change mitigation and energy poverty alleviation” Energy Policy 49 (2012) 83–90]
Typically, alleviating poverty is not the most obvious area for policy integration with climate change because these two rank high on rather different local political agendas. Nevertheless, this paper argues that alleviating one particular type of poverty – energy poverty – offers strong synergies with climate change mitigation agendas, for two reasons. First, the buildings end-use sector offers the largest and most cost-effective mitigation potential according to global and regional estimates (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), 2007, [Ürge-Vorsatz and Novikova, 2008] and [Eichhammer et al., 2009]). Second, a key mitigation strategy to capture these potentials in buildings can also alleviate, or even fully eradicate fuel poverty, providing the ground for successfully aligning shorter-term social and longer-term environmental priorities. Otherwise, as Boardman (2010, p. 17) has put it, “there is a risk […] of seeing fuel poverty as a peripheral side issue that can be tackled by social and fuel pricing policy. This is incorrect and has failed for the last 30 years [in the UK]. The obligations to the present generation must not be obscured by our commitment to future generations and they do not have to be.”
In this context, the co-benefits or ancillary benefits of mitiga- tion policies may provide the key entry points to policy-making. If, as argued by the co-benefits literature, emission reduction measures also have substantial positive effects on the welfare of present generations (Pearce, 2000; Markandya and R¨ ubbelke, 2004; IPCC, 2007), these will provide additional – or sometimes the main – incentives for decision-makers to engage in more resolute climate action. Conversely, other policy goals may also not score sufficiently high on political agendas in order to mobilise adequate resources for tackling them alone. Either way, the integration of multiple policy goals may tip the balance in the cost-benefit considerations towards action (Lafferty and Hovden, 2003; EEA, 2005). Therefore, exploring and assessing the co-benefits and forging policy synergies offer important avenues into achieving policy goals that otherwise may not seem weighty enough for sufficient societal investments. In fact, as we argue in subsequent sections, it may be difficult to address both the climate and poverty challenges without a concerted effort at establishing the policy link between the two areas.
And collaboration between environmentalists and eco-justice advocates is key
Keating & Davis 02 [Martha, Clean Air Task¶ Force for Clear The Air, and Felicia, Georgia¶ Coalition for the Peoples’ Agenda. “Air of Injustice”, http://www.energyjustice.net/files/coal/Air_of_Injustice.pdf]

The African American community, including environmental justice advocates,¶ is perceived as less influential when it comes to environmental issues.¶ Mainstream organizations are often reluctant to collaborate, share, acknowledge¶ and integrate the perspectives of People of Color. That all parties would benefit¶ from such collaboration is clear. The current collaboration is unique and timely¶ because it seeks to leverage the collective strength of three influential networks¶ to build an equilateral triangle that includes traditional civil rights, environmental¶ justice and mainstream environmental perspectives.
The environmental justice movement brings together all elements of the social justice¶ movement, espousing a more holistic definition of environment that embraces public¶ health, economic development, housing, energy and transportation as well as preservation of¶ natural resources. Environment is defined as where we live, work, learn and play. As children of¶ the larger civil rights movement, environmental justice advocates organize from the bottom up and¶ seek to cultivate and empower community-based leadership. The African American community has a long¶ history of struggle in pursuit of justice. Research, communication, technical expertise and strategic grassroots¶ organizing fueled by moral imperative have resulted in the movement that transformed America.
And, more evidence, societal reception and framing are essential to the integration of renewable technology

Sovacool 09 [Benjamin, Energy Governance Program, Centre on Asia and Globalisation, Lee Kuan Yew School of Public Policy, National University of Singapore, Singapore.  Also, knocked Herndon out of the NDT his junior year.  On vagueness.  Siiiiiiiick. “Rejecting renewables: The socio-technical impediments to renewable electricity in the United States” Energy Policy 37 (2009) 4500–4513]

Hughes argued that large technological systems are simultaneously social and technical – or socio-technical – in at least two senses. First, systems require social institutions and technical artifacts to function. The electric utility system, for example, contains social institutions such as regulatory bodies and financing firms. At the same time, it encompasses technical artifacts such as electric generators, transmission substations, and cooling towers. Second, systems possess both physical and immaterial components. The electric utility system refers not just to physical artifacts such as steam turbines and distribution wires, but also immaterial or epistemic elements, such as the knowledge needed to repair a broken generator or to construct a new transmission line. Hughes uses this epistemic element of the electric utility system to explain why such systems vary between geographic regions; the different socio-technical environments in Britain, Germany, and the US produced distinct types of electric utility networks. Hughes (1987, p. 2) emphasizes that “electric power systems embody the physical, intellectual, and symbolic resources of the society that constructs them.”

Instead of deterministic accounts of technological innovation and change, the systems approach reveals that the process of creating and adopting technologies is complex, interactive, and political. To be successful, technologies must not only get built, but get built into society. Viewing technologies as part of a system shows that knowledge, artifacts, and people must be aligned, molded, and disciplined to accept technological development. Systems theory insists that once a technology has been stabilized or successful, the bulk of this complex and heterogeneous world fades from view (Mort, 2002). As Hughes would expect, since renewable power technologies directly challenge many aspects of the existing electric utility system, they remain hobbled by a tangle of economic, political, and behavioral impediments, obstacles discussed in detail in the next three sections.
Also, the alt must address our energy relationship—energy has to be treated as material—humans relate to things via visceral interaction—the intangibility of energy in the status quo mediate our relationship towards energy and technology in a very particular way.  Technologies—such as distributed generation—that make our relationship to energy tangible are key to take us down a different path.
Pierce & Paulos 10 [James Pierce, Eric Paulos, researcher and Cooper-Siegel Endowed Chair at the Human-Computer Interaction Institute, Carnegie Mellon University “Materializing energy”, http://www.paulos.net/papers/2010/MaterializingEnergy_DIS2010.pdf]

Approaching energy as materiality Thus far we have discussed diverse, at times conflicting conceptualizations of energy. In challenge to the intangibility of energy as it is currently constructed we propose a perspective of energy-as-materiality and a design approach aimed at materializing energy. Such an approach takes the design of energy as something tangible as a starting rather than ending point for designerly inquiry and exploration. Taking seriously the notion of energy-asmateriality allows us to draw on a diverse body of scholarly works that broadly take materiality as a matter of concern in order to re-conceptualize and re-design how we think about and interact with energy and energy-related technologies. Our use of this ill-defined term materiality is intended to carry with it various connotations of the material as more than merely object(ive) but also symbolic, social, political, historical and cultural. At this point and prior to presenting more focused approaches to materializing energy we propose a simple framework for designing interactions with energy-as-materiality: • collecting energy (generating/producing) • keeping energy (storing/maintaining) • sharing energy (transmitting/distributing) • activating energy (using/consuming)

Several aspects of this framework are worth highlighting. First, the terms suggest designing for energy as something interacted with and experienced as a tangible thing. Second, the terms collecting, keeping and sharing suggest expanding interactions beyond the overwhelming emphasis of interaction design on using/consuming energy. Individuals might instead be more actively involved in collecting (“harvesting”) the energy they use on a daily basis, or concerned with how energy is shared within their community. Finally, the terms collecting, keeping, sharing, and activating were chosen with the intention of creating some conceptual distance between their more technically oriented respective terms generating/producing, storing/maintaining, transmitting/distributing, and using/consuming. We use this framework both implicitly and explicitly throughout the remainder of this paper. In the next section we articulate a perspective on energy as undifferentiated, draw on material culture studies to describe the design of Energy Mementos, and propose opportunities for shaping the material-symbolic value of energy and energy technologies.

THE UNDIFFERENTIATEDNESS OF ENERGY Current, centralized energy regimes employing large-scale power plants and distribution networks tend to position all energy as the same, differentiated only by quantity (e.g., kilowatt-hour) and other metrics related to power (e.g., voltage, amperage). While these various abstract scientific properties of energy are manifested materially in the various household outlets and power adapters we interact with on a daily basis as well as the larger-scale material infrastructures of energy such as power lines, our experiences with energy do not significantly presence differentiated instances, types, or qualities of energy. Note for example that the plural form of energy—energies—is rarely used in everyday language. If energy as a thing can be said to enter into our everyday experience it is as a single, totalizing entity or phenomena—something vague and amorphous with which our only real concern is “connecting to.” Once connected, energy does not matter to us so long as we are able to continue to power our devices, our homes, and our cities. From the perspective of use, all energy is essentially the same—and it is this way by design. In the remainder of this section we draw on material culture studies and product attachment literature to propose notions of energy attachment, energy possession, and singular energy. We then discuss these concepts in relation to the design and deployment of Energy Mementos. We conclude with a discussion of implications stemming from our exploration and discussion of energy as both material and symbolic—as material culture.

Energy as material culture Material culture studies has been described as “a range of scholarly inquiries into the uses and meaning of objects” and which “emphasizes how apparently inanimate things within the environment act on people, and are acted upon by people, for the purposes of carrying out social functions, regulating social relations and giving symbolic meaning to human activity.” [32, p. 3]. Material culture studies offers a rich and diverse body of theory and concepts that may be applied and developed in the context of investigating energy-as-materiality, as well as “interaction” more generally. While material culture studies has engaged with “distributed materiality” such as the home, “consumable materiality” such as food, and even “immaterial materiality” such as sound, apparently the field has yet to engage significantly with energy or electricity as material culture. Although we believe many theories and concepts from material culture studies may be useful to investigations of energy-as-materiality, here we consider energy as material culture specifically in order to propose the notions of energy attachment, energy possession, and singular energy—notions of particular relevance to our goal of promoting experientially meaningful and environmentally sustainable interactions and practices with and around energy in everyday life.

The literature related to product attachment (more generally referred to as object attachment or material possession attachment) focuses on people's attachment to particular material objects and, as such, is distinct from general trait materialism, product category involvement, and evaluative affect towards possessions [16]. Rather, product attachment refers to bonds between a person and a particular thing as opposed to a general class of things (e.g., this particular laptop versus laptops in general). Moreover, product attachment literature emphasizes attachment as related to the construction of (social) meanings with and around a material object. Material objects are thus viewed not merely as material or functional objects but as material culture. Given the focus of product attachment on particular material objects it is not surprising that a central focus has been on objects in terms of their singularity or processes through they become singularized, that is, the ways in which a particular object is or becomes unique, personalized, decommodified, irreplaceable (see, e.g., [2,20]). The singularization of objects is related to various possession rituals (e.g., using, displaying, storing, discussing, comparing, altering, etc.) [20], through which objects can be said to provide, acquire, or mediate meaning. In light of such perspectives on attachment to material objects we can consider designing for attachment to energy, possession and dispossession rituals around energy, and singular and singularizeable energy. We are now in a position to ask: Can we become attached to particular and plural energies? Can a particular energy be experienced as a singular thing, as meaningful and differentiated from other energies? And, what are the relationships among (energy) attachment, possession, dispossession, and singularity?
A new Socio-technical system is needed—ONLY institutional policy change can create the momentum for this—otherwise business as usual will persist
Wolsink 11 [Maarten, Maarten Wolsink∗ Department of Geography, Planning and International Development Studies, University of Amsterdam,” The research agenda on social acceptance of distributed generation in smart grids: Renewable as common pool resources” Elsevier Journal Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews]
2.4. Path dependency By replacing the conventional consumer-producer relationship with multipronged relationships – the consumer co-producing and supplying for partners in the microgrid as a distributed generator, and vice versa – entirely new relationships emerge. Also other relationships change: consumer-utility, consumer-grid manager, consumer-partners in the microgrid. However, these relationships are not supported by existing institutions in energy provision. Fundamentally, innovation is the introduction not of a new technical system but rather of a socio-technical system (STS). It is a combination of new scientific and technical as well as socio-economic and organisational components. Both components reflect new ideas and concepts on the proffered design of such new systems [38]. The existing patterns of behaviour and organisation are called ‘institutions’, and these ‘rules of the game’ [39, p. 4] include ‘standard operating procedures’ and ‘path dependency’ [40]. For infrastructure, there it is not only the institutionalised rules that count, there is also an already historically grown physical network in which much of the path-dependent thinking has materialised. This ‘hardware’ is not easily replaced by new infrastructure. This not only applies for the infrastructure for the energy flows, but also for the other flows in smart-grids, the information and data infrastructure. In information and data network infrastructure this is known as ‘installed base’ [41]. In power supply the existing infrastructure and routines of metering, data collection, and feedback to the customers may create such lock-ins.
All rules and infrastructure have emerged over time, but usually under different conditions, and the rules and operational standards have not been developed for the requirements of the innovation. Path dependency is often responsible for the unfavourable conditions that forestall the introduction of a new STS. This may easily lead to deadlocks in the development of the new system (known as an institutional lock-ins). Making energy supply systems that can work without adding to the carbon cycle faces all kinds of lock-ins [23]. Many of these situations are due to ineffectiveness of policy within the institutional setting. According to Heiman and Solomon [42] in the US renewable energy generation has to overcome infrastructural barriers – such as lack of storage capacity – but even more important are institutional frameworks such as price distortions, discriminatory transmission system access, and utility rates to covering the additional expense of renewable generation. The roots of such institutional conditions are complex, but they must be analysed in order to find options for levelling out these barriers. Eventually, because these are institutions – patterns of behaviour viewed as ‘natural’ and perceived as determined by the ‘rules of the game’ – there are usually only low levels of willingness among key actors to accept required changes in this framework.
Participation in decision-making processes is an issue of procedural justice.
Walker & Day 12 [Gordon and Rosie, a Lancaster Environment Centre, Lancaster University, Lancaster,¶ b School of Geography, Earth and Environmental Sciences, University of Birmingham, Fuel poverty as injustice: Integrating distribution, recognition and procedure in the struggle for affordable warmth, Energy Policy Volume 49, October 2012, Pages 69–75]

A third way in which justice can be understood is in terms of procedural or participatory justice. Whilst distributional justice is concerned with material outcomes, procedural justice is concerned with processes, including crucially those through which unequal distributional outcomes are produced or sustained (Young, 1990). Procedural justice is closely related also to recognition, in that lack of cultural respect and lack of involvement and influence in decision-making closely interconnect ( [Day, 2010] and [Schlosberg, 2007]). Procedural justice can be seen as having a number of constituent elements. In the environmental realm, the UN's Aarhus Convention has become strong guidance for its signatory countries regarding procedural justice (United Nations Economic Commission for Europe, 2008). It formulates three ‘pillars’ of procedural justice, which are access to information, access to and meaningful participation in decision-making and access to legal processes for achieving redress or challenging decision-making processes. These are widely recognised as key interacting elements of justice in procedural terms.

Each of these elements is integral, in specific ways, to the production of injustice in the case of fuel poverty. In terms of access to information, being able to know the scale of the problem of fuel poverty, its occurrence and patterning is fundamental to being able to address it, and also to enabling advocacy and campaigning groups to call policy bodies to account. Having ready access to information on energy prices and on ways of being more efficient in energy use is also important in informing the responses of vulnerable consumers and those that are supporting them. In terms of ‘meaningful participation in decision-making’, the interests of those affected by fuel poverty need to be properly represented in a variety of relevant decision-making processes – in energy policy and strategy, energy pricing and market regulation, housing policy, energy efficiency policy and so on – if they are to be given some priority alongside other concerns and addressed effectively. This involvement is an issue at different scales of governance—from international energy policy arenas, through to local community fora. In terms of access to legal processes this is important in providing mechanisms for challenging the decision-making and actions of both public bodies with responsibilities for vulnerable consumers, and private energy companies. Having laws and regulations in place in the first place which protect the interests of the fuel poor is a necessary prerequisite, but then enabling low income and other vulnerable people and their advocates to use the courts to enforce these laws and regulations is also important.
Third, revolutionary politics generates atrocities.  History of 20th century revolutions proves we should choose liberal reformism. 

Fred HALLIDAY IR @ London School of Economics ‘3 “Finding the Revolutionary in Revolution” in The Future of Revolutions ed. John Foran p 306-309

A second issue central to discussion of revolution today is that of the historic legacy of revolutions. Writers on revolution like to invoke Marx's observation about the weight of past generations lying on the minds of the present; it has been often stated that all revolutions invoke symbols and claims derived from the past, real or imagined. The revolutionaries of the twentieth century all looked, in some degree, backwards: Lenin and Trotsky to 1789, Mao and Ho to I9I7, Castro to the 1890s, Khomeini to the seventh century. The present discussion of revolution seems, at first sight, not to do this. Political sociologists do look at earlier revolutions, but this is without practical import. Discussion of the possibility of change, particularly that linked to the anti-globalization movement, seems to be curiously ahistorical. The price of this is, however, that not only is inspiration from the past muted but, equally, lessons are not learnt. Here something curious seems to have happened since the collapse of communism: the amnesia of neoliberal discussion, which consigns all that was associated with the communist experiment to the dustbin, seems to be replicated in the case of the radical movements of today. But to do this is questionable. In this latter respect, there are dangers, of an amnesia that is long on enthusiasm but short on responsibility and realism. For the fact is that the history of revolution in modern times is one not only of resistance, heroism and idealism, but also of terrible suffering and human disaster, of chaos and incompetence under the guise of revolutionary transformation, of the distortion of the finest ideals by corrupt and murderous leaders, and of the creation of societies that are far more oppressive and inefficient than those they seek to overthrow. The anti-globalization movement makes much of revolutionary internationalism: tills is not some benign panacea, but a complex, often abused, transnational practice (Halliday I999). All of this entails confronting something that revolutionaries have always assumed but too often failed to discuss: the ethics of revolution. Denunciation of the given and invocations of an ideal other are not enough (Geras 1989). To grasp this involves a shift beyond the political sociology of revolutions, an academic pursuit that focuses in large measure on the incidence of revolutions, to an analysis of the consequences and longerterm records of revolutionary states. In the course of recent years, in writing my own work on revolutions, I have had reason to visit a number of cities that had served as the centers of world revolution and, if not revolution, anti-imperialist radicalism: Beijing, Havana, Tripoli, Tehran. These were the culminations of upheavals that had produced revolutionary regimes by some strange numerical consistency in, respectively, I949, I959, I969, I979· In every case, one could still discern the outlines of the original revolutionary project: a rejection of exploitation, foreign and domestic, a comnlitment to the transformation of society, internationalist support in rhetoric and deed for those resisting oppression elsewhere. But in the 1990S this had all faded: these were not the wave of the future. Whatever else, it could not be said that the initial revolutionary project was in good shape: few in these countries now believed in the ideological project that had initiated the revolution; corruption and inefficiency were widespread; there was a pervasive desire for change, towards a more open, liberal, society; the initial internationalist appeals had faded. Revolution had, in effect, become tired. It was indeed capitalism, not revolutionary socialism and third-worldism, which in the 1990S formed the global vision of the future. This haphazard and impressionistic response has, however, to be compounded by a reflection on the overall legacy of the century of revolutions: neither form of amnesia - counterrevolutionary or revolutionary - is acceptable. Indeed, amnesia invites the repetition of another common saying with regard to revolutions, that those who ignore history are doomed to repeat it. Here perhaps is one of the most worrying aspects of the contemporary radical movement, be it in its national or internationalist forms: the failure to reflect, critically, on the past record of revolutionary movements. This pertains to models of alternative political and social orders. It pertains to the dangers inherent in any utopian, radicalized, mass movement that lacks clear forms of authority and decision-making. It also involves the espousal, spirited but onlinous, of alternative social orders that could work only if imposed by an authoritarian state. A pertinent contemporary example is that of radical environmentalism: the program of de-industrialization, and restricted consumption and travel, entailed by such ideas could only be established, and maintained, by a coercive state. In the international sphere, the simple invocation of solidarity may too often conceal interests of power, and manipulation. In the days of authoritarian Communist Parties, but equally in that of national and communal movements today, unconditional solidarity with repressive organizations may be at odds with any commitment to emancipatory values. Such a critical reflection has to apply, too, to the individuals often invoked for contemporary purposes: Lenin was a visionary, but also a cruel, pompous bigot; Che was a man of heroism and solidarity, but his econonlic programs were a disaster and his austere romanticism at times led to cruelty; Mao freed a quarter of mankind from imperialism, but also repeatedly plunged his society into barbarous conflict and socialexperimentation; Khomeini overthrew the Shah, but his social and political program was reactionary and repressive. A similar pause in romanticization might be applicable to some of the supposed components of the anti-globalization front today: few might defend Saddam Hussein, Kim Jong-il or Ayatollah Khamenei, but there is perhaps too little questioning of the commitment to emancipatory values of the PKK in Turkey, Sendero Luminoso, the FARC in Colombia, the Chechen rebels, to name but some. The Zapatista movement has become for many an icon of hope: but, as contributors to this volume make clear, it is not always itself a model of democratic practice. More importantly, one has to ask if this is the most important experience in the Latin America of the I990S to study: it is part of, but only one part of, a broader crisis of the authoritarian PRI regime that beset Mexico and resulted in the rise on the one hand of the PRD and on the other of the election of Fox in 2000. An open assessment of challenges to authoritarian, and neoliberal, policies in Latin America in the I990S would also examine democratization in Brazil and Chile, and the experience of social movements, be they of women, workers or indigenous peoples, who engaged with reformist states. This need for a critical retrospective on the historical legacy of revolutions is, however, linked to another, perhaps even more pressing, issue, one that pervades the pages of this book, namely the relation of revolution to liberal democracy as a whole. Several contributors point out that where liberal democracy is established revolution is off the agenda. But this reflection may be taken further to ask the question of whether, faced with the alternative, one or other outcome is preferable. The implication of much 'revolutionary' writing over the past century has been that liberal democracy is to be denounced, and those who engage with and in it are reformists, dupes, or, in older language, 'class traitors'. Such a view lives on, in some of the contributions to this book, as in parts of the left. Yet this contrast of reform with revolution is not some eternal polarity. It too needs to be set in historical context, and seen for what it is, a product of the particular context of the twentieth century, starting with the split between the moderate and revolutionary factions of the socialist movement in I9I4. The costs of this division are evident enough, and it would be desirable, in the aftermath of the collapse of the revolutionary socialist models, to re-examine it (Therborn I989). Part of this re-examination would involve a questioning of the automatic antinomy of reform and revolution present in much contemporary and recent writing, and of the assumed contradictory relation of revolutionary ideas to those of another critical, and internationalist, trend produced by modernity: liberalism. This has immediate implications for the discussion in this book. In particular, it relates to an issue that is widely present in contemporary academic and political discussion, but that writers on revolution tend to avoid, namely the question of rights. The language of rights was long denounced by the left, and its revolutionary part, as a bourgeois myth, except where it was for tactical reasons deemed pertinent to use it, as with regard to workers' rights, or the right of nations to selfdetermination. The record of the revolutionary tradition, once it came to power, is a very mixed one: a strong commitment to certain social and economic rights, whose abolition by neoliberal policies many in the former Communist states regret; and a sustained, cruel and dogmatic denial of political rights, collective and individual. Yet the program of rights embodied in national, regional and international codes is, as much as any flamboyant radicalism, both a critique and a program that confronts the contemporary world. Faced with the record of the Communist tradition on rights on the one hand, and the aspirations of liberalism on the other, this disdain for rights, and the related adherence to a denunciation of reformism and liberalism, should be questioned. Invocations of a romanticized I968, of the nicer cases of armed struggle, or of Seattle may be fine for mobilization: they are not a serious answer to the problems of the contemporary world. 

No revolutionary change.  Capital flight from globalized economies proves the best we can hope for is democratic social reform.

Jeff GOODWIN Sociology @ NYU ‘3 “Finding the Revolutionary in Revolution” in The Future of Revolutions ed. John Foran p 70-71

Democracy may be an especially powerful barrier to revolution in an age of corporate globalization. And globalization, in turn, may help underpin democracy. Certainly, the unprecedented speed and mobility of capital in the current era hang like the sword of Damocles over those on both the left and right who would disrupt predictable business climates and 'investor confidence'. In the new world order, the fear of capital flight or boycott may stay the hand of would-be Pinochets as well as that of would-be Lenins. Globalization, in other words, notwithstanding its often disastrous socioeconomic effects on working people, may actually help undermine authoritarianism and preserve democratic and quasi-democratic regimes. This may explain the striking coincidence of globalization and democratization, which many analysts view as contradictory, during the past two decades. Elisabeth Wood, for example, has shown how globalization facilitated democratization - and defused revolutionary challenges - in El Salvador and South Africa: the integration of domestic markets into the global economy and 'the growing hegemony of neoliberal economic policies made it unlikely that postconflict states would have the capacity to implement confiscatory redistributive policies that would threaten elite interests. Deviation from the neoliberal model would be punished by capital movements' (Wood 2000: 15). Globalization thus provided an incentive for previously authoritarian economic elites finally to accept the full political inclusion of subordinate classes, since the latter would have limited means to threaten elite interests. In effect, elites accepted democracy, while their opponents accepted capitalism. Today, the former revolutionaries of EI Salvador's Farabundo Marti National Liberation Front (FMLN) and South Africa's African National Congress (ANC) seek at most to reform capitalism, not to overthrow it. Capital mobility also haunts the 'parliamentary road' to revolutionary change. For the reasons previously discussed, this is not a well-trodden path. (And the best example of it, the Popular Unity government in Chile, suggests how truly treacherous it can be.) Those tempted to take this path to revolution will face the same threats as erstwhile revolutionaries in EI Salvador and South Africa: capital flight, capital boycott and the economic nightmare that would predictably follow. In fact, the moret ightly a national economy (to the extent that this concept still makes sense) is integrated into global circuits of capital, the greater the economic costs of any anti-capitalist political program. Some of these costs might be avoided if a whole bloc of countries simultaneously enacted such a program, but this scenario - so ardently hoped for by Trotsky, Lenin and the old Bolsheviks after the Russian revolution - seems no more probable than in the past. On the other hand, it would presumably be the 'parliamentary road' to revolution which would be taken if and when masses of people in a democracy - ideally, a substantial majority - became convinced that radical socioeconomic change was the only solution to their most urgent, everyday problems. In the midst of a very severe economic crisis, such a possibility certainly cannot be ruled out. Yet revolutionaries would no doubt have to compete for popular support in this context with reformists and populists of various types, including proponents of authoritarian 'solutions'. Even severe capitalist crises, history teaches us, do not guarantee radical, let alone revolutionary, change.
Every historical revolution proves failure is inevitable. 
Jeff GOODWIN Sociology @ NYU ‘3 “Finding the Revolutionary in Revolution” in The Future of Revolutions ed. John Foran p 63-64

The decline of revolution, furthermore, is not something that should immobilize socialists or other people concerned with social justice. After all, it is not as if social revolutions have an unblemished record in terms of bringing about peace, justice, democracy and equality. It is no longer possible, if it ever was, to believe in the inherent progressivity of revolutions. Not after Stalin, Mao, Kim 11 Sung, Pol Pot, Khomeini and Abimael Guzman's 'Shining Path'. The burden of proof in this respect falls clearly upon those who would claim that 'the social injustices of this world can be erased only by revolutionary means' (Harris 2000 [1970]: 20). I personally do not accept this view, which seems to me a truly pessimistic position, but neither ought one subscribe to the notion that social revolutions - whatever the intentions of revolutionaries - are inherently disastrous in their consequences. According to this view, the breakdown of state power, which is a defining feature of social revolutions, invariably touches off a bloody struggle among rival domestic actors and foreign powers to reconsolidate power. According to Jack Goldstone, The exigencies of this struggle generally lead to terror, disorder, and the growing dominance of military men. The rebuilt armies of the revolution embody its energy and ideals but have little patience with national democracy or individual freedom .... In short, revolution is not part of the solution to authoritarianism and tyranny; instead it is part - indeed, a recurrent part - of the problem. (1991: 479-80) This view seems overdrawn to me, failing to describe accurately the course and consequences of a good many revolutions. Still, there is more than a kernel of truth to this perspective. Socialists and other progressives certainly cannot assume that revolution will get them where they want to go. We must at least ask - and here I agree completely with John Foran's reflections in this volume - how future revolutions might have better endings. To paraphrase Marx, the socialist movements of the twenty-first century cannot draw their poetry from the past, but only from the future. And of course socialists and other radicals must continually strive to redress or mitigate social injustices in ways that fall short - perhaps well short - of revolution. In thinking about the likelihood of future revolutions, we should also remember that great revolutions have always been relatively rare and unexpected. Those who have planned (or simply predicted) revolutions - including revolutions that would have better endings than those that came before - have failed much more often than they have succeeded. Eric Hobsbawm (r962) wrote a book about a putative 'age of revolutions', stretching from 1789 to r848, during which precisely one successful revolution occurred. During the two centuries prior to the Second World War, in fact, there occurred exactly three social revolutions: the French, Russian and Mexican. Many more revolutions occurred during the cold war era, but, as I have argued elsewhere (Goodwin 2oora), almost all of these were incubated by, and overthrew, three rather peculiar types of political order that have now almost completely passed from the scene: the rigidly exclusionary colonies of relatively weak imperial powers (Vietnam, Algeria, Angola, Mozambique); personalistic, 'above class' dictatorships (Cuba, Iran, Nicaragua); and dependent, Soviet-imposed Communist regimes (Eastern Europe). Broad, multi class coalitions overthrew these unusually narrow political orders, which even economic elites and foreign patrons eventually abandoned. Very few political orders, it must be stressed, facilitate the formation of such broad revolutionary coalitions.  
Capitalism isn’t the root cause of environmental destruction.
Arthur MOL Environmental Sociology @ Wageningen ‘2K “The Environmental Movement in an Era of Ecological Modernisation” Geoforum 31 p. EBSCO

In the 1980s increasing numbers of environmental sociologists, and other social scientists who had environmental deterioration and reform as their central object of study, started to observe that some significant changes were taking place in both the environmental discourse and the social practices and institutions that actually dealt with environmental problems. Out of the sometimes vigorous debates concerning the interpretation of these transformations, their structural or incidental character, their geographical reach and their normative valuation, the theory of ecological modernisation emerged. For example, some empirical studies showed that from the mid to late 1980s onwards, in countries such as Germany, Japan, the Netherlands, the USA, Sweden and Denmark, a discontinuity could be identified in the tendency of enhanced economic growth to be paralleled by increased environmental disruption – a process referred to as the decoupling or delinking of material flows from economic flows. In a number of cases (countries and/or specific industrial sectors and/or specific environmental issues) it was actually claimed that environmental reform resulted in an absolute decline of emissions and use of natural resources, regardless of growth in financial or material terms (cf. recently for the Netherlands RIVM, 1998). However, although these – sometimes controversial – empirical studies lie behind the idea of ecological modernisation, they do not form the core. Central stage in ecological modernisation is given to the associated social practices and institutional transformations, which are often believed to be at the foundations of these physical changes. In the debate on the changing character of the social practices and institutions since the 1980s, adherents to the theory of ecological modernisation positioned themselves by claiming that these transformations in institutions and social practices could not be explained away as mere window-dressing or rhetoric, but should indeed be seen as structural transformations in industrial society’s institutional order, as far as these concerned the preservation of its sustenance base.No risk of U.S.-Russian war – Russia knows the U.S. is infinitely more powerful and that it couldn’t be a threat.

Bandow 08 (Doug, former senior fellow at the Cato Institute and former columnist with Copley News Service, 3/“Turning China into the Next Big Enemy.” http://www.antiwar.com/bandow/?articleid=12472) In fact, America remains a military colossus. The Bush administration has proposed spending $515 billion next year on the military; more, adjusted for inflation, than at any time since World War II. The U.S. accounts for roughly half of the world's military outlays. Washington is allied with every major industrialized state except China and Russia. America's avowed enemies are a pitiful few: Burma, Cuba, Syria, Venezuela, Iran, North Korea. The U.S. government could destroy every one of these states with a flick of the president's wrist. Russia has become rather contentious of late, but that hardly makes it an enemy. Moreover, the idea that Moscow could rearm, reconquer the nations that once were part of the Soviet Union or communist satellites, overrun Western Europe, and then attack the U.S. – without anyone in America noticing the threat along the way – 

Environmental problems can’t be reduced to class conflict or economic models.  

Arthur MOL Environmental Sociology @ Wageningen ‘2K “The Environmental Movement in an Era of Ecological Modernisation” Geoforum 31 p. EBSCO

At the same time – and this is the concluding point I want to make – the relation between environmental victims and economic classes is far from one-sided and this should give us a cautious attitude towards generalising environmental justice ideas (both in an American and a European context). Arguing in a similar line ecological modernisation theory claims that, in contrast to earlier neo-Marxist analyses, environmental conflicts can no longer be interpreted as following predictable paths with static opposing parties and interests, and class or race biased distributional effects. Environmental struggles cross traditional (economic and other) interest lines and divisions in society and should be analysed increasingly as an independent – that is non-reducible – category. In that sense the neo-Marxist schemes claiming rather fixed parallels between conventional class inequalities and struggles and more recent environmental inequalities and struggles, might prove fruitful in individual empirical cases (such as the environmental justice movement shows us), but have increasingly lost their overall theoretical and analytical value. This is in fact the outcome of a growing number of empirical studies on environmental inequality: although on the average the poor and minorities are confronted with disproportionately high levels of local environmental risks (and even more so in the USA where segregation of class and race is more far reaching and thus the spreading of local environmental problems potentially more ‘unjust’), there exists no one-to-one relation between high environmental risks and economic categories.
Political engagement in potentially flawed discourses is paramount – refusal to directly engage admittedly corrupt politics mirrors the practice of German leftists in the 1930’s – a practice that led directly to the rise of Hitler

Wallace in ’96  (William, Prof. – London School of Economics, Review of International Studies, "Truth and Power, Monks and Technocrats: Theory and Practice in International Relations", 22:3, p. 307-309)

But if we cling to our intellectual chastity and reject such compromised vehicles of communication, we are unlikely to reach much of an audience. It is wonderfully ambitious to proclaim that `world politics is the new metaphysics, a global moral science' through which we will `reinvent the future ... freeing people, as individuals and groups, from the social, physical, economic, political and other constraints which stop them carrying out what they would freely choose to do'. 24 It falls far short of that ambition to communicate with the people of the world primarily through Millennium or the Review of International Studies, or even through the university lecture hall and tutorial. Sectarianism-to switch from a Catholic to a Protestant metaphor-is a besetting sin of academic life, each exclusive group selfrighteously insisting that it has discovered the path to truth and salvation. 25 Ken Booth's concluding chapter to International Relations Theory Today has all the power and passion of an evangelical sermon, reminding its sinful readers that `the enemy is us ', calling on us to repent of our consumerist culture of contentment and to ` ask the victims of world politics to reinvent the future ' . 26 The discourse of postmodernist and critical theorists tells us much about their own self-closure to the world of policy. `Dissidence' and `resistance' are powerful words, implying that the writers live in truth (as Havel put it) in a political system based upon lies; drawing a deliberate parallel with the dissidents of socialist central Europe, as if these Western `dissidents' had also to gather secretly in cramped apartments to hear a lecturer smuggled in from the free universities on the `other' side-Noam Chomsky, perhaps, or Edward Said, slipping into authoritarian whom so many of our younger generation yearn'-though Max Weber, who went on to warn that `academic prophecy ... will create only fanatical sects but never a genuine community', was referring to a much earlier rising generation. 28 The terminology of dissidence and exile is drawn from the post-Vietnam image of an authoritarian and capitalist America, in which hegemonic Harvard professors suppress the views-and stunt the careers-of those who do not share their positivist doctrines. There is a tendency within American political science towards orthodoxy, with professors from leading departments (like Dominicans) hounding heretics off the tenure track. 29 Banishment to a second-class university, or even to Canada, is not however quite of the same order as the treatment of intellectuals in post-1968 Czechoslovakia, to which we are invited to compare their situation; the victims of positivist hegemony do not risk arrest, may even continue to teach, to publish and to travel. 30 And it would be hard to argue that any comparable orthodoxy stunts the careers of promising academics in Britain, or elsewhere in Western Europe. The failure of the Weimar Republic to establish its legitimacy owed something to the irresponsibility of intellectuals of the right and left, preferring the private certainties of their ideological schools to critical engagement with the difficult compromises of democratic politics. The Frankfurt School of Adorno and Marcuse were Salonbolschewisten, `relentless in their hostility towards the capitalist system' while `they never abandoned the lifestyle of the haute bourgeoisie ' . 31 The followers of Nietzsche on the right and those of Marx on the left both worked to denigrate the limited achievements and the political compromises of Weimar, encouraging their students to adopt their own radically critical positions and so contribute to undermining the republic. Karl Mannheim, who had attempted in Ideology and Utopia to build on Weber's conditional and contingent sociology of knowledge, was among the first professors dismissed when the Nazis came to power. Intellectuals who live within relatively open civil societies have a responsibility to the society within which they live: to act themselves as constructive critics, and to encourage their students to contribute to the strengthening of civil society rather than to undermine it.32

