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speed – construction

French example and modern innovations show we can build nukes fast enough

Barton 11 (Charles Barton, “21st Century Nuclear Challenges: 1 Mass Deployment, A. Coal Replacement,” 2/14/11) http://nucleargreen.blogspot.com/2011/02/21st-century-nuclear-challenges-1-mass.html
The cost of the first 54 reactors was reported to be 400 billion Francs or about 105 Billion 2009 dollars. Thus the French created a nuclear powered electrical system that provided between 70% and 80% of their electricity within 18 years of deciding to do so. The population of France at the time was under 60,000,000 or no more that 1/5th the current population of the United States. The United States would have to do no more than match the French nuclear effort between 1974 and 1992 in order to replace its coal fired power plants with nuclear power plants within a 20 year time span. Thus even if the replacement of coal fired power plants is accomplished by the use of conventional nuclear power plants, it can easily be accomplished 20 years before 2050.

The deployment of so many reactors so rapidly, would actually offer a considerable production advantage. Reactor manufacture can be modularized, with factories building parts that can easily be transported to the final construction site, and then assembled with labor savings machinery. The Westinghouse AP-1000 reactor was designed to be built with such a plan. It is designed to be constructed in three years, and thus AP-1000 unit construction will be, if anything, more rapid than French reactor construction between 1974 and 19992.

According to Westinghouse,

The AP1000 was designed to reduce capital costs and to be economically competitive with contemporary fossil-fueled plants. The amount of safety-grade equipment required is greatly reduced by using the passive safety system design. Consequently, less Seismic Category I building volume is required to house the safety equipment (approximately 45 percent less than a typical reactor). Modular construction design further reduces cost and shortens the construction schedule. Using advanced computer modeling capabilities, Westinghouse is able to optimize, choreograph and simulate the construction plan. The result is very high confidence in the construction schedule.

A rapid build and other economies facilitated by large scale serial production would enable to produce AP-1000 reactors in the united States at a cosy that would be similar too or less than coal fired power plants, with NOx, SOx, and fine particulate controls, and certainly less than coal fired power plants with carbon capture and storage. The cost of these plants would also be less than renewable generating capacity that could produce similar amounts of electricity with similar consumer demand response characteristics.

production

IFRs solve the production bottleneck

Archambeau et al 11 (Charles Archambeau, Geophysicist, PhD from Caltech, taught at the University of Colorado and CalTech, Randolph Ware, Cooperative Institute for Research in Environmental Sciences, Tom Blees, president of the Science Council for Global Initiatives, Barry Brook, Climate Professor at University of Adelaide, Yoon Chang, B.S. in Nuclear Engineering from Seoul National University, Korea; an M.E. in Nuclear Engineering from Texas A&M University; and his Ph.D. in Nuclear Science from The University of Michigan. He also holds an M.B.A. from The University of Chicago, Chair of IAEA’s Technical Working Group on Nuclear Fuel Cycle Options and Spent Fuel Management,  awarded the U.S. Department of Energy’s prestigious E.O. Lawrence Award,  Jerry Peterson, University of Colorado, Robert Serafin, National Center for Atmospheric Research, Joseph Shuster, Evgeny Velikhov, Russian Academy of Sciences, Tom Wigley, National Center for Atmospheric Research, “The Integral Fast Reactor (IFR): An Optimized Source for Global Energy Needs,” 2011)

 The main difference between a fast reactor and a light-water reactor is the speed at which the neutrons move when liberated by the splitting of an atom. In LWRs, water acts as a moderator, slowing the neutrons and thus increasing the chance that they'll encounter another atom of Uranium and cause it to split, thereby perpetuating the chain reaction. In a fast reactor, the neutrons move at a considerably higher speed, and for this reason the fissile content of the fuel must be higher, so that more neutron-atom interactions will occur. In an IFR the fissile concentration is about 20% as opposed to the 3.5-5% concentration in a LWR. LWRs operate with water under pressure, hence the concern about pressure vessel leaks, coolant system leaks, and steam explosions. There is also the industrial bottleneck of only a single foundry in the world (though more are being built) capable of casting LWR pressure vessels. Fast reactors, on the other hand, usually use liquid sodium at or near atmospheric pressure, obviating the need for pressure vessels. Because the boiling point of sodium is quite high, fast reactors can operate at a considerably higher temperature than LWRs, with outlet temperatures of about 550ºC which is also much higher than the 320ºC of Generation III reactors. Figure 4 shows a simplified rendering of a sodium-cooled fast reactor which illustrates the basic design features employed in an IFR. As can be seen from the figure, the heat exchanger loop contains non-radioactive sodium which is piped to a heat exchanger, in a separate structure, where it gives up its heat in a water/steam loop that drives a conventional turbine. This system assures that in the unlikely event of a sodium/water interaction, caused by undetected breaching of the double-walled heat exchanger, no radioactive material would be released and the reactor vessel itself would be unaffected. Such an event, however unlikely, would probably result in the cessation of flow through the intermediate loop and thus an inability of the system to shed its heat. In a worst-case scenario, where such an event happened with the reactor at full power and where operators, for whatever reason, failed to insert the control rods to scram the reactor, the passively-safe system, involving the active features of metallic fuel, would nevertheless shut the reactor down safely. Further, the large amount of sodium coolant in the reactor vessel would allow the heat from the core to be dissipated. The shutdown happens because overheating of the reactor core also overheats the metal fuel and results in neutron leakage which rapidly terminates the chain reaction. Therefore, a reduction in neutronatom interactions due to a fuel density decrease from heating produces an effective passive shutdown response without operator action or electronic feedback from external sensors. The passive safety characteristics of the IFR were tested in an EBR-II reactor on April 3, 1986. Two of the most severe accident events postulated for nuclear power plants were imposed. The first test (the Loss of Flow Test) simulated a complete station blackout, so that power was lost to all cooling systems. The second test (the Loss of Heat Sink Test) simulated the loss of ability to remove heat from the plant by shutting off power to the secondary cooling system. In both of these tests, the normal safety systems were not allowed to function and the operators did not interfere. The tests were run with the reactor initially at full power. In both tests, the passive safety features simply shut down the reactor with no damage. The fuel and coolant remained within safe temperature limits as the reactor quickly shut itself down in both cases. Relying only on passive characteristics, the EBR-II smoothly returned to a safe condition. The same features responsible for this performance of EBR-II are to be incorporated in the design of all future IFR plants. 

Social science proves—multipolarity supports the natural incentive to seek status by fighting

Wohlforth, 09 – professor of government at Dartmouth (William, “Unipolarity, Status Competition, and Great Power War,” World Affairs, January, project muse)

The upshot is a near scholarly consensus that unpolarity’s consequences for great power conflict are indeterminate and that a power shift resulting in a return to bipolarity or multipolarity will not raise the specter of great power war. This article questions the consensus on two counts. First, I show that it depends crucially on a dubious assumption about human motivation. Prominent theories of war are based on the assumption that people are mainly motivated by the instrumental pursuit of tangible ends such as physical security and material prosperity. This is why such theories seem irrelevant to interactions among great powers in an international environment that diminishes the utility of war for the pursuit of such ends. Yet we know that people are motivated by a great many noninstrumental motives, not least by concerns regarding their social status. 3 As John Harsanyi noted, “Apart from economic payoffs, social status (social rank) seems to be the most important incentive and motivating force of social behavior.”4 This proposition rests on much firmer scientific ground now than when Harsanyi expressed it a generation ago, as cumulating research shows that humans appear to be hardwired for sensitivity to status and that relative standing is a powerful and independent motivator of behavior.5 [End Page 29]  Second, I question the dominant view that status quo evaluations are relatively independent of the distribution of capabilities. If the status of states depends in some measure on their relative capabilities, and if states derive utility from status, then different distributions of capabilities may affect levels of satisfaction, just as different income distributions may affect levels of status competition in domestic settings. 6 Building on research in psychology and sociology, I argue that even capabilities distributions among major powers foster ambiguous status hierarchies, which generate more dissatisfaction and clashes over the status quo. And the more stratified the distribution of capabilities, the less likely such status competition is. Unipolarity thus generates far fewer incentives than either bipolarity or multipolarity for direct great power positional competition over status. Elites in the other major powers continue to prefer higher status, but in a unipolar system they face comparatively weak incentives to translate that preference into costly action. And the absence of such incentives matters because social status is a positional good—something whose value depends on how much one has in relation to others.7 “If everyone has high status,” Randall Schweller notes, “no one does.”8 While one actor might increase its status, all cannot simultaneously do so. High status is thus inherently scarce, and competitions for status tend to be zero sum.9
at: lifecycle

Nuclear’s lifetime carbon costs are the same as renewables – and IFRs solve them

Blees et al 11 (Tom Blees1, Yoon Chang2, Robert Serafin3, Jerry Peterson4, Joe Shuster1, Charles Archambeau5, Randolph Ware3, 6, Tom Wigley3,7, Barry W. Brook7, 1Science Council for Global Initiatives, 2Argonne National Laboratory, 3National Center for Atmospheric Research, 4University of Colorado, 5Technology Research Associates, 6Cooperative Institute for Research in the Environmental Sciences, 7(climate professor) University of Adelaide, “Advanced nuclear power systems to mitigate climate change (Part III),” 2/24/11) http://bravenewclimate.com/2011/02/24/advanced-nuclear-power-systems-to-mitigate-climate-change/
It is sometimes alleged by anti-nuclear campaigners that nuclear power’s life-cycle carbon costs are so high as to render it little better than the use of coal. The IPCC has studied this and put nuclear in about the same category as wind and solar in their Fourth Assessment Report section entitled Climate Change 2007: Mitigation of Climate Change [xxii]. On page 293 of this report there is a chart that describes both non-biomass renewables and nuclear in terms of their carbon output simply as “small amount.” The text of the report (on page 269) states: “Total life-cycle GHG emissions per unit of electricity produced from nuclear power are below 40 g CO2-eq/kWh (10 g C-eq/kWh), similar to those for renewable energy sources. Nuclear power is therefore an effective GHG mitigation option…” Cynics may point out that they mention a thoroughly debunked report [xxiii] that claims much higher life-cycle emissions, but the IPCC clearly found it unpersuasive. A recent meta-review published in the journal Energy reinforced this result [xxiv].

It’s important to note that the vast majority of CO2 emissions in the nuclear life cycle arise from uranium mining and enrichment. Deployment of integral fast reactors, however, will eliminate the need for both mining and enrichment for nearly a millennium, so the life-cycle carbon cost will be virtually nil, especially if the concrete used in the new plants is of the magnesium silicate variety that actually is carbon negative [xxv]. While it is sometimes hard to envision a world powered by abundant nuclear energy, the fact is that the vehicles that are used in constructing a power plant can all be zero-emission, the smelting of the steel that goes into building the plant will be done with clean nuclear power, and even the cement plants can be powered by nuclear heat.

civ collapse

Not just war – civilization will collapse

Till and Change 11 (Charles Till, nuclear physicist and was associate lab director at Argonne National Laboratory West, Yoon Il Chang,  B.S. in Nuclear Engineering from Seoul National University, Korea; an M.E. in Nuclear Engineering from Texas A&M University; and his Ph.D. in Nuclear Science from The University of Michigan. He also holds an M.B.A. from The University of Chicago, Chair of IAEA’s Technical Working Group on Nuclear Fuel Cycle Options and Spent Fuel Management,  awarded the U.S. Department of Energy’s prestigious E.O. Lawrence Award, “PLENTIFUL ENERGY: The Story of the Integral Fast Reactor,” 2011) http://www.thesciencecouncil.com/pdfs/PlentifulEnergy.pdf
Why then does the IFR have any importance today? A glance at today‘s energy realities will tell you. It is only a little simplification to say that the present world runs on fossil energy. Huge amounts are required. The strain required to maintain present production is increasingly obvious. The resource is finite, and depletion  3 even now is straining the limits of the possible. Production declines are inevitable. Constant new discoveries are required simply to maintain production, and discoveries have lagged below depletion for decades now. This is the situation for the energy supplies of nations, the lifeblood of civilizations. The IFR deals at this level—energy supply for entire nations, truly inexhaustible energy for the future. Energy in massive amounts, in any amount desired, forever. Incredible? No. That is the promise it offers. Magnitude is what is important. The magnitude of energy produced is what matters always. Surprisingly, this isn‘t always recognized as immediately and as specifically as it should be. When told about some new energy source, always ask how much it can produce. How important is it? Can it power civilized societies when fossil fuel production can no longer be sustained? The amounts needed to sustain our civilization are huge. What can replace them? The IFR meets the issue head on. That is its importance.  The U.S. has an electrical generating capacity of about one million megawatts. The capacity factor—the percentage of time of generation at full power—is about 45%. In 2009 the full-power generation, equivalent to 100% full power, was 457,000 MWe. The amount of electricity per capita used in the U.S. has increased by a factor of four since 1960 and continues to increase. These are the kinds of magnitudes that proposed energy sources must come to grips with, not units of 2 MWe, or 20 MWe, just to keep up with the combination of increased demand per person and the steady growth in population. Already increased use of electricity for transport is contemplated and transport needs are huge as well. Is electricity growth likely to decrease? It seems unlikely, very unlikely indeed. The IFR will be needed. In this book, therefore, we lay out in simple terms the ―whys‖ of the Integral Fast Reactor—why the characteristics are what they are, why we made the basic choices of materials we did, why we chose the design we did, and why those choices are important (and justified). It is not always sufficiently recognized that such choices lead to fundamental differences in the most important characteristics between the different variants of the fast reactor. One way of looking at the possible characteristics is whether one decision is truly better than another. Discriminating choices in the materials and the choices in the design matter. They matter a very great deal. 

at: too late

its too late” is a faulty frame – reductions in emmissions make catastrophic change less likely

Bosetti et al 11 (Valentina Bosetti,  EuroMediterranean Center for Climate Change, Sergey Paltsevb Massachusetts Institute of Technology, John Reilly Massachusetts Institute of Technology,  Carlo Carraro University of Venice, CEPR, CESifo, Fondazione Eni Enrico Mattei, and EuroMediterranean Center for Climate Change, “Climate Impacts and Policies. An Economic Assessment,” 9/16/11) http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2027881

 Emission pathways consistent with a “likely” chance of meeting the 2°C limit generally peak before

2020, have emission levels in 2020 around 44 GtCO2e (range: 39-44 GtCO2e), have steep emission reductions afterwards and/or reach negative emissions in the longer term. Hence, the ranges implied by Copenhagen pledges do not necessarily rule out the 2°C target, as the two ranges are not severely distant from one another. However, as previously discussed, the larger the overshoot will be, the faster the decarbonization in the second half of the century will be needed, with all the implications that we have discussed above. The consideration that the 2° C target could be out of reach should not be a reason to inaction. Even limited actions towards reducing GHG concentrations result in a substantial reduction in risk of exceeding a certain temperature threshold. Table 2 (adapted from Webster et al, 2009) illustrates the benefits of at least some mitigation actions in comparison to the no-action scenario. For example, stabilization at 800 ppm reduces the probability of exceeding 4°C in 2100 to 7 percent from 85 percent in the no-policy scenario. Therefore, even a limited action directed at GHG reductions by a subset of regions will appreciably reduce the probability of more extreme levels of temperature increase. 

Even if its inevitable – reducing emissions stops impacts

Dye 12 (Lee Dye, ABC News, “It May Be Too Late to Stop Global Warming,” 10/26/12) http://abcnews.go.com/Technology/late-stop-global-warming/story?id=17557814#.ULWiWofoQUt

Two scientists who believe we are on the wrong track argue in the current issue of the journal Nature Climate Change that global warming is inevitable and it's time to switch our focus from trying to stop it to figuring out how we are going to deal with its consequences. "At present, governments' attempts to limit greenhouse-gas emissions through carbon cap-and-trade schemes and to promote renewable and sustainable energy sources are probably too late to arrest the inevitable trend of global warming," Jasper Knight of Wits University in Johannesburg, South Africa, and Stephan Harrison of the University of Exeter in England argue in their study. Those efforts, they continue, "have little relationship to the real world." What is clear, they contend, is a profound lack of understanding about how we are going to deal with the loss of huge land areas, including some entire island nations, and massive migrations as humans flee areas no longer suitable for sustaining life, the inundation of coastal properties around the world, and so on ... and on ... and on. That doesn't mean nations should stop trying to reduce their carbon emissions, because any reduction could lessen the consequences. But the cold fact is no matter what Europe and the United States and other "developed" nations do, it's not going to curb global climate change, according to one scientist who was once highly skeptical of the entire issue of global warming.

2ac – coal china export

3. China emissions and coal use expanding now – that they are building more renewables is irrelevant

Hart 12 (Melenie Hart, Policy Analyst for Chinese Energy and Climate Policy at the Center for American Progress, “Why China Is So Wary Of Ambitious International Climate Targets,” 12/10/12) http://theenergycollective.com/josephromm/153536/why-china-so-wary-ambitious-international-climate-targets?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=The+Energy+Collective+%28all+posts%29

From many perspectives, China is a global powerhouse. China is the world’s second largest economy in terms of gross domestic product, the world’s largest energy consumer, and a global leader in renewable energy investment. China is also the world’s biggest greenhouse gas emitter. It is no surprise, then, that when it comes to global climate change negotiations, such as the U.N. Framework Convention on Climate Change conference currently taking place in Doha, Qatar, many nations are looking for China to step up and play a role more in line with its global economic and emissions status. From a U.S. perspective, that means demanding that China play by the same rules in a future climate treaty that will be developed between now and 2015, rather than treating it as a developing country on par with Chad or the Congo. Some parties want a new treaty to require legally-binding emission reductions for all (though not the same amount for all parties). Thus far, China has refused to endorse this kind of legal framework, and instead is sticking to the interpretation of “common but differentiated responsibilities,” which creates a firewall between the obligations of developed and developing countries. This puts the United States and other developed nations in one bucket, puts China in a separate bucket along with the poorest countries in the world, and allows the latter to make only voluntary commitments to reduce their emissions (as opposed to the mandatory commitments requested of the developed countries). The United States has no problem allowing still-developing economies to make less-ambitious emission-reduction commitments. What the United States and other developed nations take issue with is allowing those countries to make commitments that are less binding at the international level than what is expected of developed countries. China, an upper-middle income country according to the World Bank, has a standing voluntary climate commitment under the 2009 Copenhagen Accord to reduce carbon intensity by 40 percent to 45 percent (based on 2005 levels) by 2020. The first phase of that commitment has been incorporated into China’s five-year economic plan and ratified by China’s National People’s Congress, so that commitment is legally binding in a domestic sense. Unfortunately, those types of commitments from China are not enough to get the rest of the world to sign on to a new global climate treaty. Developed countries in particular want China to upgrade this commitment in two ways: Switch from an emission-intensity reduction target (reducing the amount of carbon dioxide emitted per unit of GDP) to an absolute reduction target; Commit to that target via the same form of international mechanism that will be expected to bind all countries equally, regardless of development status. Negotiators have stated that the United States is unlikely to sign on to a new climate treaty until China commits to that treaty in the same way that everyone else does. But there is plenty keeping China from making a legally binding international commitment if that is what it takes to fulfill this expectation. Whereas the global community generally views China as an economic powerhouse with plenty of room to maneuver on climate issues, the view from Beijing is vastly different. From China’s perspective, the past 30 years of rapid economic growth in no way guarantees that they will be able to easily traverse the middle-income trap and actually make it up into the ranks of higher-income economies. Chinese leaders have a deep fear that instead of transitioning smoothly from lower-income to upper-income status, their economy could follow the path of Malaysia, Thailand and the Philippines and fall into a period of economic stagnation. China’s sluggish growth throughout 2012 clearly illustrates that the country is not immune to an economic slowdown, and it is important to remember that any major slump brings with it a very high risk that the Chinese Communist Party will lose public support and be forced to forfeit its authoritarian political power. Within that context, Chinese leaders are not yet willing to take on international climate commitments that could reduce their flexibility to keep the economy growing. That does not mean there is no room for negotiation. It does mean, however, that in the near term China will continue approaching international climate negotiations with more caution than leadership. The negotiators now meeting in Doha will need to keep this in mind as they spend the next three years hashing out the terms of a new treaty with the ambition that it be equally “applicable to all,” in the terms of the Durban Platform. Rising energy demand and consumption in China Here in the United States, energy consumption is relatively flat due to our sluggish economy and recent roll-outs of policies encouraging companies and consumers to use energy more efficiently (such as the Obama administration’s fuel efficiency standards). The U.S. energy mix is also changing for the better. Coal consumption is declining rapidly due to decreasing natural gas prices and recent Obama administration moves to regulate coal emissions under the Clean Air Act. Due to these developments, the U.S. Energy Information Administration reports that coal will account for just 37 percent of U.S. electricity generation in 2012, down from nearly 50 percent in 2008. Overall, energy efficiency is up in the United States, and coal is on its way out, which means it is getting increasingly easier for U.S. policymakers to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and meet global climate targets. Even without comprehensive climate legislation, U.S. emissions have declined over the past two years and the United States is actually on track to meet its Copenhagen goal of reducing emissions by 17 percent (based on 2005 levels) by 2020, especially if the Environmental Protection Administration goes forward with regulations on existing stationary power sources. Nearly the opposite trend is occurring in China. Whereas U.S. emissions are already on the decline, China’s emissions are projected to keep growing until 2030. That is because the Chinese economy as a whole is growing, and its growth is not climate efficient. China’s electricity demand is expected to double over the next decade and overall energy consumption is projected to grow a whopping 60 percent between now and 2035. Most importantly from a climate perspective is China’s heavy dependency on coal, something not likely to change in the near future. Coal currently accounts for 70 percent of China’s energy mix and coal consumption grew 9.7 percent in 2011, the biggest jump since 2005. China’s steadily rising coal—and overall energy use — translates into steadily rising greenhouse gas emissions, with a large chunk of those emissions coming from Chinese consumers. The first three decades of China’s economic growth focused primarily on industrial production and fixed-asset investments (such as high-speed rail and other large infrastructure projects). That has led to a major economic imbalance: Big industry and capital investors have gotten rich, but the Chinese consumers have been left behind. Household consumption accounts for around 30 percent of Chinese GDP, which is less than half the U.S. level (71 percent in 2010) and one of the lowest consumption rates in the world. This means Chinese citizens’ purchasing power is lagging behind the country’s overall economic growth. Chinese citizens have watched industrial and political elites get rich at the public’s expense, and they are demanding change. Going forward, Beijing absolutely must re-balance the economy and provide more benefits for their growing middle class. From a climate perspective, however, those changes will exacerbate the problem as more Chinese citizens aspire to live the type of lifestyle we have here in the United States: bigger homes with continuous climate control, more household appliances, and family cars. That type of consumption growth is already underway in China, and it is triggering a surge in household energy consumption and emissions. And there is plenty of room for growth: China consumes more energy than the United States at the national level, but China has over four times as many people, so per capita energy use is just 24 percent of U.S. levels. To be sure, the United States has its own energy and climate problems, and the U.S. model is not the model we would like to see China emulate. Ideally, China will follow the example of more carbon- and energy-efficient developed countries such as Japan or Germany. That is what Beijing aspires to, but that still entails a major consumption increase because Japanese and German citizens still consume over two times the energy per capita as the Chinese do. Therefore, even if Chinese leaders manage to reduce industrial emissions, they still face a continuing emissions boom on the consumer side. That is why China’s emissions are projected to keep increasing until 2030 and why China’s climate negotiators are so resistant to make commitments involving overall emission output as opposed to emission intensity. Market interference makes the shift from fossil fuels to renewables harder to achieve Ideally Beijing could keep China’s economy growing and satisfy middle-class consumption desires by expanding renewable energy to account for the new growth. That would enable the Chinese economy to keep growing while also moving the country more rapidly toward a peak and eventual decline in annual emissions. China’s clean energy economy is undoubtedly booming. China has the largest amount of renewable energy capacity in the world with 133 gigawatts of installed renewable capacity as of 2011, which is more than twice the size of Germany’s capacity (61 gigawatts) and 35 percent larger than the U.S. market (93 gigawatts). The problem is that although China’s renewable energy capacity is expanding, its current capacity is still small compared to the country’s overall energy use, and fossil fuel consumption (particularly coal) is still expanding to make up that shortfall. In 2011, fossil fuels accounted for over 90 percent of China’s primary energy consumption. Renewables (including nuclear and hydropower) added up to around 8 percent of the total. Beijing is aiming to expand renewable consumption to 11.4 percent of the country’s energy mix by 2015 and 15 percent by 2020. That will certainly be a substantial improvement. Given China’s rapid growth rates, however, that rate of renewable expansion will not be enough to keep overall emissions from climbing in the near term. One big problem limiting renewable roll-outs in China is the country’s power sector which is stuck at a halfway point between the old, Soviet-style system and a more market-based system like that of the United States. Under the planned economy, government bureaus managed every step in China’s power-production process (generation, transmission, and distribution) following top-down production plans. In parallel with China’s overall economic reforms, Beijing has gradually reformed its power sectors by corporatizing generation and grid operations (turning government bureaus into state-owned enterprises), breaking up state-owned monopolies into multiple smaller companies, and introducing a degree of market competition among them. Marketization is limited, however, by the fact that China still controls utility pricing via government mandate rather than allowing prices to fluctuate based on supply and demand, as they should in a market-based system. Beijing fears that if utility prices were to rise too high or too fast, potential inflation and social discontent could result in mass protests and declining public support for Communist Party rule. To avoid that and keep consumers happy, the state dictates wholesale and retail electricity rates and sets those rates at sub-market prices. Utility rates differ for commercial versus residential users, with commercial users paying a higher rate to subsidize the residential side and keep prices low for Chinese households. These price controls can make it impossible for electric power generators to stay afloat — particularly when coal prices are high — so to placate these generators, Beijing also sets prices for coal and other inputs, and pegs those prices at below-market rates. This market interference has far-reaching side effects for renewable energy. With coal prices set artificially low, power generators have no pricing incentive to invest in renewable power, which is more climate efficient but also more costly. China has feed-in tariffs for wind and solar power to reduce costs, but the pre-set tariffs are still much higher than the price of coal. On-grid prices for coal-fired power are around 0.3 RMB per kilowatt-hour, but wind runs between 0.51 and 0.61 RMB per kilowatt-hour, and solar runs at between 1 and 1.15 RMB per kilowatt-hour. In other words, even with the renewable feed-in tariffs, wind energy can cost twice as much as coal-fired power for grid operators to purchase, and solar can cost more than three times as much. And since the selling prices for electricity are controlled by the state, grid operators cannot raise rates to counteract investment costs for renewable grid connections. This leaves grid operators no strong incentives to invest in the technology upgrades needed to hook up renewable power. As a result, many of the wind and solar farms that account for China’s rapidly expanding capacity are struggling to get hooked up to the national power grid. For those providers who do manage to get hooked into a local system, that system may not be able to connect with China’s overloaded cross-country transmission lines, which allow providers to export their excess power to other regions.

Coal exports high now

Lacey 12 (Stephen Lacey, reporter for Climate Progress, edited by Joe Romm, Ph.D in Physics from MIT, worked at the Scripps Institution of Oceanography, Fellow of the American Association for the Advancement of Science, former Acting Assistant Secretary of the U.S. Department of Energy, awarded an American Physical Society Congressional Science Fellowship, executive director of  Center for Energy and Climate Solutions, former researcher at the Rocky Mountain Institute, former Special Assistant for International Security at the Rockefeller Foundation, taught at Columbia University's School of International and Public Affairs, Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress, interview with Ken Caldeira, atmospheric scientist who works at the Carnegie Institution for Science's Department of Global Ecology, “U.S. Coal Exports On Pace To Hit All-Time High, Fueling Surge In International Global Warming Pollution,” 10/23/12) http://thinkprogress.org/climate/2012/10/23/1072041/us-coal-exports-on-pace-to-hit-all-time-high/

The latest figures from the Energy Information Administration shows just how strongly coal exports have risen. Boosted by growing demand in Asia, the U.S. is on track to ship record amounts of coal overseas this year, surpassing the previous all-time high set in 1981. If coal exports — mostly steam coal for power generation — continue on pace through the rest of the year, it’s possible they could surge past previous projections for a record year. However, EIA says exports have fallen slightly in the second half of the year due to the global economic malaise and a slowdown in China. But that still won’t stop it from breaking the previous record: Exports in August, the latest data available, reflect some of the weakening global demand for coal, falling 2 million tons from the record June levels. While declines in export levels inject some uncertainty, exports remain elevated with lower August exports still 13% above August 2011 levels. As a result, 2012 is still expected to surpass the 1981 record. This increase in exports marks a significant reversal from the general downward trajectory of U.S. coal exports beginning in the early 1990s, which bottomed out in 2002 just under 40 million tons, the lowest level since 1961. Coal exports in 2011 rose 171% from 2002, with only a brief interruption by the global recession. Export growth accelerated after the recession, with consecutive post-2009 growth of more than 20 million tons per year, a level of growth not seen since the 1979-to-1981 export boom. Current data for 2012 (through August) show coal exports are growing even faster, and should more than double 2009 export levels, buoyed by growth in U.S. steam coal. Asia didn’t get much attention in last night’s presidential foreign policy debate. But if we’re considering energy policy (which the candidates did not), the graphic below shows why the region is an important factor in our policy decisions. In 2011, four Asian countries — China, Japan, South Korea, and India — made up slightly more than a quarter of U.S. coal exports. And with coal consumption in the region expected to nearly double by 2020, a lot more coal could be headed from America’s mines to Asia’s power plants and steel mills.

2ac – states cp

Federal investment key to successful demonstration and licensing

Wallace ‘5 (President of Constellation Generation Group, Mike Wallace, CQ Congressional Testimony, “NUCLEAR POWER 2010 INITIATIVE,” 4/26, lexis)

The Department of Energy's Nuclear Power 2010 program is a necessary, but not sufficient, step toward new nuclear plant construction. We must address other challenges as well. Our industry is not yet at the point where we can announce specific decisions to build. We are not yet at the point where we can take a $1.5 billion to $2 billion investment decision to our boards of directors. We do yet not have fully certified designs that are competitive, for example. We do not know the licensing process will work as intended: That is why we are working systematically through the ESP and COL processes. We must identify and contain the risks to make sure that nothing untoward occurs after we start building. We cannot make a $1.5 $2 billion investment decision and end up spending twice that because the licensing process failed us. The industry believes federal investment is necessary and appropriate to offset some of the risks I've mentioned. We recommend that the federal government's investment include the incentives identified by the Secretary of Energy Advisory Board's Nuclear Energy Task Force in its recent report. That investment stimulus includes: 1. secured loans and loan guarantees; 2. transferable investment tax credits that can be taken as money is expended during construction; 3. transferable production tax credits; 4. accelerated depreciation. This portfolio of incentives is necessary because it's clear that no single financial incentive is appropriate for all companies, because of differences in company-specific business attributes or differences in the marketplace - namely, whether the markets they serve are open to competition or are in a regulated rate structure. The next nuclear plants might be built as unregulated merchant plants, or as regulated rate-base projects. The next nuclear plants could be built by single entities, or by consortia of companies. Business environment and project structure have a major impact on which financial incentives work best. Some companies prefer tax-related incentives. Others expect that construction loans or loan guarantees will enable them to finance the next nuclear plants. It is important to preserve both approaches. We must maintain as much flexibility as possible. It's important to understand why federal investment stimulus and investment protection is necessary and appropriate. Federal investment stimulus is necessary to offset the higher first-time costs associated with the first few nuclear plants built. Federal investment protection is necessary to manage and contain the one type of risk that we cannot manage, and that's the risk of some kind of regulatory failure (including court challenges) that delays construction or commercial operation. The new licensing process codified in the 1992 Energy Policy Act is conceptually sound. It allows for public participation in the process at the time when that participation is most effective - before designs and sites are approved and construction begins. The new process is designed to remove the uncertainties inherent in the Part 50 process that was used to license the nuclear plants operating today. In principle, the new licensing process is intended to reduce the risk of delay in construction and commercial operation and thus the risk of unanticipated cost increases. The goal is to provide certainty before companies begin construction and place significant investment at risk. In practice, until the process is demonstrated, the industry and the financial community cannot be assured that licensing will proceed in a disciplined manner, without unfounded intervention and delay. Only the successful licensing and commissioning of several new nuclear plants (such as proposed by the NuStart and Dominion-led consortia) can demonstrate that the licensing issues discussed above have been adequately resolved. Industry and investor concern over these potential regulatory impediments may require techniques like the standby default coverage and standby interest coverage contained in S. 887, introduced by Senators Hagel, Craig and others. Let me also be clear on two other important issues: 1. The industry is not seeking a totally risk-free business environment. It is seeking government assistance in containing those risks that are beyond the private sector's control. The goal is to ensure that the level of risk associated with the next nuclear plants built in the U.S. generally approaches what the electric industry would consider normal commercial risks. The industry is fully prepared to accept construction management risks and operational risks that are properly within the private sector's control. 2. The industry's financing challenges apply largely to the first few plants in any series of new nuclear reactors. As capital costs decline to the "nth-of-a-kind" range, as investors gain confidence that the licensing process operates as intended and does not represent a source of unpredictable risk, follow-on plants can be financed more conventionally, without the support necessary for the first few projects. What is needed limited federal investment in a limited number of new plants for a limited period of time to overcome the financial and economic hurdles facing the first few plants built. In summary, we believe the industry and the federal government should work together to finance the first-of-a-kind design and engineering work and to develop an integrated package of financial incentives to stimulate construction of new nuclear power plants. Any such package must address a number of factors, including the licensing/regulatory risks; the investment risks; and the other business issues that make it difficult for companies to undertake capital-intensive projects. Such a cooperative industry/government financing program is a necessary and appropriate investment in U.S. energy security.

Don’t solve expertise – everyone who knows how the IFR works is employed by the DoE, they won’t be able to sovle problems that come up in commercialization.

MIT, 10 [Massachusetts Institute of Technology, “Nuclear Energy Research and Development Roadmap: Report to Congress”, April 2010, http://ocw.mit.edu/courses/nuclear-engineering/22-033-nuclear-systems-design-project-fall-2011/readings/MIT22_033F11_read_core_doe.pdf]

A goal-driven, science-based approach is essential to achieving the stated objectives while exploring new technologies and seeking transformational advances. This science-based approach, depicted in Figure 1, combines theory, experimentation, and high-performance modeling and simulation to develop the fundamental understanding that will lead to new technologies. Advanced modeling and simulation tools will be used in conjunction with smaller-scale, phenomenon-specific experiments informed by theory to reduce the need for large, expensive integrated experiments. Insights gained by advanced modeling and simulation can lead to new theoretical understanding and, in turn, can improve models and experimental design. This R&D must be informed by the basic research capabilities in the DOE Office of Science (SC).  NE maintains access to a broad range of facilities to support its research activities. Hot cells and test reactors are at the top of the hierarchy, followed by smaller-scale radiological facilities, specialty engineering facilities, and small non-radiological laboratories. NE employs a multi-pronged approach to having these capabilities available when needed. The core capabilities rely on DOE-owned irradiation, examination, chemical processing and waste form development facilities. These are supplemented by university capabilities ranging from research reactors to materials science laboratories. In the course of conducting this science-based R&D,  viii APRIL 2010 10 NUCLEAR ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ROADMAP  infrastructure needs will be evaluated and considered through the established planning and budget development processes.  There is potential to leverage and amplify effective U.S. R&D through collaboration with other nations via multilateral and bilateral agreements, including the Generation IV International Forum. DOE is also a participant in Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development/Nuclear Energy Agency (OECD/NEA) and International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) initiatives that bear directly on the development and deployment of new reactor systems. In addition to these R&D activities, international interaction supported by NE and other government agencies will be essential in establishment of international norms and control regimes to address and mitigate proliferation concerns.

NRC demonstration key to quick global adoption

Lovering et al 12 (Jessica Lovering, Ted Nordhaus, Michael Shellenberger, Foreign Policy, “Why it's time for environmentalists to stop worrying and love the atom,” 9/7/12, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/09/07/out_of_the_nuclear_closet?page=full)
As long as nuclear technology is characterized by enormous upfront capital costs, it is likely to remain just a hedge against overdependence on lower-cost coal and gas, not the wholesale replacement it needs to be to make a serious dent in climate change. Developing countries need large plants capable of bringing large amounts of new power to their fast-growing economies. But they also need power to be cheap. So long as coal remains the cheapest source of electricity in the developing world, it is likely to remainking. The most worrying threat to the future of nuclear isn't the political fallout from Fukushima -- it's economic reality. Even as new nuclear plants are built in the developing world, old plants are being retired in the developed world. For example, Germany's plan to phase out nuclear simply relies on allowing existing plants to be shut down when they reach the ends of their lifetime. Given the size and cost of new conventional plants today, those plants are unlikely to be replaced with new ones. As such, the combined political and economic constraints associated with current nuclear energy technologies mean that nuclear energy's share of global energy generation is unlikely to grow in the coming decades, as global energy demand is likely to increase faster than new plants can be deployed. To move the needle on nuclear energy to the point that it might actually be capable of displacing fossil fuels, we'll need new nuclear technologies that are cheaper and smaller. Today, there are a range of nascent, smaller nuclear power plant designs, some of them modifications of the current light-water reactor technologies used on submarines, and others, like thorium fuel and fast breeder reactors, which are based on entirely different nuclear fission technologies. Smaller, modular reactors can be built much faster and cheaper than traditional large-scale nuclear power plants. Next-generation nuclear reactors are designed to be incapable of melting down, produce drastically less radioactive waste, make it very difficult or impossible to produce weapons grade material, useless water, and require less maintenance. Most of these designs still face substantial technical hurdles before they will be ready for commercial demonstration. That means a great deal of research and innovation will be necessary to make these next generation plants viable and capable ofdisplacing coal and gas. The United States could be a leader on developing these technologies, but unfortunately U.S. nuclear policy remains mostly stuck in the past. Rather than creating new solutions, efforts to restart the U.S. nuclear industry have mostly focused on encouraging utilities to build the next generation of large, light-water reactors with loan guarantees and various other subsidies and regulatory fixes. With a few exceptions, this is largely true elsewhere around the world as well. Nuclear has enjoyed bipartisan support in Congress for more than 60 years, but the enthusiasm is running out. The Obama administration deserves credit for authorizing funding for two small modular reactors, which will be built at the Savannah River site in South Carolina. But a much more sweeping reform of U.S. nuclear energy policy is required. At present, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission has little institutional knowledge of anything other than light-water reactors and virtually no capability to review or regulate alternative designs. This affects nuclear innovation in other countries as well, since the NRC remains, despite its many critics, the global gold standard for thorough regulation of nuclear energy. Most other countries follow the NRC's lead when it comes to establishing new technical and operational standards for the design, construction, and operation of nuclear plants. What's needed now is a new national commitment to the development, testing, demonstration, and early stage commercialization of a broad range of new nuclear technologies -- from much smaller light-water reactors to next generation ones -- in search of a few designs that can be mass produced and deployed at a significantly lower cost than current designs. This will require both greater public support fornuclear innovation and an entirely different regulatory framework to review and approve new commercial designs. In the meantime, developing countries will continue to build traditional, large nuclear powerplants. But time is of the essence. With the lion's share of future carbon emissions coming from those emerging economic powerhouses, the need to develop smaller and cheaper designs that can scale faster is all the more important.

Federal key to certainty

Gale et al. ‘9 (FINANCING THE NUCLEAR RENAISSANCE: THE BENEFITS AND POTENTIAL PITFALLS OF FEDERAL & STATE GOVERNMENT SUBSIDIES AND THE FUTURE OF NUCLEAR POWER IN CALIFORNIA Sony Ben-Moshe, Jason J. Crowell, Kelley M. Gale,* Breton A. Peace, Brett P. Rosenblatt, and Kelly D. Thomason** * Kelley Michael Gale is the Finance Department Chair of Latham & Watkins‘ San Diego office and serves as global Co-Chair for the firm‘s Climate Change and Cleantech Practice Groups. He has thirty years of experience representing private and public sector clients in the development, regulation, and financing of alternative energy projects and capital intensive infrastructure projects. ** The co-authors are attorneys in the Project Finance Practice Group in the San Diego office of Latham & Watkins LLP. The views expressed in this article are those of the authors and do not reflect the views of Latham & Watkins LLP or its clients. 498 ENERGY LAW JOURNAL [Vol. 30:497 2009

A primary reason why the financing of a nuclear power project may resemble a Mega-Financing is the sheer magnitude of capital required to finance project construction.32 Absent proper government incentives, the required capital may not be obtainable at optimal pricing for reasons aside from the intercreditor issues noted above. Lending institutions often have caps on the amount of capital that can be exposed to both a particular project and a specific industry sector. In addition, regulatory and construction risks at any given project will limit any particular investor‘s desire to put too much money into any one project. As a practical reality, this desire to diversify against risk and the sheer magnitude of debt capital needed for any project may limit the amount of debt a project sponsor can raise in the commercial bank and capital markets. Government issued loan guarantees present one way to potentially decrease perceived risk and thereby increase the amount of money an investor is willing to put into a project and bring to the table investors who might otherwise not be interested (for example, certain institutional investors may only invest in instruments backed by the full faith and credit of the United States Government). To optimize nuclear development in the United States, the specifics of the government support programs should be adjusted in ways necessary to reach the point whereupon lending institutions can invest sufficient capital for nuclear construction as part of a well-balanced portfolio of assets. Specific adjustments that may help reach this point are discussed in Section II.D.2 below. Nuclear power project financing also may more closely resemble a MegaFinancing than a traditional project financing of a renewable power project due to the unusual risks presented by construction of a nuclear reactor. One of the key issues involved in many Mega-Financings (particularly cross-border financings) is political risk and uncertainty. Natural gas liquefaction projects, for example, often take place in less developed countries in South America and West Africa, where political risk factors abound, including currency conversion risk, sovereign risk and environmental issues presented by investing in the global market. ―No matter how detailed a contract, a new political regime could change the rules and the conditions under which you made your investment virtually overnight.‖33 

Only federal action solves worker shortages 

Kammen, 03  - professor of nuclear engineering at Berkeley (Daniel, Federal News Service, Prepared Testimony before the House Committee on Science, 6/12, lexis) //DH

The federal government plays the pivotal role in the encouragement of innovation in the energy sector. Not only are federal funds critical, but as my work and that of others has demonstrated6, private funds generally follow areas of public sector support. One particularly useful metric although certainly not the only measure --. of the relationship between funding and innovation is based on patents. Total public sector funding and the number of patents - across all disciplines in the United States have both increased steadily over at least the past three decades (Figure 5). The situation depicted here, with steadily increasing trends for funding and results (measured imperfectly, but consistently, by patents) is not as rosy when energy R&D alone is considered. In that case the same close correlation exists, but the funding pattern has been one of decreasing resources (Figure 6A). Figure 6A shows energy funding levels (symbol: o) and patents held by the national laboratories (symbol: ). The situation need not be as bleak as it seems. During the 1980s a number of changes in U.S. patent law permitted the national laboratories to engage in patent partnerships with the private sector. This increased both the interest in developing patents, and increased the interest by the private sector in pursuing patents on energy technologies. The squares (l) in figure 6 show that overall patents in the energy sector derived. Figure 6B reveals that patent levels in the nuclear field have declined, but not only that, publicprivate partnerships have taken placed (shaded bars), but have not increased as dramatically as in energy field overall (Figure 6A). There are a number of issues here, so a simple comparison of nuclear R&D to that on for example, fuel cells, is not appropriate. But it is a valid to explore ways to increase both the diversity of the R&D. This is a particularly important message for federal policy. Novel approaches are needed to encourage new and innovative modes of research, teaching, and industrial innovation in the nuclear energy field. To spur innovation in nuclear science a concerted effort would be needed to increase the types and levels of cooperation by universities and industries in areas that depart significantly from the current 'Generation III+' and equally, away from the 'Generation IV' designs. Similar conclusions were reached by M. Granger Morgan, head of the Engineering and Public Policy Program at Carnegie Mellon University, in his evaluation of the need for innovative in the organization and sociology of the U. S. nuclear power industrys. A second important issue that this Committee might consider is the degree of federal support for nuclear fission relative to other nations. Funding levels in the U.S. are significantly lower than in both Japan and France. Far from recommending higher public sector funding, what is arguably a more successful strategy would be to increase the private sector support for nuclear R&D and student training fellowships. Importantly, this is precisely the sort of expanded publicprivate partnership that has been relatively successful in the energy sector generally. It is incorrect, however, to think that this is a process that can be left to the private sector. There are key issues that inhibit private sector innovation. As one example, many nuclear operating companies have large coal assets, and thus are unlikely to push overly hard, in areas that threaten another core business. This emphasis on industry resources used to support and expanded nuclear program - under careful public sector management - has been echoed by a variety of nuclear engineering faculty members: I believe that if you. were to survey nuclear engineering department heads, most would select a national policy to support new nuclear construction, over a policy to increase direct financial support to nuclear engineering departments. A firm commitment by the federal government, to create incentives sufficient to ensure the construction of a modest number of new nuclear plants, with the incentives reduced for subsequent plants, would be the best thing that could possibly be done for nuclear engineering education and revitalization of the national workforce for nuclear science and technology. - Professor Per Peterson, Chair, Department of Nuclear Engineering, University of California, Berkeley

The impact is the case 

BENGELSDORF, 07 – consultant and former director of both key State and Energy Department offices that are concerned with international nuclear and nonproliferation affair (HAROLD, “THE U.S. DOMESTIC CIVIL NUCLEAR INFRASTRUCTURE AND U.S. NONPROLIFERATION POLICY”, White Paper prepared for the American Council on Global Nuclear Competitiveness May, http://www.nuclearcompetitiveness.org/images/COUNCIL_WHITE_PAPER_Final.pdf)//DH
Thus the challenge the U.S. nuclear industry faces today is whether the U.S.  civil nuclear infrastructure will be strong enough to support a hoped for  nuclear revival in this country, which could entail the construction and  commissioning of up to eight nuclear power units during the 2010 to 2017  period.  Several studies have been devoted to this question, and the answer is by no means certain.   The shortage in skilled labor is expected to double in  this country by the year 2020 and the workforce will stop growing as the  baby boomers start to retire. 
2ac – warming cp – ocean albedo

Consensus of experts agree none of this is mature

Jonathan Marshall, Currents, Next 100, 9/15/2011, "Geoengineering No Magic Cure for Climate Change," www.pgecurrents.com/2011/09/15/geoengineering-no-magic-cure-for-climate-change/
The past year’s onslaught of heat waves, droughts, hurricanes, floods and wildfires, which almost certainly was aggravated by climate change, lends urgency to their research. But the best evidence to date suggests there’s no cheap or easy alternative to doing the hard work of curbing greenhouse gas emissions, according to a recent report by the Government Accountability Office (GAO).  Disappointed with the slow pace of world collaboration to that end, some scientists and big thinkers have toyed with other global interventions that might keep the Earth cool. Commonly termed “geoengineering,” they include proposals to lace the upper atmosphere with reflective aerosols, seed white clouds to screen the planet from the sun, and fertilize the ocean’s plankton to consume more carbon dioxide.  The GAO reviewed a mass of studies and consulted a wide variety of scientific experts with the assistance of the National Academy of Sciences. Its conclusion: the proposed technologies are “currently immature, many with potentially negative consequences.”  For example, models predict that shooting the stratosphere full of sulfur aerosols—one of the most popular proposals—could drastically reduce summer rainfall in India and northern China.  Would either country ever agree to such an intervention—and if another country tried it unilaterally, might they view it as an act of war?  And that’s only the beginning of the problems. Mass release of sulfur aerosols would increase in acid rain and accelerate the poisonous acidification of the oceans. If greenhouse gas emissions were not curbed, runaway warming could result if the aerosol program ever broke down.  George Monbiot, an outspoken columnist for the London Guardian, calls geoengineering “atmospheric liposuction, a retrospective fix for planetary over-indulgence.”  A landmark study by the Royal Society two years ago advocated further research into geoengineering but warned of “major uncertainties regarding its effectiveness, costs, and environmental impacts.”  “The safest and most predictable method of moderating climate change is to take early and effective action to reduce emissions of greenhouse gases,” it concluded. “No geoengineering method can provide an easy or readily acceptable alternative solution to the problem of climate change.”  It appears that scientists on both sides of the oceans agree. Too bad it’s so much harder to get consensus among governments on policies to tackle carbon emissions.
Specifically applies to their tech – and they kill phytoplankton

CBD 12 (convention on Biological Diversity, September 2012. GEOENGINEERING IN RELATION TO THE CONVENTION ON BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY: TECHNICAL AND REGULATORY MATTERShttp://www.cbd.int/doc/publications/cbd-ts-66-en.pdf
It has been proposed that the albedo of the surface ocean—and potentially other large water bodies, such an inland seas—might be enhanced through the introduction of microbubbles (“bright water”) on the basis that microbubbles can be effective at enhancing reflectivity at parts per million levels.254 The feasibility of this scheme at the scale required is highly questionable.255 If it were possible, there would be major biodiversity and biogeochemical implications. Not only would there be impacts of decreased light penetration and temperature changes on phytoplankton, but the microbial composition of the sea surface microlayer256 would change, and air-sea exchange rates of CO2 and other gases (highly sensitive to sea surface properties, including bubbles257) would also be affected. Maintaining year round sea-ice cover in the Arctic would be the most effective and ecologically benign form of ocean albedo management. Unfortunately, that option seems increasingly unlikely under current climate change trajectories.258

Extinction

UPI 2008 (6/6, “Acidic oceans may tangle food chain,” http://www.upi.com/Energy_Resources/2008/06/06/Acidic_oceans_may_tangle_food_chain/UPI-84651212763771/print/.

Increased carbon levels in ocean water could have devastating impacts on marine life, scientists testified Thursday at a congressional hearing. Although most of the concern about carbon emissions has focused on the atmosphere and resulting temperature changes, accumulation of carbon dioxide in the ocean also could have disturbing outcomes, experts said at the hearing, which examined legislation that would create a program to study how the ocean responds to increased carbon levels. Ocean surface waters quickly absorb carbon dioxide from the atmosphere, so as carbon concentrations rise in the skies, they also skyrocket in the watery depths that cover almost 70 percent of the planet. As carbon dioxide increases in oceans, the acidity of the water also rises, and this change could affect a wide variety of organisms, said Scott Doney, senior scientist at the Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution, a non-profit research institute based in Woods Hole, Mass. "Greater acidity slows the growth or even dissolves ocean plant and animal shells built from calcium carbonate," Doney told representatives in the House Committee on Energy and the Environment. "Acidification thus threatens a wide range of marine organisms, from microscopic plankton and shellfish to massive coral reefs." If small organisms, like phytoplankton, are knocked out by acidity, the ripples would be far-reaching, said David Adamec, head of ocean sciences at the National Aeronautics and Space Administration. "If the amount of phytoplankton is reduced, you reduce the amount of photosynthesis going on in the ocean," Adamec told United Press International. "Those little guys are responsible for half of the oxygen you're breathing right now." A hit to microscopic organisms can also bring down a whole food chain. For instance, several years ago, an El Nino event wiped out the phytoplankton near the Galapagos Islands. That year, juvenile bird and seal populations almost disappeared. If ocean acidity stunted phytoplankton populations like the El Nino did that year, a similar result would occur -- but it would last for much longer than one year, potentially leading to extinction for some species, Adamec said. While it's clear increased acidity makes it difficult for phytoplankton to thrive, scientists don't know what level of acidity will result in catastrophic damages, said Wayne Esaias, a NASA oceanographer. "There's no hard and fast number we can use," he told UPI. In fact, although scientists can guess at the impacts of acidity, no one's sure what will happen in reality. Rep. Roscoe Bartlett, R-Md., pointed to this uncertainty at Thursday's hearing. "The ocean will be very different with increased levels of carbon dioxide, but I don't know if it will be better or worse," Bartlett said. However, even though it's not clear what the changes will be, the risk of doing nothing could be disastrous for ecosystems, said Ken Caldeira, a scientist at the Carnegie Institution for Science, a non-profit research organization. "The systems that are adapted to very precise chemical or climatological conditions will disappear and be replaced by species which, on land, we call weeds," Caldeira said. "What is the level of irreversible environmental risk that you're willing to take?" It's precisely this uncertainty that the Federal Ocean Acidification Research and Monitoring Act attempts to address. The bill creates a federal committee within the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration to monitor carbon dioxide levels in ocean waters and research the impacts of acidification. like Bishop. "We would lose everything," he told UPI.
You can’t just sequester – you need those tactics LATER to save us, perm solves

Hansen 8 (James Hansen, directs the NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies,  adjunct professor in the Department of Earth and Environmental Sciences at Columbia University, “Trip Report ,” 2008) http://www.columbia.edu/~jeh1/mailings/2008/20080804_TripReport.pdf
(3) Countries cannot be allowed to “buy out” of coal phase-out via supposed reforestation or 

reduction of non-CO2 forcings.  Sequestration of CO2 via improved forestry and agricultural 

practices is needed to reduce atmospheric levels below current levels.  If reforestation CO2

reductions are used up as a trade-off for coal emissions it will be difficult, if not impossible, to 

get CO2 levels back below current levels.  Similarly, the limited potential for reduction of nonCO2 forcings is needed to balance the positive (warming) climate forcing due to other non-CO2

effects, especially expected reduction of reflective aerosols. 

No solvency – risks sudden catastrophic failure

Potter 7 (Ned, "Space Mirrors? Stratospheric Dust? Are These global Warming Antidotes?" ABCNews, June 8, abcnews.go.com/Technology/story?id=3256486&page=1#.UF_7Y6SXTuo)

But Matthews and Caldeira say it could be risky business. In their computer model, they found they could cool the atmosphere quickly, but what if you overdo it? And what if you suddenly stop doing it?  "Should the engineered system later fail for technical or policy reasons, the downside is dramatic," wrote Peter Brewer of the Monterey Bay Aquarium Research Institute, in a commentary that accompanied the research. Brewer wrote that the atmosphere "quickly bites back, leading to severe and rapid climate change with rates of up to 20 times the current rates of warming."  
Default to skepticisim towards their engineering efforts – particularly since they have 1 author

Bentley 6 (Moly, "Guns and sunshades to rescue climate," BBC News, March 2, news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/science/nature/4762720.stm)
"Humans are changing the Earth, and it's a big effect we're having," says Mike MacCracken, chief scientist for climate change projects at the Climate Institute in Washington DC.   Humans are changing the Earth, and it's a big effect we're having   Mike MacCracken "To really stop climate change in its tracks, you have to go to virtually zero emissions in the next two decades.  "So the question is, is there a silver bullet that can help us to limit the amount of climate change?"  Some such "silver bullets" aim to scrub carbon dioxide (CO2) out of the atmosphere, some to cool Earth directly by veiling it; others are yet more radical.  While most are confined to computer models or scribbling on the backs of envelopes, a few have been tried cautiously.  Scientists have sprinkled iron in patches of the Southern Ocean to increase absorption of carbon dioxide from the atmosphere, and are testing the feasibility of sequestering carbon in saltwater aquifers or rock.  But what distinguishes geoengineering from localised tinkering is the scope; this would be manipulation on a global scale.  Earth in the shade  Consider the notion of shading the planet with mirrors. The US National Academy of Sciences found that 55,000 orbiting mirrors would reflect enough sunlight to counter about half the doubling of carbon dioxide.  But each mirror must be 100 sq km; any larger and you would need a manufacturing plant on the Moon, says Dr MacCracken. The price tag of space-based fixes makes them prohibitive - for now.  By contrast, the "human-volcano" approach is on terra firma and less costly. Inspired by studies of the Mt Pinatubo eruption of 1991 and the cooling effect of its sulphur plume, one proposal suggests that naval guns shoot sulphur pellets into the air to increase Earth's albedo, or reflectivity.  We know that blocking sunlight can counter global warming, but can we get the balance right?  Ships could fire sulphur aerosols to mimic the effect of volcanoes "I don't think we can get it right," says Ken Caldeira from the Carnegie Institution Department of Global Ecology at Stanford University in California.  "One of the problems of putting sulphate particles in the stratosphere is that it would destroy the ozone layer; so you might solve the global warming problem, but then we'd all die of that."  And this from a man whose work supports the idea of dimming the Sun.  A few years ago, Dr Caldeira set out to disprove an idea put forward by Livermore physicists Lowell Wood and Edward Teller to cool the Earth with a sheet of superfine reflective mesh - similar in concept to orbiting mirrors.  In a computer model, Dr Caldeira and colleague Bala Govindasamy simulated the effects of diminished solar radiation.  "We were originally trying to show that this is a bad idea, that there would be residual regional and global climate effects," explains Dr Caldeira.  "Much to our chagrin, it worked really well."  Acts of hostility  The simulation showed that blocking even a small percent of sunlight balanced out the doubling of atmospheric CO2. But in their published paper, the scientists caution against the environmental risks of geoengineering.  A broad simulation cannot account for all feedbacks lurking in the system, and Dr Caldeira does not recommend building an Earth parasol based on the results; current computer models are not up to the task of predicting the consequences of large-scale plans such as Earth shades. 
   The knowledge that we maybe could engineer our way out of climate problems inevitably lessens the political will to reduce emissions   David Keith Perhaps the most radical of all geoengineering concepts involves nothing less than moving the Earth itself, cooling the planet by shifting its orbit further from the Sun.  Dr Caldeira did the numbers. He found it would require the energy of five thousand, million, million hydrogen bombs to move Earth's orbit 1.5 million km out, which would compensate for doubling CO2 in the atmosphere.  If geoengineering seems like a "what if?" diversion for the science fiction crowd, scientists take it seriously, even if they are set against it.  "I should say right up front, I am not at all in favour of geoengineering," says Richard Somerville, a climate researcher at Scripps Institution of Oceanography in California.  "I think it's inherently unethical. I don't see how you decide on the basis of all humanity how to change the planet. But I think it's irresponsible, in a way, not to study it."  Aside from its feasibility, says Dr Somerville, geoengineering raises many issues that scientists have only begun to list.  There are ethical questions of whether we commit children to a planet that requires constant tinkering, and of who ultimately decides to release a supertanker full of iron into the oceans.  There may be legal questions as well, says Dr MacCracken. Prompted by US cloud-seeding attempts in Vietnam, a 1976 international convention outlaws the hostile use of environmental modification techniques.  "That would normally be in the case of war, but 'hostile' is not a word that's easily defined," says Dr MacCracken.  Perhaps some countries would consider re-calibrating the Earth's reflectivity - let alone its orbit - as a hostile act.  Diversionary tactic? While humans have a long history of wanting to control weather and climate - cloud seeding is an example - this incarnation of geoengineering is such a hot potato that scientists cannot even agree whether it should be discussed publicly.  "The knowledge that we maybe could engineer our way out of climate problems inevitably lessens the political will to begin reducing carbon dioxide emissions," observes David Keith from the University of Calgary in Canada.  Meanwhile, we might reconsider our investment priorities, says Dr MacCracken. For the enormous sum it would take to launch an orbiting mirror, we could develop energy alternatives.  "If I'm going to put satellites in orbit, why not put energy generating satellites that capture solar energy and beam it down to Earth?" he asks.  "Rather than blasting sulphur into the stratosphere, why not invest in other kinds of energy systems, such as wind energy or ocean energy, that don't cause these kinds of problems? There's a lot to do well before you get to geoengineering."  Ken Caldeira agrees that geoengineering is, for the moment, a tempting but illusory quick fix to an intricate system; a much less problematic solution, he says, would be to change our lifestyles by reducing energy consumption and CO2 emissions.  "I think the Earth's system is so complicated that our interfering with it is very likely to screw things up and very unlikely to improve things," he says. "And this is the only planet we have."  
Don’t stop black carbon – kills the glaciers

Burger 12 (Andrew Burger, “Post-Industrial Age Black Carbon Deposits Help Accelerate Loss of Glacial Ice, Marine Ecosystem Changes,” 2/21/12) http://globalwarmingisreal.com/2012/02/21/post-industrial-age-black-carbon-deposits-help-accelerate-loss-of-glacial-ice-marine-ecosystem-changes/#more-15557
Burning fossil fuels and biomass are the primary sources of “black carbon” in the earth’s atmosphere, and deposits of black carbon are building up on glaciers, accelerating ice loss, according to a research team that includes Robert Spencer of the Woods Hole Research Center in Massachusetts. Black carbon deposits in these remote, “pristine” locations provide direct evidence of the impact human activity is having on the environment. “We are finding this human derived signature in a corner of the U.S. that is traditionally viewed as being exceptionally pristine,” Spencer was quotes in a Eurekalert news release. “The burning of biomass and fossil fuels has an impact we can witness in these glacier systems although they are distant from industrial centers, and it highlights that the surface bio-geochemical cycles of today are universally post-industrial in a way we do not fully appreciate.” Glaciers, Black Carbon & Dissolved Organic Matter Glacier ice loss is accelerating globally, and deposition of black carbon is contributing to it. Black carbon deposits darken the surface of glaciers and increases their absorption of light and heat. Spencer and his fellow researchers have been studying this phenomenon at the Mendenhall Glacier near Juneau, Alaska. Glaciers pick up a lot of carbon as part of dissolved organic matter (DOM) as they grind their way over land, including “natural” DOM from ancient plants, trees and animal life forms. This is transported to downstream ecosystems in meltwater and taken up at the base of aquatic food webs by microorganisms. Adding to the DOM taken up and distributed by glacial cycles are black carbon deposits from rain and snow, which include carbon from burning fossil fuels and biomass. Distinguishing the original source of the carbon in DOM has been an obstacle to gaining better understanding of the carbon cycle in glacial regions. New evidence from radiocarbon dating and ultra-high resolution mass spectrometry has led Spencer and his colleagues to believe that the carbon comes mainly from the burning of fossil fuels and modern-day biomass, however. The same process of DOM uptake and distribution occurs in environments around the world, where rivers and other waterways carry DOM to the sea. Whereas carbon-rich DOM in tropical and temperate environments is quickly taken up in the food web, DOM in glacial environments persists longer, which makes glacier ecosystems such as the Mendenhall Glacier unique, “sentinel” locations to study the carbon cycle and the extent to which anthropogenic – man-made – carbon from burning fossil fuels and biomass contributes to the cycle. “In frigid glacier environments any input stands out, making glaciers ideal sentinel ecosystems for the detection and study of anthropogenic perturbation,” Spencer explained. “However, the deposition of this organic material happens everywhere and in vibrant ecosystems such as those found in temperate or tropical regions, once this organic material makes landfall it is quickly consumed in the general milieu of life.” Post-Industrial Age Phenomenon Glacier ecosystems cover 10% of the earth’s surface. Together with ice sheets they are the second largest reservoirs of freshwater on earth. Nonetheless, the carbon cycle in glacial areas is poorly understood. “Improving our understanding of glacier bio-geochemistry is of great urgency, as glacier environments are among the most sensitive to climate change and the effects of industrial pollution,” Spencer stated. Furthermore, post-industrial deposits of black carbon have changed the bio-geochemistry of the oceans. Marine and aquatic microbes that make up the base of the food web are very sensitive to the quantity and quality of carbon dissolved in water. The researchers found that the organic matter in glacial meltwaters in large part originate as a result of human activities, which means that the supply of glacier carbon in Gulf of Alaska coastal waters is a modern, post-industrial phenomenon, they say. “When we look at the marine food webs today, we may be seeing a picture that is significantly different from what existed before the late-18th century,” said Aron Stubbins a research team member from the Skidaway Institute of Oceanography. “It is unknown how this man-made carbon has influenced the coastal food webs of Alaska and the fisheries they support.”

Extinction

The Capital Times, 8 (Anita Weier. UW scientist: Sea level changes a driving force in mass extinctions http://www.madison.com/tct/news/292715)

Watch out for the oceans. That's the lesson of an extensive study by University of Wisconsin-Madison assistant professor Shanan Peters published June 15 in the journal Nature.Peters looked at data gathered by scientists over many years and analyzed what they found at about 600 locations all over the continental United States and Alaska, going back more than 500 million years. Changes in ocean environments related to sea level exert a driving influence on rates of extinction, which animals and plants survive or vanish, and the composition of life in the ocean, he found. "This breakthrough speaks loudly to the future impending modern (oceanic) shelf destruction due to climate change on earth," said National Science Foundation program manager Rich Lane.No matter what the cause of the ebb and flow of the oceans in various eras, the repeated and resultant extinctions must be considered, Lane said. Scientists say there may have been as many as 23 mass extinction events over the last 3.5 billion years on earth, many involving simple forms of life such as single-celled microorganisms. Over the past 540 million years, there have been five well-documented mass extinctions, primarily of maritime plants and animals, with as many as 75-95 percent of species lost. For the most part, scientists have been unable to pin down the causes of the dramatic events, though in the case of the demise of the dinosaurs, they suspect that a large asteroid crashed into the planet. "Impacts, for the most part, aren't associated with most extinctions," Peters said in an interview. "There have also been studies of volcanism, and some eruptions correspond to extinction, but many do not."So the assistant professor of geology and geophysics looked at sea levels by reviewing previous studies of the geological record, which show a clear difference in composition of the earth when it is covered by the sea and when it is not. He measured two types of marine shelf environments, one where sediments were derived from land erosion and the other composed primarily of calcium carbonate, which is produced in place by shelled organisms and chemical processes.In the course of hundreds of millions of years the world's oceans have expanded and contracted in response to movement of the Earth's crust and changes in climate. There were periods when vast areas of continents, including Wisconsin, were flooded by shallow seas."Most of the major extinctions have come when sea levels were high," Peters explained. "Anything we can learn about how the physical environment and life has changed in the past will tell us what to expect in the future."The sea level has changed dramatically in the past, with each ice age, for instance, and 14,000 years ago there was ice over Madison, he said.So in respect to climate change, he said, sea level will change whether the climate is warming or cooling. "The bottom line is that the biosphere is well primed for the type of sea level change we are likely to see as a result of global warming," Peters said."The biggest thing we should worry about is the impact of sea level rise on humans. The scariest part is sea level rise from a human perspective in my opinion, because so many people live close to the sea. The toll will be large." 

The coal brown cloud destroys agriculture and water in South Asia

Kirsch 9 (Steve Kirsch, Bachelor of Science and a Master of Science in electrical engineering and computer science from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, American serial entrepreneur who has started six companies: Mouse Systems, Frame Technology, Infoseek, Propel, Abaca, and OneID, “The Integral Fast Reactor (IFR) project: Congress Q&A,” 2009) http://skirsch.com/politics/ifr/QAcongressKirsch.htm
Another way to look at this is to ask Congress the question : How much of the North Pole has to melt away forever before we treat the climate crisis with the same urgency as the financial crisis? Or how much of the US has to be covered in soot before Congress treats this with the same urgency as the economic crisis? Do we all have to be wearing gas masks every day like in China before we take some steps to displace coal plants? Or are we simply going to spend the rest of our lives having to wear face masks when we walk outside for the next hundred years or so? I have news for you. That atmospheric brown cloud (ABC) that now engulfs all of India and half of China....it isn't getting any smaller. It is a three km-thick layer of soot and other manmade particles that stretches from the Arabian Peninsula to China and the western Pacific Ocean. Every day, it's growing bigger and bigger. It may be out of sight right now, but I can guarantee you it's heading our way. USA Today says, "The huge plumes have darkened 13 megacities in Asia — including Beijing, Shanghai, Bangkok, Cairo, Mumbai and New Delhi — sharply "dimming" the amount of light by as much as 25% in some places." Among the effects of this phenomenon is a decrease in the monsoon rains over India in recent years, with potentially disastrous effects on the agriculture that sustains over a billion people. They are hastening the melting of the glaciers in northern Pakistan and India, with perhaps deadly implications for the rivers that flow from those headwaters. Pakistan without the "five rivers" and the Indus would be a wasteland.

So at what point do we stop the debate and treat this as a crisis? When it is too late and we are engulfed? Or will we react like the China government and continue to build new coal plants and make the problem even worse?

nuclear conflict 

Morgan, 10 – former member of the British Labour Party Executive Committee. A political writer, his first book was "The Mind of a Terrorist Fundamentalist" He is a journalist and columnist for http://www.thecheers.org/ magazine (Stephen, “Better Another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR,” 6/4, http://society.ezinemark.com/better-another-taliban-afghanistan-than-a-taliban-nuclear-pakistan-4d0ce18ba75.html)

Strong centrifugal forces have always bedevilled the stability and unity of Pakistan, and, in the context of the new world situation, the country could be faced with civil wars and popular fundamentalist uprisings, probably including a military-fundamentalist coup d'état.

Fundamentalism is deeply rooted in Pakistan society. The fact that in the year following 9/11, the most popular name given to male children born that year was "Osama" (not a Pakistani name) is a small indication of the mood. Given the weakening base of the traditional, secular opposition parties, conditions would be ripe for a coup d'état by the fundamentalist wing of the Army and ISI, leaning on the radicalised masses to take power. Some form of radical, military Islamic regime, where legal powers would shift to Islamic courts and forms of shira law would be likely. Although, even then, this might not take place outside of a protracted crisis of upheaval and civil war conditions, mixing fundamentalist movements with nationalist uprisings and sectarian violence between the Sunni and minority Shia populations.

The nightmare that is now Iraq would take on gothic proportions across the continent. The prophesy of an arc of civil war over Lebanon, Palestine and Iraq would spread to south Asia, stretching from Pakistan to Palestine, through Afghanistan into Iraq and up to the Mediterranean coast.

Undoubtedly, this would also spill over into India both with regards to the Muslim community and Kashmir. Border clashes, terrorist attacks, sectarian pogroms and insurgency would break out. A new war, and possibly nuclear war, between Pakistan and India could not be ruled out.
Atomic Al Qaeda

Should Pakistan break down completely, a Taliban-style government with strong Al Qaeda influence is a real possibility. Such deep chaos would, of course, open a "Pandora's box" for the region and the world. With the possibility of unstable clerical and military fundamentalist elements being in control of the Pakistan nuclear arsenal, not only their use against India, but Israel becomes a possibility, as well as the acquisition of nuclear and other deadly weapons secrets by Al Qaeda.

Invading Pakistan would not be an option for America. Therefore a nuclear war would now again become a real strategic possibility. This would bring a shift in the tectonic plates of global relations. It could usher in a new Cold War with China and Russia pitted against the US.

2ac – politics – debt ceiling

SecDef thumps

Bloomberg News Wire 12/28 (http://journalstar.com/news/national/govt-and-politics/obama-faces-political-dilemma-choosing-defense-secretary/article_c5004e3d-92de-5734-9add-ad5fbf8e56dd.html)

President Barack Obama faces a growing dilemma in his choice of a new defense secretary to succeed Leon Panetta. Having dropped United Nations Ambassador Susan Rice and named Massachusetts Democratic Sen. John Kerry to replace Hillary Rodham Clinton as secretary of state, Obama runs the risk of appearing weak if he bows to political opposition again and chooses someone other than former Nebraska Republican Sen. Chuck Hagel to lead the Pentagon. Picking another candidate would show for a second time "that the president's important choices for personnel can be vetoed by two or three senators," said Sean Kay, a professor of politics and government at Ohio Wesleyan University in Delaware, Ohio, who specializes in U.S. foreign and defense policy. "The White House will come out of this significantly weakened." If Obama sticks with Hagel in the face of opposition from an ad hoc coalition of Republican advocates of muscular defense policies, Democratic supporters of Israel and gay rights activists, though, Obama might be forced to spend political capital he needs for the bigger battle over the federal budget and deficit reduction.

Won’t be debated until the last minute

Politico 1/1 (http://www.politico.com/story/2013/01/enjoy-the-fiscal-cliff-debate-just-wait-for-the-debt-ceiling-85649_Page3.html)

The early debt ceiling maneuvering also underscores a bitter reality of the down-to-the-wire fiscal cliff fight: even after a 2012 election that was supposed to ease Washington’s divide on taxes and spending, the Capitol remains barely capable of making long-term policy. Read more: http://www.politico.com/story/2013/01/enjoy-the-fiscal-cliff-debate-just-wait-for-the-debt-ceiling-85649_Page2.html#ixzz2Glf6B56U Instead, Congress seems wedded to a deadline-to-deadline approach to policymaking. For advocates of a grand bargain, the fiscal cliff deal itself is being derided as another kick of the proverbial can, though Obama tried to cast it in broader terms. “It may be we can do it in stages,” Obama said Monday. “We’re going to solve this problem instead in several steps.” The debt ceiling fight will revolve around a host of bargaining chips left unresolved, and sitting on the table, in the fiscal cliff deal: the indiscriminate spending ax of the sequester, which Congress set up as part of the 2011 debt ceiling deal and delayed for two months in yesterday’s compromise, and which members of both parties want to replace; Republican demands for major changes to Medicare and Medicaid, and the inflation calculation used for Social Security benefits; and a tax reform process that members of both parties want to carry out next year. And there’s another deadline coming in March as well — the expiration of the continuing resolution that’s been keeping the government operating since September. “The debt limit and the continuing resolution are an opportunity to raise [a spending cut debate]. The public will look at those as spending cliffs, if you will,” Sen. Rob Portman (R-Ohio) said last week. “If we make it through this cliff we're going to get another one right away.”

Gun control thumps

Daily Mail UK 12/23 (Grover Norquist blasts Obama for politicizing Sandy Hook shooting in order to pass gun control laws; http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2252617/Grover-Norquist-blasts-Obama-politicizing-Sandy-Hook-shooting-order-pass-gun-control-laws.html?ito=feeds-newsxml)

A longtime gun-control advocate, Biden met Thursday with Cabinet members and law enforcement officials from around the country. He said he wanted to meet with the group, which included representatives of at least a dozen law enforcement organizations, because they 'know better than anyone else what's needed out there.' Police chiefs helped develop innovations such as community policing and drug courts, Biden said, and they have a comprehensive view of how to approach gun violence. Gun-control measures have faced fierce resistance in Congress for years, but that may be changing because of the events in Connecticut, which shocked that nation. After the shooting, Obama signaled for the first time that he's willing to spend significant political capital on the issue. Some prominent gun-rights advocates on Capitol Hill - Democrats and Republicans alike - have expressed willingness to consider new measures. 

Both parties support nuclear power

NEI 12 (Nuclear Energy Institute, “Obama, Romney Support Nuclear Energy, Offer Views on Financing, Regulation,” Summer 2012) http://www.nei.org/resourcesandstats/publicationsandmedia/insight/insightsummer2012/obama-romney-support-nuclear-energy-offer-views-on-financing-regulation/
Summer 2012—Unlike some issues that polarize presidential candidates, the broad energy positions of President Barack Obama and challenger Mitt Romney are strikingly similar. It’s the finer brush strokes of policy that reveal differences. Republicans and Democrats alike support an “all-of-the-above” energy production approach and both Obama and Romney support the use of nuclear energy and the development of new reactors. Obama’s 2011 blueprint for a Secure Energy Future calls for 80 percent of electricity to be generated from low-carbon fuels by 2035. The administration’s clean energy standard includes nuclear energy, which does not emit greenhouse gases as it generates electricity. It also includes wind energy, solar power, natural gas and coal with carbon capture and sequestration. “We need a sustained all-of-the-above strategy that develops every available source of American energy—oil, gas, wind, solar, nuclear, biofuels and more,” Obama said in February. The Obama administration, in support of what it calls “prudent deployment of nuclear energy through loan guarantees,” has conditionally committed to use federal guarantees to reduce the cost of financing two Georgia reactors. That action alone would translate to millions of dollars in consumer savings. Romney also wants to spur nuclear power plant development. His 2011 energy plan calls for reform of the “cumbersome and restrictive” U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. Romney wants the agency to review several new reactor designs and ensure that licensing decisions based on pre-approved designs are issued within two years.

No spending links – plan net saves money b/c we can cancel the MOX plant, can be PART of a budget deal

Lots of support for IFRs and no one opposes them

Kirsch 9 (Steve Kirsch, Bachelor of Science and a Master of Science in electrical engineering and computer science from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, American serial entrepreneur who has started six companies: Mouse Systems, Frame Technology, Infoseek, Propel, Abaca, and OneID, “Why We Should Build an Integral Fast Reactor Now,” 11/25/9) http://skirsch.wordpress.com/2009/11/25/ifr/
Support

Secretary of Energy Steven Chu[9]

White House Science Advisor John Holdren[10]

James Hansen, Director, NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies

Hans Bethe, Nobel laureate, Physics[11]

Charles Till, Former Associate Director Argonne National Laboratory

Yoon Chang, former Associate Laboratory Director, Argonne National Laboratory

John Sackett, former Associate Director, Argonne National Laboratory

Ray Hunter, former Deputy Director of the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology in the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)

Leonard Koch, 2004 winner of the Global Energy International Prize (equivalent to the Nobel prize for energy)

California Lt. Governor John Garamendi

Congressman Jerry McNerney
Congresswoman Anna Eshoo
Congresswoman Jackie Speier
Senator Lamar Alexander
Senator Jeff Bingaman[12]

General Electric (who already has a plant design for the IFR ready to build)

The American public, 59% of whom support nuclear power according to a March 2009 Gallup poll, despite zero PR by the nuclear industry.[13]

Dean Warshawsky, Mayor of Los Altos Hills, CA

Opposition

We do not know of any members of Congress who oppose restarting the IFR. Most have never heard of it.

Environmental groups, in general, do not like nuclear power. For example, environmental groups in Germany got Germany to ban nuclear power. The result is that Germany is forced to build more new coal plants…the worst possible outcome for the environment and exactly the opposite of what the green groups wanted. The green case against nuclear is based largely on dogma and myth. See Mark Lynas: the green heretic persecuted for his nuclear conversion which is an eye-opening account of a noted environmentalist who took an objective look at the facts. One of the top people at NRDC (speaking on his own behalf), says his only objection to the IFR is the cost competiveness of nuclear. GE says IFRs can be built in volume for $1,500 per kW which is cheaper than coal (and slightly less than the $2,000 per kW that the Chinese paid to construct Qinshan Phase 3 which was completed 52 days ahead of schedule and under budget in 2003). The NRDC spokesperson is skeptical of GE’s cost numbers for the IFR ($1,500 per kW).

The Sierra Club is in the process of determining their position on the IFR. Most other groups say that while they are sympathetic, they “do not have the expertise or inclination to take this on.”

You won’t have any trouble finding people who will throw darts at the IFR. They will argue it’s too expensive, unreliable, unproven, increases the proliferation risk, etc. These arguments lack credibility; they all fail in the face of the facts, e.g., the EBR-II and the Russian BN-600 experiences (a commercial nuclear reactor that has operated for 30 years without incident and the precursor to Russia’s next generation fast reactors that are now being built). These two reactors are are the “inconvenient truths” for the fast reactor skeptics.

Winner’s Win- 

Marshall and Prins 11 (BRYAN W, Miami University and BRANDON C, University of Tennessee & Howard H. Baker, Jr. Center for Public Policy, “Power or Posturing? Policy Availability and Congressional Influence on U.S. Presidential Decisions to Use Force”, Sept, Presidential Studies Quarterly 41, no. 3)

Presidents rely heavily on Congress in converting their political capital into real policy success. Policy success not only shapes the reelection prospects of presidents, but it also builds the president’s reputation for political effectiveness and fuels the prospect for subsequent gains in political capital (Light 1982). Moreover, the president’s legislative success in foreign policy is correlated with success on the domestic front. On this point, some have largely disavowed the two-presidencies distinction while others have even argued that foreign policy has become a mere extension of domestic policy (Fleisher et al. 2000; Oldfield and Wildavsky 1989) Presidents implicitly understand that there exists a linkage between their actions in one policy area and their ability to affect another. The use of force is no exception; in promoting and protecting U.S. interests abroad, presidential decisions are made with an eye toward managing political capital at home (Fordham 2002).

Issues are compartmentalized – political capital has no effect on legislation

Dickinson, 09 – professor of political science at Middlebury College and taught previously at Harvard University where he worked under the supervision of presidential scholar Richard Neustadt (5/26/09, Matthew, Presidential Power: A NonPartisan Analysis of Presidential Politics, “Sotomayor, Obama and Presidential Power,” http://blogs.middlebury.edu/presidentialpower/2009/05/26/sotamayor-obama-and-presidential-power/, JMP)

As for Sotomayor, from here the path toward almost certain confirmation goes as follows: the Senate Judiciary Committee is slated to hold hearings sometime this summer (this involves both written depositions and of course open hearings), which should lead to formal Senate approval before Congress adjourns for its summer recess in early August.  So Sotomayor will likely take her seat in time for the start of the new Court session on October 5.  (I talk briefly about the likely politics of the nomination process below).

What is of more interest to me, however, is what her selection reveals about the basis of presidential power.  Political scientists, like baseball writers evaluating hitters, have devised numerous means of measuring a president’s influence in Congress.  I will devote a separate post to discussing these, but in brief, they often center on the creation of legislative “box scores” designed to measure how many times a president’s preferred piece of legislation, or nominee to the executive branch or the courts, is approved by Congress.  That is, how many pieces of legislation that the president supports actually pass Congress? How often do members of Congress vote with the president’s preferences?  How often is a president’s policy position supported by roll call outcomes?  These measures, however, are a misleading gauge of presidential power – they are a better indicator of congressional power.  This is because how members of Congress vote on a nominee or legislative item is rarely influenced by anything a president does.  Although journalists (and political scientists) often focus on the legislative “endgame” to gauge presidential influence – will the President swing enough votes to get his preferred legislation enacted? – this mistakes an outcome with actual evidence of presidential influence.  Once we control for other factors – a member of Congress’ ideological and partisan leanings, the political leanings of her constituency, whether she’s up for reelection or not – we can usually predict how she will vote without needing to know much of anything about what the president wants.  (I am ignoring the importance of a president’s veto power for the moment.)

Despite the much publicized and celebrated instances of presidential arm-twisting during the legislative endgame, then, most legislative outcomes don’t depend on presidential lobbying.  But this is not to say that presidents lack influence.  Instead, the primary means by which presidents influence what Congress does is through their ability to determine the alternatives from which Congress must choose.  That is, presidential power is largely an exercise in agenda-setting – not arm-twisting.   And we see this in the Sotomayer nomination.  Barring a major scandal, she will almost certainly be confirmed to the Supreme Court whether Obama spends the confirmation hearings calling every Senator or instead spends the next few weeks ignoring the Senate debate in order to play Halo III on his Xbox.  That is, how senators decide to vote on Sotomayor will have almost nothing to do with Obama’s lobbying from here on in (or lack thereof).  His real influence has already occurred, in the decision to present Sotomayor as his nominee.

If we want to measure Obama’s “power”, then, we need to know what his real preference was and why he chose Sotomayor.  My guess – and it is only a guess – is that after conferring with leading Democrats and Republicans, he recognized the overriding practical political advantages accruing from choosing an Hispanic woman, with left-leaning credentials.  We cannot know if this would have been his ideal choice based on judicial philosophy alone, but presidents are never free to act on their ideal preferences.  Politics is the art of the possible. Whether Sotomayer is his first choice or not, however, her nomination is a reminder that the power of the presidency often resides in the president’s ability to dictate the alternatives from which Congress (or in this case the Senate) must choose.  Although Republicans will undoubtedly attack Sotomayor for her judicial “activism” (citing in particular her decisions regarding promotion and affirmative action), her comments regarding the importance of gender and ethnicity in influencing her decisions, and her views regarding whether appellate courts “make” policy, they run the risk of alienating Hispanic voters – an increasingly influential voting bloc (to the extent that one can view Hispanics as a voting bloc!)  I find it very hard to believe she will not be easily confirmed. In structuring the alternative before the Senate in this manner, then, Obama reveals an important aspect of presidential power that cannot be measured through legislative boxscores.

Obama can raise it unilaterally

National Review 12/11 (http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/335309/obama-going-solo-debt-ceiling-john-g-malcolm#)

In negotiations with Congress about how to avoid plunging over the fiscal cliff, President Obama has insisted that lawmakers agree to raise the debt ceiling, currently fixed at $16.4 trillion, when the U.S. government runs out of money. That could be as early as February 2013. He recently informed a group of business leaders: “If Congress in any way suggests that they’re going to tie negotiations to debt-ceiling votes and take us to the brink of default once again as part of a budget negotiation, which, by the way, we have never done in our history until we did it last year, I will not play that game.” The need for Congress to approve any increase in the debt ceiling is leverage that Republicans very much want to use again and retain, but some commentators have recently suggested that the president can raise the debt ceiling unilaterally. What allows him to accomplish this dazzling bit of budgetary legerdemain, they say, is Section 4 of the 14th Amendment — the Public Debt Clause. It stipulates that “the validity of the public debt of the United States, authorized by law . . . shall not be questioned.” The president’s defenders argue that if Congress fails to raise the debt ceiling, the United States will immediately start defaulting on its debts, an outcome that the Public Debt Clause deems impermissible. To avoid default, they contend, President Obama could raise the debt ceiling without congressional approval.

Or he’ll just cave and give into GOP demands to pass it

Guardian UK 1/1 (http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2013/jan/01/obama-tax-concession-debt-ceiling-talks)

On the revenue side, President Obama gave in to some extent, raising the threshold for applying the Clinton era tax rates to $450,000, compared to the $250,000 level he had touted during his campaign. This is a gift of roughly $6,000 to very rich households, since it means even the wealthiest people will have the lower tax rate applied to $200,000 of their income. Perhaps more importantly, it continues the special low tax rate for dividend income, with the richest of the rich paying a tax rate of just 20% on their dividend income. The resulting loss of revenue from these concessions is roughly $200bn over ten years, or about 0.5% of projected spending during this period. By itself, this revenue loss would not be of much consequence; what matters much more is the dynamics that this deal sets in place. This is the third point. President Obama insisted that he was going to stick to the $250,000 cut-off requiring that the top 2% of households, the big winners in the economy, go back to paying the Clinton era tax rates. He backed away from this commitment even in a context where he held most of the cards. We are now entering a new round of negotiations over extending the debt ceiling where the Republicans would appear to hold many of the cards. While the consequences may not be as dire as the pundits claim, no one could think it would be a good idea to allow the debt ceiling to be reached and force the government into default. The Republicans intend to use this threat, however, to coerce further concessions from President Obama. The president insists that there will be no negotiations over the debt ceiling: no further concessions to protect the country's financial standing. At this point, though, is there any reason for people to believe him? This is a president who encouraged members of Congress to vote for the Troubled Asset Relief Program (Tarp) in 2008 with a promise that he would put bankruptcy cramdown for mortgage debt (allowing restructuring of housing loans for people with distressed mortgages) at the top of his agenda once he took office. This is a president whose top aids boasted about "hippie punching" when they ditched the public option in the Affordable Care Act. This is a president who has explicitly put cuts to social security on the agenda, while keeping taxes on Wall Street speculation off the agenda. And this is a president who decided to put deficit reduction, rather than job creation, at the center of the national agenda – even though he knows the large deficits are entirely the result of the collapse of the economy. And, of course, he is the president who appointed former Senator Alan Simpson and Morgan Stanley director Erskine Bowles to head his deficit commission, enormously elevating the stature of these two foes of social security and Medicare. Given his track record, there is little doubt that President Obama can be trusted to make further concessions, possibly involving social security and Medicare, in negotiations on the debt ceiling. Oh well, at least we can laugh at the experts being wrong about the fiscal cliff "Mayan apocalypse".

       econ

Treasury can avoid the impact

Washington Post 12/26 (http://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/us-will-hit-debt-limit-on-dec-31-treasury-department-says/2012/12/26/0e8e3738-4fa2-11e2-839d-d54cc6e49b63_story.html)

As part of these efforts, the Treasury will suspend on Friday a program that helps states and localities manage their borrowing, freeing up $4 billion to $17 billion to spend elsewhere. Then, after Monday, Treasury can tap a range of federal funds that benefit government employees — most critically, the money-market fund in which many federal employees invest as part of their thrift savings plans. These efforts could create $185 billion in borrowing space. Federal employees would be unaffected, as long as Congress ultimately raises the debt limit by the final deadline. Finally, the Treasury can tap a fund used to buy and sell foreign currencies known as the exchange stabilization fund, which would open up about $23 billion in headroom. In 2011, Treasury examined a range of options to delay the deadline beyond what could be achieved with these “extraordinary measures” — including selling the country’s gold stockpile or other federal assets. 

Manufacturing declining now
Smil 11 (Vaclav Smil , interdisciplinary researcher at The Breakthrough Institute in the fields of energy, environmental and population change, food production and nutrition, technical innovation, risk assessment, and public policy. He has published more than 30 books and some 400 papers on these topics. He is a Fellow of the Royal Society of Canada (Science Academy), the first non-American to receive the American Association for the Advancement of Science Award for Public Understanding of Science and Technology, and in 2010 he was listed by Foreign Policy among the top 100 global thinkers. He has worked as a consultant for many US, EU and international institutions, has been an invited speaker in more than 300 conferences and workshops in the USA, Canada, Europe, Asia and Africa, and has lectured at many universities in North America, Europe and East Asia. "The Manufacturing of Decline," Summer 2011, http://thebreakthrough.org/index.php/journal/past-issues/issue-1/the-manufacturing-of-decline/-http://thebreakthrough.org/index.php/journal/past-issues/issue-1/the-manufacturing-of-decline/)
As befits a large, modern country, America’s manufacturing sector remains very large and has been growing in absolute terms. In 2009, US manufacturing accounted for more than 18 percent of global manufacturing and its value was higher (when compared in nominal, exchange-rated terms) than the total GDP of all but seven of the world’s economies (behind Brazil at $2 trillion and ahead of Canada at $1.6 trillion). The per capita value of manufacturing in 2009 was higher in the United States ($5,800) than in France ($3,900), Canada ($4,200), Italy ($5,100), and China ($1,500). When measured in constant monies, US manufacturing expanded by about 60 percent between 1990 and 2009, nearly matching the growth of overall GDP; it grew by 10 percent between 2000 and 2009, compared to a 15 percent increase in GDP. But these numbers can be deceptive. America’s manufacturing sector has retreated faster and further in relative terms than that of any other large, affluent nation. US manufacturing as a percentage of GDP declined from 27 percent in 1950 to 23 percent in 1970 to 14 percent in 2000 to 11 percent in 2009. While manufacturing as a share of GDP has also declined in Germany and Japan, both countries have retained relatively larger manufacturing sectors at 17 and 21 percent, respectively. The contribution of manufacturing to per capita GDP is also higher in Germany ($6,900) and Japan ($8,300) than in the United States. The most shocking, but underemphasized, fact about global manufacturing is that Germany’s share of global merchandise exports is actually higher than America’s (9 percent vs. 8.5 percent in 2009), despite having an economy just one-quarter of the size. As a consequence, the United States is lagging as a global economic competitor. In 2009, Germany and Japan had large manufacturing trade surpluses ($290 and $220 billion, respectively) while the United States had a massive manufacturing trade deficit ($322 billion). The other key measure — little known in popular discussions of manufacturing — is export intensity, the ratio of a nation’s exports to its total manufacturing sales. The global average export intensity is twice as high as that of the United States, which ranked 13 th out of the 15 largest manufacturing countries in 2009, higher only than Russia and Brazil. Meanwhile, the leading EU countries had export intensities 2.5 times to 4 times higher than America’s. Comparisons of the value of manufactured exports on a per capita basis are even more dramatic: they are higher in Spain ($3,700), Japan ($4,000), Canada ($4,600), and Germany ($11,200) than in the United States ($2,400). The US manufacturing sector is also badly trailing China’s, though in order to fully appreciate this, one must calculate the real value of China’s artificially undervalued currency (the yuan renminbi, or RMB). The 2009 data from the United Nations lists US manufacturing output at $1.79 trillion versus RMB 14 trillion or $2.1 trillion for China when converted at the official exchange rate for 2009 (about RMB 6.8/US dollar). But according to the purchasing power parity (PPP) conversion preferred by the International Monetary Fund, one RMB should be worth 29 cents, or RMB 3.4/US dollar. Even if the real RMB value were only 50 percent higher than the official rate, the total added by China’s manufacturing in 2009 would be in excess of $3 trillion, or about 67 percent above the US total. 

Key to the economy

Michael Ettlinger (the Vice President for Economic Policy at the Center for American Progress, former director of the Economic Analysis and Research Network of the Economic Policy Institute) and Kate Gordon (the Vice President for Energy Policy at the Center for American Progress. Most recently, Kate was the co-director of the national Apollo Alliance, where she still serves as senior policy advisor. Former senior associate at the Center on Wisconsin Strategy) April 2011 “The Importance and Promise of American Manufacturing” http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2011/04/pdf/manufacturing.pdf
Manufacturing is critically important to the American economy. For generations, the strength of our country rested on the power of our factory floors—both the machines and the men and women who worked them. We need manufacturing to continue to be a bedrock of strength for generations to come. Manufacturing is woven into the structure of our economy: Its importance goes far beyond what happens behind the factory gates. The strength or weakness of American manufacturing carries implications for the entire economy, our national security, and the well-being of all Americans. Manufacturing today accounts for 12 percent of the U.S. economy and about 11 percent of the private-sector workforce. But its significance is even greater than these numbers would suggest. The direct impact of manufacturing is only a part of the picture. First, jobs in the manufacturing sector are good middle-class jobs for millions of Americans. Those jobs serve an important role, offering economic opportunity to hard-working, middle-skill workers. This creates upward mobility and broadens and strengthens the middle class to the benefit of the entire economy. What’s more, U.S.-based manufacturing underpins a broad range of jobs that are quite different from the usual image of manufacturing. These are higher-skill service jobs that include the accountants, bankers, and lawyers that are associated with any industry, as well as a broad range of other jobs including basic research and technology development, product and process engineering and design, operations and maintenance, transportation, testing, and lab work. Many of these jobs are critical to American technology and innovation leadership. The problem today is this: Many multinational corporations may for a period keep these higher-skill jobs here at home while they move basic manufacturing elsewhere in response to other countries’ subsidies, the search for cheaper labor costs, and the desire for more direct access to overseas markets, but eventually many of these service jobs will follow. When the basic manufacturing leaves, the feedback loop from the manufacturing floor to the rest of a manufacturing operation—a critical element in the innovative process—is eventually broken. To maintain that feedback loop, companies need to move higher-skill jobs to where they do their manufacturing. And with those jobs goes American leadership in technology and innovation. This is why having a critical mass of both manufacturing and associated service jobs in the United States matters. The “industrial commons” that comes from the crossfertilization and engagement of a community of experts in industry, academia, and government is vital to our nation’s economic competitiveness. Manufacturing also is important for the nation’s economic stability. The experience of the Great Recession exemplifies this point. Although manufacturing plunged in 2008 and early 2009 along with the rest of the economy, it is on the rebound today while other key economic sectors, such as construction, still languish. Diversity in the economy is important—and manufacturing is a particularly important part of the mix. Although manufacturing is certainly affected by broader economic events, the sector’s internal diversity—supplying consumer goods as well as industrial goods, serving both domestic and external markets— gives it great potential resiliency. Finally, supplying our own needs through a strong domestic manufacturing sector protects us from international economic and political disruptions. This is most obviously important in the realm of national security, even narrowly defined as matters related to military strength, where the risk of a weak manufacturing capability is obvious. But overreliance on imports and substantial manufacturing trade deficits weaken us in many ways, making us vulnerable to everything from exchange rate fluctuations to trade embargoes to natural disasters.

Decoupling – US isn’t key to emerging markets 

Passell 4/4 (Peter Passell,  Economics Editor of Democracy Lab, is a Senior Fellow at the Milken Institute, “Decoupling: Ties That No Longer Bind ,” 4/4/12) http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/04/03/ties_that_no_longer_bind?page=full
Everybody knows that the global economy is becoming more tightly integrated -- that factors ranging from the collapse of ocean shipping costs, to the rise of multinational manufacturing, to the growth of truly international securities markets, have bound national economies to each other as never before. This, of course, must mean we're now all in it together. Booms and busts in rich countries will reverberate ever more strongly through developing and emerging market economies. Right? Sounds reasonable, but that's not what's happened. The big emerging market economies (notably, China, India and Brazil) took only modest hits from the housing finance bubble and subsequent recession in the U.S., Japan and Europe, then went back to growth-as-usual. Hence the paradox: Emerging-market and developing countries have somehow "decoupled" from the Western business cycle in an era of ever-increasing economic integration. But the experts have yet to agree on why. Here are the two contending explanations: Changing Trade Patterns Just a few decades ago, most developing countries depended heavily on commodity exports -- everything from bananas to copper to soybeans to oil. And trade patterns were pretty straightforward: Rich countries supplied industrial goods in return for those commodities. When Europe, Japan and the U.S. went into recession, their demand for commodities fell, dragging supplying countries down with them. Actually, the impact was even worse than you might expect, since commodity suppliers were hit by the double whammy of falling export volume and falling export prices. The content of trade shifted in the 1980s and 1990s with the movement of industries that used lots of cheap labor to low-wage economies, mostly in Asia. But most of the demand for the exports of poor and emerging market countries came from the U.S., the E.U., and Japan. So when the U.S. burped, Thailand, Mexico and Chile all got indigestion. (Hey, be thankful I found an alternative to the sneeze/caught cold metaphor.) Many countries -- notably, the oil and mineral producers -- remain one-trick ponies, heavily dependent on commodity exports. But as the major emerging-market economies have grown bigger and more sophisticated, they've diversified their exports and moved up the food chain with higher-tech products. China, not so long ago the global hub for cheap apparel and shoes, now exports (among so many other things) solar panels and medical equipment. India exports pharmaceuticals and software as well as cotton, sugar and home furnishings. Brazil exports weapons and commercial jets along with coffee, soybeans and oranges. This has set the stage for a radical shift in who trades what, and with whom. China and India have become voracious importers of commodities from countries that once looked only to the rich industrialized countries for markets. By the same token, emerging market economies are selling a greater proportion of their manufactured exports to other emerging market economies. All told, EME exports to other EMEs has risen from less than 10 percent of their total to close to 40 percent today. As a result of this diversification, both emerging market exporters of manufactures and developing country exporters of commodities have become less sensitive to the ups and downs of rich economies. The obvious example is the new synergy between China and the major oil exporters. Growing Chinese demand probably prevented a collapse in oil prices during the recession, and is being blamed by the White House for the current spike in fuel prices But the impact of the shift -- including the political friction it is creating -- can be seen all over the place. India has resisted US-led efforts to embargo trade with Iran because it gets much of its oil from Iran in return for sugar and rice. Mexico and Brazil recently settled a trade dispute in which Brazil sought to keep out Mexican autos that competed with domestic Brazilian production. Decoupling has been documented more rigorously. A recent statistical study from the Inter-American Development Bank found that the impact of a change in GDP in China on the GDP of Latin America has tripled since the mid-1990s, while the impact of a change in US GDP on Latin America has halved. Better Policy Making One reason emerging-market countries managed to skate through the last recession without much damage is that they used fiscal and monetary tools appropriately to offset the impact of falling demand for their exports. Beijing ordered China's provincial and local governments to spend an extra $580 billion (mostly on infrastructure projects) in response to falling exports to the U.S. and Europe. India's central bank, for its part, sharply cut the interest rate at which banks could tap government funds and directly injected funds into financial markets through other means. Brazil's left-center government used a combination of fiscal and monetary stimulus to end its own economic downturn after just two quarters, and managed a stunning 7 percent growth rate in 2010. So, isn't that what any sensible government would do? Britain and, arguably, the eurozone, have not behaved sensibly, leaving them vulnerable to a "double-dip" recession. The more important point here, though, is that China, India and Brazil were able to act decisively to decouple from the rich countries' recession because they had built credible records in managing budget deficits and containing inflation. Equally important -- and more surprising -- developing countries that were heavily dependent on commodity exports also managed to buffer the impact of the downturn. Traditionally, these countries have been unable to resist government spending binges in boom times and have lacked the capacity to borrow in lean times to offset the fall in export revenues. Their fiscal policies were thus "pro-cyclical" in the sense that they exacerbated swings in total demand. But as Jeffrey Frankel of Harvard has shown, most commodity-dependent exporters have managed to get their fiscal acts together, and were thus able to expand demand with "counter-cyclical" stimulus policies during the last recession. Chile has led the way with a remarkably sophisticated law that largely forces the government to build fiscal reserves when the price of Chile's premier export -- copper -- is high, and allows it to spend down the fund when copper declines. More generally, Frankel argues, developing countries are getting better at buffering export price fluctuations because they are building credible government institutions for managing their economies.

No impact—last recession proves econ doesn’t determine conflict or instability

Barnett 2009 – senior managing director of Enterra Solutions LLC and a contributing editor/online columnist for Esquire magazine, columnist for World Politics Review (8/25, Thomas P.M. “The New Rules: Security Remains Stable Amid Financial Crisis,” World Politics Review, http://www.aprodex.com/the-new-rules--security-remains-stable-amid-financial-crisis-398-bl.aspx, WEA)

When the global financial crisis struck roughly a year ago, the blogosphere was ablaze with all sorts of scary predictions of, and commentary regarding, ensuing conflict and wars -- a rerun of the Great Depression leading to world war, as it were. Now, as global economic news brightens and recovery -- surprisingly led by China and emerging markets -- is the talk of the day, it's interesting to look back over the past year and realize how globalization's first truly worldwide recession has had virtually no impact whatsoever on the international security landscape.

None of the more than three-dozen ongoing conflicts listed by GlobalSecurity.org can be clearly attributed to the global recession. Indeed, the last new entry (civil conflict between Hamas and Fatah in the Palestine) predates the economic crisis by a year, and three quarters of the chronic struggles began in the last century. Ditto for the 15 low-intensity conflicts listed by Wikipedia (where the latest entry is the Mexican "drug war" begun in 2006). Certainly, the Russia-Georgia conflict last August was specifically timed, but by most accounts the opening ceremony of the Beijing Olympics was the most important external trigger (followed by the U.S. presidential campaign) for that sudden spike in an almost two-decade long struggle between Georgia and its two breakaway regions.

Looking over the various databases, then, we see a most familiar picture: the usual mix of civil conflicts, insurgencies, and liberation-themed terrorist movements. Besides the recent Russia-Georgia dust-up, the only two potential state-on-state wars (North v. South Korea, Israel v. Iran) are both tied to one side acquiring a nuclear weapon capacity -- a process wholly unrelated to global economic trends.

And with the United States effectively tied down by its two ongoing major interventions (Iraq and Afghanistan-bleeding-into-Pakistan), our involvement elsewhere around the planet has been quite modest, both leading up to and following the onset of the economic crisis: e.g., the usual counter-drug efforts in Latin America, the usual military exercises with allies across Asia, mixing it up with pirates off Somalia's coast). Everywhere else we find serious instability we pretty much let it burn, occasionally pressing the Chinese -- unsuccessfully -- to do something. Our new Africa Command, for example, hasn't led us to anything beyond advising and training local forces.

So, to sum up:

No significant uptick in mass violence or unrest (remember the smattering of urban riots last year in places like Greece, Moldova and Latvia?);

The usual frequency maintained in civil conflicts (in all the usual places);

Not a single state-on-state war directly caused (and no great-power-on-great-power crises even triggered);

No great improvement or disruption in great-power cooperation regarding the emergence of new nuclear powers (despite all that diplomacy);

A modest scaling back of international policing efforts by the system's acknowledged Leviathan power (inevitable given the strain); and

No serious efforts by any rising great power to challenge that Leviathan or supplant its role. (The worst things we can cite are Moscow's occasional deployments of strategic assets to the Western hemisphere and its weak efforts to outbid the United States on basing rights in Kyrgyzstan; but the best include China and India stepping up their aid and investments in Afghanistan and Iraq.)

Sure, we've finally seen global defense spending surpass the previous world record set in the late 1980s, but even that's likely to wane given the stress on public budgets created by all this unprecedented "stimulus" spending. If anything, the friendly cooperation on such stimulus packaging was the most notable great-power dynamic caused by the crisis.

Can we say that the world has suffered a distinct shift to political radicalism as a result of the economic crisis?

Indeed, no. The world's major economies remain governed by center-left or center-right political factions that remain decidedly friendly to both markets and trade. In the short run, there were attempts across the board to insulate economies from immediate damage (in effect, as much protectionism as allowed under current trade rules), but there was no great slide into "trade wars." Instead, the World Trade Organization is functioning as it was designed to function, and regional efforts toward free-trade agreements have not slowed.

Can we say Islamic radicalism was inflamed by the economic crisis?

If it was, that shift was clearly overwhelmed by the Islamic world's growing disenchantment with the brutality displayed by violent extremist groups such as al-Qaida. And looking forward, austere economic times are just as likely to breed connecting evangelicalism as disconnecting fundamentalism.

At the end of the day, the economic crisis did not prove to be sufficiently frightening to provoke major economies into establishing global regulatory schemes, even as it has sparked a spirited -- and much needed, as I argued last week -- discussion of the continuing viability of the U.S. dollar as the world's primary reserve currency. Naturally, plenty of experts and pundits have attached great significance to this debate, seeing in it the beginning of "economic warfare" and the like between "fading" America and "rising" China. And yet, in a world of globally integrated production chains and interconnected financial markets, such "diverging interests" hardly constitute signposts for wars up ahead. Frankly, I don't welcome a world in which America's fiscal profligacy goes undisciplined, so bring it on -- please!

Add it all up and it's fair to say that this global financial crisis has proven the great resilience of America's post-World War II international liberal trade order.

Do I expect to read any analyses along those lines in the blogosphere any time soon?

Absolutely not. I expect the fantastic fear-mongering to proceed apace. That's what the Internet is for.

We will never have a 1930s style recession again because we aren’t that stupid or weak

Olive 2009 (3/15, David, The Chronicle Herald, “Depression? Not a chance Sure, times are tough, but don’t be scared into believing we’re in for a modern-day version of the Great Depression”, http://thechronicleherald.ca/NovaScotian/1111419.html)

SHOULD WE brace for another Great Depression?  No.  The notion is ludicrous. Conditions will forever be such that the economic disaster that helped define the previous century will never happen again.  So why raise the question? Because it has suited the purposes of prominent folks to raise the spectre of a second Great Depression. Stephen Harper has speculated it could happen. Barack Obama resorted to apocalyptic talk in selling his economic stimulus package to the U.S. Congress.  And British author Niall Ferguson, promoting his book on the history of money, asserts "there will be blood in the streets" from the ravages dealt by this downturn.  Cue the famished masses’ assault on a latter-day Bastille or Winter Palace.  As it happens, the current economic emergency Obama has described as having no equal since the Great Depression has not yet reached the severity of the recession of 1980-82, when U.S. unemployment reached 11 per cent.  The negativism has become so thick that Robert Shiller was prompted to warn against it in a recent New York Times essay. Shiller, recall, is the Yale economist and author of Irrational Exuberance who predicted both the dot-com collapse of the late 1990s and the likely grim outcome of a collapse in the U.S. housing bubble.  Shiller worries that the Dirty Thirties spectre "is a cause of the current situation — because the Great Depression serves as a model for our expectations, damping what John Maynard Keynes called our ‘animal spirits,’ reducing consumers’ willingness to spend and businesses’ willingness to hire and expand.  The Depression narrative could easily end up as a self-fulfilling prophecy."  Some relevant points, I think: LOOK AT STOCKS  Even the prospects of a small-d depression — defined by most economists as a 10 per drop in GDP for several years — are slim. In a recent Wall Street Journal essay, Robert J. Barro, a Harvard economist, described his study of 251 stock-market crashes and 97 depressions in 34 nations dating back to the mid-19th century. He notes that only mild recessions followed the U.S. stock-market collapses of 2000-02 (a 42 per cent plunge) and 1973-74 (49 per cent).  The current market’s peak-to-trough collapse has been 51 per cent.  Barro concludes the probability today of a minor depression is just 20 per cent, and of a major depression, only two per cent. 

LOOK AT JOBS NUMBERS  

In the Great Depression, GDP collapsed by 33 per cent, the jobless rate was 25 per cent, 8,000 U.S. banks failed, and today’s elaborate social safety net of state welfare provisions did not exist.  In the current downturn, GDP in Canada shrank by 3.4 per cent in the last quarter of 2008, and in the U.S. by 6.2 per cent. A terrible performance, to be sure. But it would take another 10 consecutive quarters of that rate of decline to lose even the 10 per cent of GDP that qualifies for a small-d depression. Allowing that 1,000 economists laid end to end still wouldn’t reach a conclusion, their consensus view is economic recovery will kick in next year, if not the second half of this year.  The jobless rate in Canada and the U.S. is 7.7 per cent and 8.1 per cent, respectively.  Again, the consensus among experts is that a worst-case scenario for U.S. joblessness is a peak of 11 per cent.  There have been no bank failures in Canada. To the contrary, the stability of Canadian banks has lately been acclaimed worldwide.  Two of America’s largest banks, Citigroup Inc. and Bank of America Corp., are on government life support. But otherwise the rate of collapse of U.S. lenders outside of the big "money centre" banks at the heart of the housing-related financial crisis has been only modestly higher than is usual in recessionary times. LOOK AT INTERVENTIONS  In the Great Depression, Herbert Hoover and R.B. Bennett, just prior to the appearance of the Keynesian pump-priming theories that would soon dominate modern economic management, obsessed with balanced budgets, seizing upon precisely the wrong cure. They also moved very slowly to confront a crisis with no precedent. (So did Japan’s economic administrators during its so-called "lost decade" of the 1990s.)  Most earlier U.S. "panics" were directly tied to abrupt collapses in stock or commodity values not accompanied by the consumer-spending excesses of the Roaring Twenties and greatly exacerbated by a 1930s global trade war. Today, only right-wing dead-enders advance balanced budgets as a balm in this hour of economic emergency.  In this downturn, governments from Washington to Ottawa to Beijing have been swift in crafting Keynesian stimulus packages. Given their recent legislative passage — indeed, Harper’s stimulus package awaits passage — the beneficial impact of these significant jolts is only beginning to be felt.  And, if one believes, as I long have, that this is a financial crisis — the withholding of life-sustaining credit from the economy by a crippled global banking system — and not a crisis with origins on Main Street, then the resolution to that banking failure may trigger a much faster and stronger economic recovery than anyone now imagines. TUNE OUT THE STATIC  It’s instructive that there was much talk of another Great Depression during the most painful recession since the Second World War, that of 1980-82. Indeed, alarm-ist talk about global systemic collapses has accompanied just about every abrupt unpleasantness, including the Latin American debt crisis of the 1980s, the Mexican default in 1995, the Asian currency crisis of the late 1990s, financial havoc in Argentina early this decade, and even the failure of U.S. hedge fund Long-Term Capital Management in the late 1990s.  Modern economic recoveries tend to be swift and unexpected. The nadir of the 1980-82 downturn, in August 1982, kicked off the greatest stock-market and economic boom in history. And no sooner had the dot-com and telecom wreckage been cleared away, with the Dow Jones Industrial Average bottoming out at 7,286 in October 2002, than the next stock boom was in high gear. It reached its peak of 14,164 — 2,442 points higher than the previous high, it’s worth noting — just five years later. 

LOOK AT THE BIG PICTURE  

Finally, the case for a sustained economic miasma is difficult to make.  You’d have to believe that the emerging economic superpowers of China and India will remain for years in the doldrums to which they’ve recently succumbed; that oil, steel, nickel, wheat and other commodities that only last year skyrocketed in price will similarly fail to recover, despite continued global population growth, including developing world economies seeking to emulate the Industrial Revolutions in China and South Asia.  "While today people are anxious and feel insecure," British Prime Minister Gordon Brown told a joint session of the U.S. Congress earlier this month, "over the next two decades billions of people in other continents will move from being simply producers of their goods to being consumers of our goods, and in this way our world economy will double in size."  You’d have to believe that one of the chief lessons of the Great Depression will be set aside, and the world will engage in another round of mutually destructive trade wars. That there will be no salutary impact from the $7.6 trillion (U.S.) that the U.S. Fed and the U.S. Treasury have spent in the past few months to revive the economy; the additional up to $2 trillion the current U.S. administration has committed to rescuing the financial system; and Obama’s outsized $787-billion economic revival package recently passed by Congress. These represent a stunning five per cent of U.S. GDP, compared with the two per cent accounted for by Franklin Roosevelt’s first-year New Deal stimulus spending.  Anticipating the worst assumes that similar efforts in Europe and Asia will also fail.  Confidence plays a role in most human activity, from vocational pursuits to the selection of a life partner. Economic decision-making is no different. When it gets to the point where a CEO opts to lay off workers, as it has, because he or she surmises that we’re heading into a Great Depression in which the CEO’s firm won’t find a market for its widgets, it’s not asking too much that the rationale for the Depression talk be justified by facts based on experience and sound projections.  Today’s widespread fear is instead largely informed by fear. And fear mongers.

The coal brown cloud destabilizes pakistan

Kirsch 9 (Steve Kirsch, Bachelor of Science and a Master of Science in electrical engineering and computer science from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, American serial entrepreneur who has started six companies: Mouse Systems, Frame Technology, Infoseek, Propel, Abaca, and OneID, “The Integral Fast Reactor (IFR) project: Congress Q&A,” 2009) http://skirsch.com/politics/ifr/QAcongressKirsch.htm
Another way to look at this is to ask Congress the question : How much of the North Pole has to melt away forever before we treat the climate crisis with the same urgency as the financial crisis? Or how much of the US has to be covered in soot before Congress treats this with the same urgency as the economic crisis? Do we all have to be wearing gas masks every day like in China before we take some steps to displace coal plants? Or are we simply going to spend the rest of our lives having to wear face masks when we walk outside for the next hundred years or so? I have news for you. That atmospheric brown cloud (ABC) that now engulfs all of India and half of China....it isn't getting any smaller. It is a three km-thick layer of soot and other manmade particles that stretches from the Arabian Peninsula to China and the western Pacific Ocean. Every day, it's growing bigger and bigger. It may be out of sight right now, but I can guarantee you it's heading our way. USA Today says, "The huge plumes have darkened 13 megacities in Asia — including Beijing, Shanghai, Bangkok, Cairo, Mumbai and New Delhi — sharply "dimming" the amount of light by as much as 25% in some places." Among the effects of this phenomenon is a decrease in the monsoon rains over India in recent years, with potentially disastrous effects on the agriculture that sustains over a billion people. They are hastening the melting of the glaciers in northern Pakistan and India, with perhaps deadly implications for the rivers that flow from those headwaters. Pakistan without the "five rivers" and the Indus would be a wasteland.

So at what point do we stop the debate and treat this as a crisis? When it is too late and we are engulfed? Or will we react like the China government and continue to build new coal plants and make the problem even worse?

nuclear conflict 

Morgan, 10 – former member of the British Labour Party Executive Committee. A political writer, his first book was "The Mind of a Terrorist Fundamentalist" He is a journalist and columnist for http://www.thecheers.org/ magazine (Stephen, “Better Another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR,” 6/4, http://society.ezinemark.com/better-another-taliban-afghanistan-than-a-taliban-nuclear-pakistan-4d0ce18ba75.html)

Strong centrifugal forces have always bedevilled the stability and unity of Pakistan, and, in the context of the new world situation, the country could be faced with civil wars and popular fundamentalist uprisings, probably including a military-fundamentalist coup d'état.

Fundamentalism is deeply rooted in Pakistan society. The fact that in the year following 9/11, the most popular name given to male children born that year was "Osama" (not a Pakistani name) is a small indication of the mood. Given the weakening base of the traditional, secular opposition parties, conditions would be ripe for a coup d'état by the fundamentalist wing of the Army and ISI, leaning on the radicalised masses to take power. Some form of radical, military Islamic regime, where legal powers would shift to Islamic courts and forms of shira law would be likely. Although, even then, this might not take place outside of a protracted crisis of upheaval and civil war conditions, mixing fundamentalist movements with nationalist uprisings and sectarian violence between the Sunni and minority Shia populations.

The nightmare that is now Iraq would take on gothic proportions across the continent. The prophesy of an arc of civil war over Lebanon, Palestine and Iraq would spread to south Asia, stretching from Pakistan to Palestine, through Afghanistan into Iraq and up to the Mediterranean coast.

Undoubtedly, this would also spill over into India both with regards to the Muslim community and Kashmir. Border clashes, terrorist attacks, sectarian pogroms and insurgency would break out. A new war, and possibly nuclear war, between Pakistan and India could not be ruled out.
Atomic Al Qaeda

Should Pakistan break down completely, a Taliban-style government with strong Al Qaeda influence is a real possibility. Such deep chaos would, of course, open a "Pandora's box" for the region and the world. With the possibility of unstable clerical and military fundamentalist elements being in control of the Pakistan nuclear arsenal, not only their use against India, but Israel becomes a possibility, as well as the acquisition of nuclear and other deadly weapons secrets by Al Qaeda.

Invading Pakistan would not be an option for America. Therefore a nuclear war would now again become a real strategic possibility. This would bring a shift in the tectonic plates of global relations. It could usher in a new Cold War with China and Russia pitted against the US.

       trillion dollar coin

Obama could avoid it by printing a trillion dollar coin

Krugman 1/2 (Paul Krugman, “Debt in a Time of Zero,” 1/2/13) http://krugman.blogs.nytimes.com/2013/01/02/debt-in-a-time-of-zero/

First, as a legal matter the Federal government can’t just print money to pay its bills, with one peculiar exception. Instead, money has to be created by the Federal Reserve, which then puts it into circulation by buying Federal debt. You may say that this is an artificial distinction, because the Fed is effectively part of the government; but legally, the distinction matters, and the debt bought by the Fed counts against the debt ceiling.

The peculiar exception is that clause allowing the Treasury to mint platinum coins in any denomination it chooses. Of course this was intended as a way to issue commemorative coins and stuff, not as a fiscal measure; but at least as I understand it, the letter of the law would allow Treasury to stamp out a platinum coin, say it’s worth a trillion dollars, and deposit it at the Fed — thereby avoiding the need to issue debt.

In reality, to pursue the thought further, the coin really would be as much a Federal debt as the T-bills the Fed owns, since eventually Treasury would want to buy it back. So this is all a gimmick — but since the debt ceiling itself is crazy, allowing Congress to tell the president to spend money then tell him that he can’t raise the money he’s supposed to spend, there’s a pretty good case for using whatever gimmicks come to hand.

***2ac – consumption/generic k

No prior questions—we get to weigh the plan

David Owen, Reader of Political Theory at the Univ. of Southampton,  Millennium Vol 31 No 3 2002 p. 655-7

Commenting on the ‘philosophical turn’ in IR, Wæver remarks that ‘[a] frenzy for words like “epistemology” and “ontology” often signals this philosophical turn’, although he goes on to comment that these terms are often used loosely.4 However, loosely deployed or not, it is clear that debates concerning ontology and epistemology play a central role in the contemporary IR theory wars. In one respect, this is unsurprising since it is a characteristic feature of the social sciences that periods of disciplinary disorientation involve recourse to reflection on the philosophical commitments of different theoretical approaches, and there is no doubt that such reflection can play a valuable role in making explicit the commitments that characterise (and help individuate) diverse theoretical positions. Yet, such a philosophical turn is not without its dangers and I will briefly mention three before turning to consider a confusion that has, I will suggest, helped to promote the IR theory wars by motivating this philosophical turn. The first danger with the philosophical turn is that it has an inbuilt tendency to prioritise issues of ontology and epistemology over explanatory and/or interpretive power as if the latter two were merely a simple function of the former. But while the explanatory and/or interpretive power of a theoretical account is not wholly independent of its ontological and/or epistemological commitments (otherwise criticism of these features would not be a criticism that had any value), it is by no means clear that it is, in contrast, wholly dependent on these philosophical commitme

nts. Thus, for example, one need not be sympathetic to rational choice theory to recognise that it can provide powerful accounts of certain kinds of problems, such as the tragedy of the commons in which dilemmas of collective action are foregrounded. It may, of course, be the case that the advocates of rational choice theory cannot give a good account of why this type of theory is powerful in accounting for this class of problems (i.e., how it is that the relevant actors come to exhibit features in these circumstances that approximate the assumptions of rational choice theory) and, if this is the case, it is a philosophical weakness—but this does not undermine the point that, for a certain class of problems, rational choice theory may provide the best account available to us. In other words, while the critical judgement of theoretical accounts in terms of their ontological and/or epistemological sophistication is one kind of critical judgement, it is not the only or even necessarily the most important kind. The second danger run by the philosophical turn is that because prioritisation of ontology and epistemology promotes theory-construction from philosophical first principles, it cultivates a theory-driven rather than problem-driven approach to IR. Paraphrasing Ian Shapiro, the point can be put like this: since it is the case that there is always a plurality of possible true descriptions of a given action, event or phenomenon, the challenge is to decide which is the most apt in terms of getting a perspicuous grip on the action, event or phenomenon in question given the purposes of the inquiry; yet, from this standpoint, ‘theory-driven work is part of a reductionist program’ in that it ‘dictates always opting for the description that calls for the explanation that flows from the preferred model or theory’.5 The justification offered for this strategy rests on the mistaken belief that it is necessary for social science because general explanations are required to characterise the classes of phenomena studied in similar terms. However, as Shapiro points out, this is to misunderstand the enterprise of science since ‘whether there are general explanations for classes of phenomena is a question for social-scientific inquiry, not to be prejudged before conducting that inquiry’.6 Moreover, this strategy easily slips into the promotion of the pursuit of generality over that of empirical validity. The third danger is that the preceding two combine to encourage the formation of a particular image of disciplinary debate in IR—what might be called (only slightly tongue in cheek) ‘the Highlander view’—namely, an image of warring theoretical approaches with each, despite occasional temporary tactical alliances, dedicated to the strategic achievement of sovereignty over the disciplinary field. It encourages this view because the turn to, and prioritisation of, ontology and epistemology stimulates the idea that there can only be one theoretical approach which gets things right, namely, the theoretical approach that gets its ontology and epistemology right. This image feeds back into IR exacerbating the first and second dangers, and so a potentially vicious circle arises.
Academic debate over energy policy in the face of environmental destruction is critical to shape the direction of change and create a public consciousness shift---action now is key

Crist 4 (Eileen, Professor at Virginia Tech in the Department of Science and Technology, “Against the social construction of nature and wilderness”, Environmental Ethics 26;1, p 13-6, http://www.sts.vt.edu/faculty/crist/againstsocialconstruction.pdf)

Yet, constructivist analyses of "nature" favor remaining in the comfort zone of zestless agnosticism and noncommittal meta-discourse. As David Kidner suggests, this intellectual stance may function as a mechanism against facing the devastation of the biosphere—an undertaking long underway but gathering momentum with the imminent bottlenecking of a triumphant global consumerism and unprecedented population levels. Human-driven extinction—in the ballpark of Wilson's estimated 27,000 species per year—is so unthinkable a fact that choosing to ignore it may well be the psychologically risk-free option.¶ Nevertheless, this is the opportune historical moment for intellectuals in the humanities and social sciences to join forces with conservation scientists in order to help create the consciousness shift and policy changes to stop this irreversible destruction. Given this outlook, how students in the human sciences are trained to regard scientific knowledge, and what kind of messages percolate to the public from the academy about the nature of scientific findings, matter immensely. The "agnostic stance" of constructivism toward "scientific claims" about the environment—a stance supposedly mandatory for discerning how scientific knowledge is "socially assembled"[32]—is, to borrow a legendary one-liner, striving to interpret the world at an hour that is pressingly calling us to change it.
Plan is a disad and it outweighs – warming is coming and catastrophic – the alt is a strategy of inaction, only the IFR averts the crisis in time.

Tech utopianism is good – critical to environmental movements

ROBERTSON 2007 (Ross, Senior Editor at EnlightenNext, former NRDC member, “A Brighter Shade of Green,” What is Enlightenment, Oct-Dec, http://www.enlightennext.org/magazine/j38/bright-green.asp?page=1)

This brings me to Worldchanging, the book that arrived last spring bearing news of an environ-mental paradigm so shamelessly up to the minute, it almost blew out all my green circuits before I could even get it out of its stylish slipcover. Worldchanging: A User’s Guide for the 21st Century. It’s also the name of the group blog, found at Worldchanging.com, where the material in the book originally came from. Run by a future-savvy environmental journalist named Alex Steffen, Worldchanging is one of the central hubs in a fast-growing network of thinkers defining an ultramodern green agenda that closes the gap between nature and society—big time. After a good solid century of well-meaning efforts to restrain, reduce, and otherwise mitigate our presence here on planet Earth, they’re saying it’s time for environmentalism to do a one-eighty. They’re ditching the long-held tenets of classical greenitude and harnessing the engines of capitalism, high technology, and human ingenuity to jump-start the manufacture of a dramatically sustainable future. They call themselves “bright green,” and if you’re at all steeped in the old-school “dark green” worldview (their term), they’re guaranteed to make you squirm. The good news is, they just might free you to think completely differently as well.

Worldchanging takes its inspiration from a series of speeches given by sci-fi author, futurist, and cyberguru Bruce Sterling in the years leading up to the turn of the millennium—and from the so-called Viridian design movement he gave birth to. Known more in those days as one of the fathers of cyberpunk than as the prophet of a new twenty-first-century environmentalism, Ster-ling nevertheless began issuing a self-styled “prophecy” to the design world announcing the launch of a cutting-edge green design program that would embrace consumerism rather than reject it. Its mission: to take on climate change as the planet’s most burning aesthetic challenge. “Why is this an aesthetic issue?” he asked his first audience in 1998 at San Francisco’s Yerba Buena Center for the Arts near my old office at the Natural Resources Defense Council. “Well, because it’s a severe breach of taste to bake and sweat half to death in your own trash, that’s why. To boil and roast the entire physical world, just so you can pursue your cheap addiction to carbon dioxide.”

Explaining the logic of the bright green platform, Sterling writes:

    It’s a question of tactics. Civil society does not respond at all well to moralistic scolding. There are small minority groups here and there who are perfectly aware that it is immoral to harm the lives of coming generations by massive consumption now: deep Greens, Amish, people practicing voluntary simplicity, Gandhian ashrams and so forth. These public-spirited voluntarists are not the problem. But they’re not the solution either, because most human beings won’t volunteer to live like they do. . . . However, contemporary civil society can be led anywhere that looks attractive, glamorous and seductive. The task at hand is therefore basically an act of social engineering. Society must become Green, and it must be a variety of Green that society will eagerly consume. What is required is not a natural Green, or a spiritual Green, or a primitivist Green, or a blood-and-soil romantic Green. These flavors of Green have been tried and have proven to have insufficient appeal. . . . The world needs a new, unnatural, seductive, mediated, glamorous Green. A Viridian Green, if you will.

Sterling elaborates in a speech given to the Industrial Designers Society of America in Chicago in 1999:

    This can’t be one of these diffuse, anything-goes, eclectic, postmodern things. Forget about that, that’s over, that’s yesterday. It’s got to be a narrow, doctrinaire, high-velocity movement. Inventive, not eclectic. New, not cut-and-pasted from the debris of past trends. Forward-looking and high-tech, not William Morris medieval arts-and-craftsy. About abundance of clean power and clean goods and clean products, not conservative of dirty power and dirty goods and dirty products. Explosive, not thrifty. Expansive, not niggling. Mainstream, not underground. Creative of a new order, not subversive of an old order. Making a new cultural narrative, not calling the old narrative into question. . . .

    Twentieth-century design is over now. Anything can look like anything now. You can put a pixel of any color anywhere you like on a screen, you can put a precise dot of ink anywhere on any paper, you can stuff any amount of functionality into chips. The limits aren’t to be found in the technology anymore. The limits are behind your own eyes, people. They are limits of habit, things you’ve accepted, things you’ve been told, realities you’re ignoring. Stop being afraid. Wake up. It’s yours if you want it. It’s yours if you’re bold enough.

It was a philosophy that completely reversed the fulcrum of environmental thinking, shifting its focus from the flaws inherent in the human soul to the failures inherent in the world we’ve designed—designed, Sterling emphasized. Things are the way they are today, he seemed to be saying, for no greater or lesser reason than that we made them that way—and there’s no good reason for them to stay the same. His suggestion that it’s time to hang up our hats as caretakers of the earth and embrace our role as its masters is profoundly unnerving to the dark green environmentalist in me. But at this point in history, is it any more than a question of semantics? With PCBs in the flesh of Antarctic penguins, there isn’t a square inch of the planet’s surface that is “unmanaged” anymore; there is no more untouched “natural” state. We hold the strings of global destiny in our fingertips, and the easy luxury of cynicism regarding our creative potential to re-solve things is starting to look catastrophically expensive. Our less-than-admirable track record gives us every reason to be cautious and every excuse to be pessimists. But is the risk of being optimistic anyway a risk that, in good conscience, we can really afford not to take?
Sterling’s belief in the fundamental promise of human creativity is reminiscent of earlier de-sign visionaries such as Buckminster Fuller. “I am convinced that creativity is a priori to the integrity of the universe and that life is regenerative and conformity meaningless,” Fuller wrote in I Seem to Be a Verb in 1970, the same year we had our first Earth Day. “I seek,” he declared simply, “to reform the environment instead of trying to reform man.” Fuller’s ideas influenced many of the twentieth century’s brightest environmental lights, including Stewart Brand, founder of the Whole Earth Catalog and the online community The WELL, an early precursor of the internet. Brand took Fuller’s approach and ran with it in the sixties and seventies, helping to spearhead a tech-friendly green counterculture that worked to pull environmentalism out of the wilderness and into the realms of sustainable technology and social justice. “We are as gods, and might as well get good at it,” he wrote in the original 1968 edition of the Whole Earth Catalog, and he’s managed to keep himself on the evolving edge of progressive thought ever since. Brand went on to found the Point Foundation, CoEvolution Quarterly (which became Whole Earth Review), the Hackers Conference, the Global Business Network, and the Long Now Foundation. As he gets older, he recently told the New York Times, he continues to become “more rational and less romantic. . . . I keep seeing the harm done by religious romanticism, the terrible conservatism of romanticism, the ingrained pessimism of romanticism. It builds in a certain immunity to the scientific frame of mind.”

Bright Green

Many remember the Whole Earth Catalog with a fondness reserved for only the closest of personal guiding lights. “It was sort of like Google in paperback form, thirty-five years before Google came along,” recalls Apple cofounder Steve Jobs. “It was idealistic, and overflowing with neat tools and great notions.” For Alex Steffen, it’s the place “where a whole generation of young commune-kid geeks like myself learned to dream weird.” And at Worldchanging, those unorthodox green dreams have grown into a high-speed Whole Earth Catalog for the internet generation, every bit as inventive, idealistic, and brazenly ambitious as its predecessor: “We need, in the next twenty-five years or so, to do something never before done,” Steffen writes in his introduction to Worldchanging. “We need to consciously redesign the entire material basis of our civilization. The model we replace it with must be dramatically more ecologically sustainable, offer large increases in prosperity for everyone on the planet, and not only function in areas of chaos and corruption, but also help transform them. That alone is a task of heroic magnitude, but there’s an additional complication: we only get one shot. Change takes time, and time is what we don’t have. . . . Fail to act boldly enough and we may fail completely.”

Another world is possible,” goes the popular slogan of the World Social Forum, a yearly gathering of antiglobalization activists from around the world. No, counters Worldchanging in a conscious riff on that motto: “Another world is here.” Indeed, bright green environmentalism is less about the problems and limitations we need to overcome than the “tools, models, and ideas” that already exist for overcoming them. It forgoes the bleakness of protest and dissent for the energizing confidence of constructive solutions. As Sterling said in his first Viridian design speech, paying homage to William Gibson: “The future is already here, it’s just not well distributed yet.”

Of course, nobody knows exactly what a bright green future will look like; it’s only going to become visible in the process of building it. Worldchanging: A User’s Guide is six hundred pages long, and no sin-gle recipe in the whole cornucopia takes up more than a few of them. It’s an inspired wealth of information I can’t even begin to do justice to here, but it also presents a surprisingly integrated platform for immediate creative action, a sort of bright green rule set based on the best of today’s knowledge and innovation—and perpetually open to improvement.
Economics is a necessary lense for environmental action

Barton H. Thompson Jr., '3 (Vice Dean and Robert E. Paradise Professor of Natural Resources Law, Stanford LawSchool; Senior Scholar, Center for Environmental Science and Policy, Stanford Institute forInternational Studies, "What Good is Economics?", environs.law.ucdavis.edu/issues/27/1/thompson.pdf)

Even the environmental moralist who eschews any normative use of economics may find economics valuable for other purposes. Indeed, economics is indispensable in diagnosing why society currently does not achieve the level of environmental protection desired by the moralist. Those who turn their backs on economics and rely instead on ethical intuition to diagnose environmental problems are likely to find themselves doomed to failure.

Economic theory suggests that flaws in economic markets and institutions are often the cause of environmental problems. Three concepts of market failure have proven particularly robust in analyzing environmental problems. The first is the "tragedy of the commons."28 If a resource is open and free for multiple parties to use, the parties will tend to over-utilize the resource, even to the point of its destruction. Economists and others have used the tragedy of the commons to explain such environmental problems as over-fishing, the over-drafting of groundwater aquifers, the early and inept exhaustion of oil fields, and high levels of population growth.29 The second, more general concept (of which the tragedy of the commons actually is a specialized instance) is the "negative externality." 3 0 When parties do not bear the full cost to society of environmental harms that they cause, they tend to underinvest in the elimination or correction of the harm. Externalities help explain why factories pollute, why landowners destroy ecologically valuable wetlands or other forms of habitat, and why current generations consume high levels of exhaustible resources. The final concept is the problem of "collective action." 31 If political or market actions will benefit a large group of individuals and it is impossible to exclude anyone from enjoying the benefits, each individual will have an incentive to "free ride" on the actions of others rather than acting themselves, reducing the possibility that anything will get done. This explains why the private market does not provide us with more wildlife refuges or aesthetic open space.32

Although these economic explanations for environmental problems are not universal truths, accurate in all settings, they do enjoy a robust applicability. Experimenters, for example, have found that subjects in a wide array of countries succumb to the tragedy of the commons.33 Smaller groups sometimes have been able to overcome the tragedy of the commons and govern a resource in collective wisdom. Yet this exception appears to be the result of institutional characteristics peculiar to the group and resource that make it easier to devise a local and informal regulatory system rather than the result of cultural differences that undermine the economic precepts of the tragedy of the commons.4

These economic explanations point to a vastly different approach to solving environmental problems than a focus on environmental ethics alone would suggest. To environmental moralists, the difficulty is that the population does not understand the ethical importance of protecting the environment. Although governmental regulation might be necessary in the short run to force people tQ do what they do not yet appreciate is proper, the long run answers are education and moral change. A principal means of enlightening the citizenry is engaging them in a discussion of environmental goals. Economic analysis, by contrast, suggests that the problem lies in our economic institutions. The solution under economic analysis is to give those who might harm the environment the incentive to avoid the harm through the imposition of taxes or regulatory fines or the awarding of environmentally beneficial subsidies.

The few studies that have tried to test the relative importance of environmental precepts and of economics in predicting environmentally relevant behavior suggest that economics trumps ethics. In one 1992 experiment designed to test whether subjects would yield to the tragedy of the commons in a simulated fisheries common, the researchers looked to see whether the environmental attitudes of individual subjects made any difference in the subjects' behavior. The researchers measured subjects' environmental beliefs through various means. They administered questionnaires designed to elicit environmental beliefs; they asked the subjects how they would behave in various hypothetical scenarios (e.g., if someone asked them to volunteer to pick up litter on the weekend); they even tried to see how the subjects would react to real requests for environmental help (e.g., by asking them to participate in a Saturday recycling campaign). No matter how the researchers tried to measure the environmental attitudes of the subjects, attitude failed to provide a statistically significant explanation for participants' behavior in the fishing commons. Those who appeared to have strong environmental beliefs behaved just as tragically as those who did not • 35 when fighting for the limited stock of fish.

In another study, researchers examined domestic consumers of high amounts of electricity in Perth, Australia. After administering a survey to determine whether the consumers believed they had a personal and ethical duty to conserve energy, the researchers tried various methods for changing the behavior of those who reported that people have a conservation obligation. Informing these individuals of their high electricity usage and even supplying them with conservation tips did not make a statistically significant difference in their energy use. The only thing that led these individuals to reduce their electricity consumption was a letter reminding them of the earlier survey in which they had espoused a conservation duty and emphasizing the inconsistency of that view with their high electricity usage. In response to this letter, the subjects reduced their energy use. Apparently shame can be a valuable catalyst in converting ethical beliefs into action. But the effect may be short lived. Within two weeks, the Perth subjects' energy use had risen back to its earlier levels.36

Ethical beliefs, in short, frequently fall victim to personal convenience or cost considerations. Ethical views sometimes can make a difference in how people behave. Examples include the role that ethics has played in encouraging people to recycle or to eat dolphin-free tuna." But the personal cost, if any, of recycling or of eating dolphin-free tuna is exceptionally small. For most of the environmental dilemmas that face the nation and the world today, the economic cost of changing behavior is far more significant. And where costs are high, economics appears to trump most peoples' environmental views. Even if ethics played a more powerful role, we do not know for certain how to create or strengthen environmental norms.38 In contrast, we do know how to change economic incentives. Although environmental moralists should continue trying to promote environmental ethics, economic analysis currently provides the strongest tool for diagnosing and thus helping to resolve environmental problems. The environmental moralist who ignores this tool in trying to improve the environment is doomed to frustration.

Perm: Do both except for rejecting the aff

Best way to address consumption

Bryant and Goodman 4 - * PhD in Politics from the School of Oriental and African Studies, **Professor of Communication Studies
Raymond and Michael, “Consuming Narratives: The Political Ecology of 'Alternative' Consumption,” Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers, New Series, Vol. 29, No. 3

The consumption practices of the conservation- and solidarity-seeking commodity cultures described here offer one alternative to the call for a politics of redistribution. In the end, these cultures offer a privileged notion of transnational 'commun- ity' given the relatively high cost of purchasing commodities such as organic cereal and fair trade coffee. True, commodities that 'speak' to 'altern- ative' consumers can possibly make them more aware of what is happening to tropical environ- ments and small-scale producers. And yet, only those that can afford to pay the economic premium can take part in this form of 'resistance'. Thus, 'moral' commodities may become 'alternative' in the larger sense by eschewing more progressive re- constructions of 'moral economy'. The creation of niche markets gives the North, albeit in geographi- cally variable ways, the ability to 'tune in but drop out' of both conventional global economies and more demanding forms of resistance to social injus- tice and environmental degradation. A field of political ecology oriented towards the conceptual- ization of production and consumption dynamics is uniquely situated to explore the ambiguities of North/South connections evinced by alternative consumption-related politics. Third, this paper builds on work that challenges dualistic thinking that has bedevilled human geo- graphy for some time. Examples of these schisms (and authors that challenge them) include those of nature/society (e.g. Murdoch 1997; Whatmore 2002), discursive/material (e.g. Cook and Crang 1996) and cultural/economic (e.g. Jackson 2002b; Sayer 2001). Considering together consumption and the commoditization of political ecology narrat- ives further complicates the 'hybrid' or 'mutant' notions of landscape change and development (Escobar 1999; Arce and Long 2000; Bebbington 2000). Breaking down the dualisms of production and consumption thus should provide critical space from which to examine the political ecologies of (alternative) development.9 In some ways, starting from processes of commoditization and associated narratives of development allows the researcher to go 'forward' into the processes and meanings of consumption as well as 'backwards' along the powerful socio-economic and ecological networks of production and development.

Heg is an impact turn to their securitization turns – stops great power war and escalation

Anti-nuclear opposition is responsible for the spread of coal; their alternative simply re-affirms the structural forces that make anti-blackness possible in the form of coal pollution

King 9 - Host and Executive Producer of “White House Chronicle” — a news and public affairs program airing on PBS

After 40 Years, Environmentalists Start To See the Nuclear Light, Llewellyn King, November 25, 2009 – 8:47 pm 

Although very little happened, Nov. 24 was a red letter day for the nation’s nuclear power industry. No new nuclear reactors were purchased, no breakthrough in treating nuclear waste was announced, and the Obama administration did not declare that it would pay for new reactors.¶ Instead, the source of the industry’s happiness was The Washington Post leading Page One with an article that detailed how the environmental movement, after 40 years of bitter opposition, now concedes that nuclear power will play a role in averting further harm from global warming.¶ Mind you, not every environmental group has come around, but the feared and respected Natural Resources Defense Council has allowed that there is a place for nuclear power in the world’s generating mix and Stephen Tindale, a former anti-nuclear activist with Friends of the Earth in the United Kingdom, has said, yes, we need nuclear.¶ For the nuclear industry which has felt itself vilified, constrained and damaged by the ceaseless and sometimes pathological opposition of the environmental movement, this changing attitude is manna from on high.¶ No matter that the environmentalists, in opposing nuclear since the late 1960s, have critically wounded the U.S. reactor industry and contributed to the construction of scores of coal and gas-fired plants that would not have been built without their opposition to nuclear.¶ In short, the environmental movement contributed in no small way to driving electric utilities to the carbon fuels they now are seeking to curtail.¶ Nuclear was such a target of the environmental movement that it embraced the “anything but nuclear” policy with abandon. Ergo its enthusiasm for all forms of alternative energy and its spreading of the belief —still popular in left-wing circles — that wind and solar power, with a strong dose of conservation, is all that is needed.¶ A third generation of environmental activists, who have been preoccupied with global climate change, have come to understand that a substantial amount of new electric generation is needed. Also some environmentalists are beginning to be concerned about the visual impact of wind turbines, not to mention their lethality to bats and birds.¶ Of all of the deleterious impacts of modern life on the Earth, it is reasonable to ask why the environmentalists went after nuclear power. And why they were opposed to nuclear power even before the 1979 accident at Three Mile Island in Pennsylvania and the catastrophic 1986 Chernobyl reactor failure in Ukraine. Those deserved pause, but the movement had already indicted the entire nuclear enterprise.¶ Having written about nuclear energy since 1969, I have come to believe that the environmental movement seized on nuclear first because it was an available target for legitimate anger that had spawned the movement in the ’60s. The licensing of nuclear power plants gave the protesters of the time one of the only opportunities to affect public policy in energy. They seized it; at first timorously, and then with gusto.¶ The escalation in environmental targets tells the story of how the movement grew in confidence and expertise; and how it added political allies, like Ralph Nader and Rep. Ed Markey, D-Mass.¶ The first target was simply the plants’ cooling water heating up rivers and estuaries. That was followed by wild extrapolations of the consequences of radiation (mutated children). Finally, it settled on the disposition of nuclear waste; that one stuck, and was a lever that turned public opinion easily. Just mention the 240,000-year half-life of plutonium without mentioning how, as an alpha-emitter, it is easily contained.¶ It is not that we do not need an environmental movement. We do. It is just that sometimes it gets things wrong.¶ In the days of the Atomic Energy Commission, the environmental groups complained that it was policeman, judge and jury. Indeed.¶ But environmental groups are guilty of defining environmental virtue and then policing it, even when the result is a grave distortion, as in the nuclear imbroglio. Being both the arbiter of environmental purity and the enforcer has cost the environment 40 years when it comes to reducing greenhouse gases. 

Can’t solve – other actors will fill in

Wendt, 92 

(Alexander, Assistant Professor of Political Science at Chicago, “Anarchy is what States Make of it: The Social Construction of Power Politics, International Organization, VOl. 46, no. 2.)

Let us assume that processes of identity- and interest-formation have created a world in which states do not recognize rights to territory or existence—a war of all against all. In this world, anarchy has a “realist” meaning for state action: be insecure and concerned with relative power. Anarchy has this meaning only in virtue of collective, insecurity-producing practices, but if those practices are relatively stable, they do constitute a system that may resist change. The fact that worlds of power politics are socially constructed, in other words, does not guarantee they are malleable, for at least two reasons. The first reason is that once constituted, any social system confronts each of its members as an objective social fact that reinforces certain behaviors and discourages others. Self-help systems, for example, tend to reward competition and punish altruism. The possibility of change depends on whether the exigencies of such competition leave room for actions that deviate from the prescribed script. If they do not, the system will be reproduced and deviant actors will not.” The second reason is that systemic change may also be inhibited by actors’ interests in maintaining., relatively stable role identities. Such interests are rooted not only in the desire to minimize uncertainty and anxiety, manifested in efforts to confirm existing-beliefs about the social world, but also in the desire to avoid the expected costs of breaking commitments made to others—notably domestic constituencies and foreign allies in the case of states—as part of past practices. The level of resistance that these commitments induce will depend on the “salience” of particular role identities to the actor. The United States, for example, is more likely to resist threats to its identity as “leader of anticommunist crusades” than to its identity as “promoter of human rights.” But for almost any role identity, practices and information that challenge it are likely to create cognitive dissonance and even perceptions of threat, and these may cause resistance to transformations of the self and thus to social change.” For both systemic and “psychological” reasons, then, intersubjective understandings and expectations may have a self-perpetuating quality, constituting path-dependencies that new ideas about self and other must transcend. This does not change the fact that through practice agents are continuously producing and reproducing identities and interests, continuously “choosing now the preferences [they] will have later.” But it does mean that choices may not be experienced with meaningful degrees of freedom. This could be a constructivist justification for the realist position that only simple learning is possible in self-help systems. The realist might concede that such systems are socially constructed and still argue that after the corresponding identities and in have become institutionalized, they are almost impossible to transform.
Not causing anthropogenic climate extinction has to be the foundation of ethics

Bosworth et al, 2k11 (Andrew, Chair of the working group of the Ethics and Climate Change in Asia and the Pacific Project, Napat Chaipraditkul, Ming Ming Cheng, Kimberly Junmookda, Parag Kadam, Darryl Macer, Charlotte Millet

, Jennifer Sangaroonthong, Alexander Waller “Ethics and Biodiversity”, Ethics and Climate Change in Asia and the Pacific Project)

Why should we be concerned with the loss of a species? How does extinction as a result of human activity change our ethical understanding? Ethics of extinction is an ominous topic and it may elicit feelings associated with catastrophe or inescapable demise depending on one’s temperament and view of evolution. From an environmentalist standpoint, the extinction of a species may be invoked to highlight what are considered ethical failures on the part of humans and are often accompanied by demands for change. There have been great extinction events in the past, as seen 250 million years ago at the end of the Palaeozoic era where nearly 90% of all organisms and 99% percent of animals went extinct, and 65 million years ago nearly two thirds of species and 80% of individuals disappeared (Courtillot, 1999). Although these occurred, they were caused by natural occurances, such as an asteroid impact. 

However, the ethical issue is about human responsibility and a common ethic across cultures to protect species. One example is that of the Yangtze River dolphin, which died off under the gaze of environmentalists and as a result of apathy. Some have accused those involved of political games and general lack of resilience in protecting a threatened species. The lack of clear data as the species diminished has been cited as an excuse towards the preventable conclusion and as a result the precautionary principle applied to biology has gained credence (Turvey, 2009). Summarized by feelings towards pro-active protection such as, “Do not wait until you have all the facts before you act—you will never have all you would like. Action is what brings change, and saves endangered animals, not word” (Merton, 1992). 

Such attitudes may resonate with compassionate individuals, yet our ethos is not universal as to what the human responsibility is towards non-human species. Qualifying this statement is the theme of this report, which is the necessity of biodiversity to the wellbeing of humans and non-humans alike. That ethos suggests that preventing anthropogenic extinction drivers is the least we can do normatively, and ethically our awareness must grow as a result of the increased effect we have on other species.  It is clear is that anthropogenic effects have altered extinction rates, but may not be the only factor during this Holocene period as summarized by Russell et al. (1998), “Holocene mammal and bird extinctions occurred at a significantly elevated rate, but taxa containing disproportionately few species are both disproportionately threatened with extinction today.” The denotations of that statement lead objective thinkers to desire more information, emphatically stated, “We need more work on the relationship between feature diversity and phylogenetic diversity. We also need more work on the use and non-use values of each” (Mooers, 2009). 

Alt fails  - energy systems are too large scale for local action

Brook 12 (Barry Brook, Professor of Climate Change University of Adelaide, “Burning energy questions – ERoEI, desert solar, oil replacements, realistic renewables and tropical islands,” 1/19/12) http://bravenewclimate.com/2012/01/19/burning-energy-questions/
The hard data available to date indicates that the only way we can decarbonize—eliminating both oil and gas—is to employ nuclear power as backup, and to devise methods of using renewables plus nuclear and biomass to make the transportation fuels we need, in addition to the electricity that our societies will come to depend on more and more in the future. Businesses not directly involved in the energy sector have few options in terms of directly affecting the course of energy policy. Sure, we see some businesses putting up solar arrays or making other politically correct token gestures, but these are window dressing that relies on subsidies, not really consequential in the effort to decarbonize human energy systems. The decisions that matter will be made within the energy sector, and those decisions will continue to accommodate the fossil fuel industries—be they coal, oil, or gas—unless governments lay down the law and force through policies that make it impossible for the status quo to continue. Carbon taxes are a first step, but support for a massive buildout of nuclear power (as we see in China today and to a lesser degree in some other countries) is critical to making progress in cutting greenhouse gas emissions in a meaningful way.

Shadi Saboori: What would be an optimal way to create incentives for businesses to transition to renewable energy? (And one that is politically realistic).

This is touched on in the previous response. Assuming that the term “renewable energy” doesn’t include nuclear power, the options for businesses that wish to transition to renewables are dictated primarily by the degree of subsidization offered. Customer demand is also a factor, such that if a company believes that hyping their green credentials by putting solar panels on their roofs will help business, then it’s more likely that they’ll take that step even if it costs them money in the long run. Thanks to generous subsidization by many governments, however, businesses can make it a paying proposition because, unlike many homeowners, they have the wherewithal to put up the sometimes fairly large sums up front, knowing that they’ll more than make back their investment over time due to tax deductions, generous depreciation and other allowances, and especially feed-in tariffs.

While all these incentives do encourage businesses to transition to renewable energy, is that necessarily a good thing from a societal standpoint? After all, the only reason that it’s at all profitable for the few companies that do it is because a large base of ratepayers are splitting up the cost amongst themselves (usually unknowingly). In other words, while such deployment (of solar, usually) makes things appear to be progressing in terms of societal transition to renewables, it’s simply not economically rational without the subsidies, so the wealthy (the companies that do it) are taking advantage of the less well-heeled individual citizens. If everyone were to attempt to transition to solar thusly, it would obviously be impossible, since there would be no pool from which the subsidies could be derived.

When it comes to large energy-intensive industries, even massive solar arrays can’t hope to provide the energy they’ll need, which is why some of Germany’s major industries with long histories in that country are either demanding specially reduced electricity rates or threatening to leave the country. Germany, of course, is where renewables—particularly solar and wind—have had enthusiastic government support for the last couple decades or so. Of course when the government cuts a discount energy rate deal with such industries to offset the steadily climbing electricity costs, it transfers even more of a burden onto the shoulders of regular consumers, forcing their escalating rates even higher.

Ultimately, the truly consequential decisions about a nation’s energy policy will be made by governments, with individual businesses moving in one direction or another based on their economic self-interest. And if Germany and Denmark—as the two nations with the longest history of continued government support for non-nuclear renewables—are any guide, the transition to an all-renewables future is nothing we can expect to consider viable in the foreseeable future.

Adopting a mindset of scientific inquiry for climate change makes sense because it’s a phenomenon uniquely suited to an empiricist methodology

Jean Bricmont 1, professor of theoretical physics at the University of Louvain, “Defense of a Modest Scientific Realism”, September 23, http://www.physics.nyu.edu/faculty/sokal/bielefeld_final.pdf
Given that instrumentalism is not defensible when it is formulated as a rigid doctrine, and since redefining truth leads us from bad to worse, what should one do? A hint of one sensible response is provided by the following comment of Einstein: Science without epistemology is insofar as it is thinkable at all primitive and muddled. However, no sooner has the epistemologist, who is seeking a clear system, fought his way through such a system, than he is inclined to interpret the thought-content of science in the sense of his system and to reject whatever does not fit into his system. The scientist, however, cannot afford to carry his striving epistemological systematic that far. ... He therefore must appeal to the systematic epistemologist as an unscrupulous opportunist.'1'1 So let us try epistemological opportunism. We are, in some sense, "screened'' from reality (we have no immediate access to it, radical skepticism cannot be refuted, etc.). There are no absolutely secure foundations on which to base our knowledge. Nevertheless, we all assume implicitly that we can obtain some reasonably reliable knowledge of reality, at least in everyday life. Let us try to go farther, putting to work all the resources of our fallible and finite minds: observations, experiments, reasoning. And then let us see how far we can go. In fact, the most surprising thing, shown by the development of modern science, is how far we seem to be able to go. Unless one is a solipsism or a radical skeptic which nobody really is one has to be a realist about something: about objects in everyday life, or about the past, dinosaurs, stars, viruses, whatever. But there is no natural border where one could somehow radically change one's basic attitude and become thoroughly instrumentalist or pragmatist (say. about atoms or quarks or whatever). There are many differences between quarks and chairs, both in the nature of the evidence supporting their existence and in the way we give meaning to those words, but they are basically differences of degree. Instrumentalists are right to point out that the meaning of statements involving unobservable entities (like "quark'') is in part related to the implications of such statements for direct observations. But only in part: though it is difficult to say exactly how we give meaning to scientific expressions, it seems plausible that we do it by combining direct observations with mental pictures and mathematical formulations, and there is no good reason to restrict oneself to only one of these. Likewise, conventionalists like Poincare are right to observe that some scientific "choices", like the preference for inertial over noninertial reference frames, are made for pragmatic rather than objective reasons. In all these senses, we have to be epistemological "opportunists". But a problem worse than the disease arises when any of these ideas are taken as rigid doctrines replacing 'realism". A friend of ours once said: "I am a naive realist. But I admit that knowledge is difficult." This is the root of the problem. Knowing how things really are is the goal of science; this goal is difficult to reach, but not impossible (at least for some parts of reality and to some degrees of approximation). If we change the goal if, for example, we seek instead a consensus, or (less radically) aim only at empirical adequacy then of course things become much easier; but as Bert rand Russell observed in a similar context, this has all the advantages of theft over honest toil. Moreover, the underdetermination thesis, far from undermining scientific objectivity, actually makes the success of science all the more remarkable. Indeed, what is difficult is not to find a story that "fits the data'*, but to find even one non-crazy such story. How does one know that it is non-crazy7 A combination of factors: its predictive power, its explanatory value, its breadth and simplicity, etc. Nothing in the (Quinean) underdetermiiiation thesis tells us how to find inequivalent theories with some or all of these properties. In fact, there are vast domains in physics, chemistry and biology where there is only one"18 known non-crazy theory that accounts for Unknown facts and where many alternative theories have been tried and failed because their predictions contradicted experiments. In those domains, one can reasonably think that our present-day theories are at least approximately true, in some sense or other. An important (and difficult) problem for the philosophy of science is to clarify the meaning of “approximately true'" and its implications for the ontological status of unobservable theoretical entities. We do not claim to have a solution to this problem, but we would like to offer a few ideas that might prove useful.
***1AR RD1 USC***

politics

Despite the Dec 30 interview, Obama won’t push reform-it’ll take a backseat to other priorities

 Daily Caller 12/31 (http://dailycaller.com/2012/12/31/obama-promises-new-immigration-plan-but-keeps-endgame-close-to-his-vest/)

 “I’ve said that fixing our broken immigration system is a top priority,” he told interviewer David Gregory, who is now under police investigation for violating D.C. law by brandishing a 30-bullet magazine on his Dec. 23 show. “I will introduce legislation in the first year to get that done,” Obama said. “I think we have talked about it long enough. We know how we can fix it. We can do it in a comprehensive way that the American people support. That’s something we should get done.” Gregory did not challenge any of Obama’s claims, nor did he question Obama about how his bill would impact the high unemployment rate among low-skilled Americans, especially African-Americans, in a an increasingly high-tech economy. However, Obama’s language suggested that increased Latino immigration is a lower priority for him than other measures, and that he’s concerned any revamp would fail because of public opposition. Many previous immigration reform bills have died when leading supporters quietly backed away amid furious public opposition to what was perceived as an attempt at a general amnesty. In 2007, then-Sen. Obama voted against a temporary-worker provision in a pending immigration bill, helping kill the overall legislation. During his first term as president, Obama declined to push a comprehensive immigration bill, despite promising such a revamp while on the 2008 campaign trail. In his NBC interview, Obama showed more enthusiasm about other priorities. “We’ve got a huge opportunity around energy,” he said, “The most immediate thing I’ve got to do … is make sure that taxes are not going up on middle class families,” he claimed. Another priority, he added, is “rebuilding our infrastructure, which is broken.” 

bioterror

Terrorists are unwilling and unable to use biological weapons

Moodie 9 (Michael Moodie is an independent consultant on international security affairs, he currently serves as Executive Editor of WMD Insights, an on-line publication focused on non-US perspectives on critical proliferation issues. “Dangerous Hands Responding to the Challenges of Chemical and Biological Terrorism,” Summer 2009, pg. 16)

Some experts argue that terrorists are both unwilling and unable to exploit the life sciences. Milton Leitenberg, for example, says with respect to biological weapons that, “Advanced genetic engineering capabilities are not likely to become available to real world terrorist groups in the near future. Judgments based on the prevalence of genetic engineering competence in the general academic molecular research community are still not useful guides to terrorist capabilities.”5 Other commentators disagree – or at least are not so sure. One assessment contends, for example, that increasingly sophisticated practical knowledge related to the life sciences is available to many Advanced Placement Biology students in high school.6 David Relman agrees, arguing that today, “anyone with a high school education can use widely available protocols and prepackaged kits to modify the sequence of genes or replace genes within a microorganism; one can also purchase small, disposable, self-contained bioreactors for propagating viruses and microorganisms.” Relman concludes that the full potential of past programs was never unleashed, and BW use by smallgroups historically was relatively unsophisticated and “far from representative of what moderately well informed groups might do today.”7 

No extinction 

O’Neill 4 O’Neill 8/19/2004  [Brendan, “Weapons of Minimum Destruction” http://www.spiked-online.com/Articles/0000000CA694.htm]

David C Rapoport, professor of political science at University of California, Los Angeles and editor of the Journal of Terrorism and Political Violence, has examined what he calls 'easily available evidence' relating to the historic use of chemical and biological weapons.  He found something surprising - such weapons do not cause mass destruction. Indeed, whether used by states, terror groups or dispersed in industrial accidents, they tend to be far less destructive than conventional weapons. 'If we stopped speculating about things that might happen in the future and looked instead at what has happened in the past, we'd see that our fears about WMD are misplaced', he says.  Yet such fears remain widespread. Post-9/11, American and British leaders have issued dire warnings about terrorists getting hold of WMD and causing mass murder and mayhem. President George W Bush has spoken of terrorists who, 'if they ever gained weapons of mass destruction', would 'kill hundreds of thousands, without hesitation and without mercy' (1).  The British government has spent £28million on stockpiling millions of smallpox vaccines, even though there's no evidence that terrorists have got access to smallpox, which was eradicated as a natural disease in the 1970s and now exists only in two high-security labs in America and Russia (2). In 2002, British nurses became the first in the world to get training in how to deal with the victims of bioterrorism (3).  The UK Home Office's 22-page pamphlet on how to survive a terror attack, published last month, included tips on what to do in the event of a 'chemical, biological or radiological attack' ('Move away from the immediate source of danger', it usefully advised). Spine-chilling books such as Plague Wars: A True Story of Biological Warfare, The New Face of Terrorism: Threats From Weapons of Mass Destruction and The Survival Guide: What to Do in a Biological, Chemical or Nuclear Emergency speculate over what kind of horrors WMD might wreak. TV docudramas, meanwhile, explore how Britain might cope with a smallpox assault and what would happen if London were 'dirty nuked' (4).  The term 'weapons of mass destruction' refers to three types of weapons: nuclear, chemical and biological. A chemical weapon is any weapon that uses a manufactured chemical, such as sarin, mustard gas or hydrogen cyanide, to kill or injure. A biological weapon uses bacteria or viruses, such as smallpox or anthrax, to cause destruction - inducing sickness and disease as a means of undermining enemy forces or inflicting civilian casualties. We find such weapons repulsive, because of the horrible way in which the victims convulse and die - but they appear to be less 'destructive' than conventional weapons.  'We know that nukes are massively destructive, there is a lot of evidence for that', says Rapoport. But when it comes to chemical and biological weapons, 'the evidence suggests that we should call them "weapons of minimum destruction", not mass destruction', he says.  Chemical weapons have most commonly been used by states, in military warfare. Rapoport explored various state uses of chemicals over the past hundred years: both sides used them in the First World War; Italy deployed chemicals against the Ethiopians in the 1930s; the Japanese used chemicals against the Chinese in the 1930s and again in the Second World War; Egypt and Libya used them in the Yemen and Chad in the postwar period; most recently, Saddam Hussein's Iraq used chemical weapons, first in the war against Iran (1980-1988) and then against its own Kurdish population at the tail-end of the Iran-Iraq war.  In each instance, says Rapoport, chemical weapons were used more in desperation than from a position of strength or a desire to cause mass destruction. 'The evidence is that states rarely use them even when they have them', he has written. 'Only when a military stalemate has developed, which belligerents who have become desperate want to break, are they used.' (5) As to whether such use of chemicals was effective, Rapoport says that at best it blunted an offensive - but this very rarely, if ever, translated into a decisive strategic shift in the war, because the original stalemate continued after the chemical weapons had been deployed.  He points to the example of Iraq. The Baathists used chemicals against Iran when that nasty trench-fought war had reached yet another stalemate. As Efraim Karsh argues in his paper 'The Iran-Iraq War: A Military Analysis': 'Iraq employed [chemical weapons] only in vital segments of the front and only when it saw no other way to check Iranian offensives. Chemical weapons had a negligible impact on the war, limited to tactical rather than strategic [effects].' (6)  According to Rapoport, this 'negligible' impact of chemical weapons on the direction of a war is reflected in the disparity between the numbers of casualties caused by chemicals and the numbers caused by conventional weapons. It is estimated that the use of gas in the Iran-Iraq war killed 5,000 - but the Iranian side suffered around 600,000 dead in total, meaning that gas killed less than one per cent.  The deadliest use of gas occurred in the First World War but, as Rapoport points out, it still only accounted for five per cent of casualties. Studying the amount of gas used by both sides from1914-1918 relative to the number of fatalities gas caused, Rapoport has written: 'It took a ton of gas in that war to achieve a single enemy fatality. Wind and sun regularly dissipated the lethality of the gases. Furthermore, those gassed were 10 to 12 times as likely to recover than those casualties produced by traditional weapons.' (7)  Indeed, Rapoport discovered that some earlier documenters of the First World War had a vastly different assessment of chemical weapons than we have today - they considered the use of such weapons to be preferable to bombs and guns, because chemicals caused fewer fatalities. One wrote: 'Instead of being the most horrible form of warfare, it is the most humane, because it disables far more than it kills, ie, it has a low fatality ratio.' (8) 'Imagine that', says Rapoport, 'WMD being referred to as more humane'. He says that the contrast between such assessments and today's fears shows that actually looking at the evidence has benefits, allowing 'you to see things more rationally'.  According to Rapoport, even Saddam's use of gas against the Kurds of Halabja in 1988 - the most recent use by a state of chemical weapons and the most commonly cited as evidence of the dangers of 'rogue states' getting their hands on WMD - does not show that unconventional weapons are more destructive than conventional ones. Of course the attack on Halabja was horrific, but he points out that the circumstances surrounding the assault remain unclear.  'The estimates of how many were killed vary greatly', he tells me. 'Some say 400, others say 5,000, others say more than 5,000. The fighter planes that attacked the civilians used conventional as well as unconventional weapons; I have seen no study which explores how many were killed by chemicals and how many were killed by firepower. We all find these attacks repulsive, but the death toll may actually have been greater if conventional bombs only were used. We know that conventional weapons can be more destructive.'  Rapoport says that terrorist use of chemical and biological weapons is similar to state use - in that it is rare and, in terms of causing mass destruction, not very effective. He cites the work of journalist and author John Parachini, who says that over the past 25 years only four significant attempts by terrorists to use WMD have been recorded. The most effective WMD-attack by a non-state group, from a military perspective, was carried out by the Tamil Tigers of Sri Lanka in 1990. They used chlorine gas against Sri Lankan soldiers guarding a fort, injuring over 60 soldiers but killing none.  The Tamil Tigers' use of chemicals angered their support base, when some of the chlorine drifted back into Tamil territory - confirming Rapoport's view that one problem with using unpredictable and unwieldy chemical and biological weapons over conventional weapons is that the cost can be as great 'to the attacker as to the attacked'. The Tigers have not used WMD since.

***2AC RD3 USC***

at: its only electricity

Electricity is the foundational thing to solve to reduce emissions

Brook et al 9 (Barry Brook, Professor of Climate Change University of Adelaide, Tom Blees, George Stanford, nuclear reactor physicist, retired from Argonne National Laboratory, and GLR Cowan, “Response to an Integral Fast Reactor (IFR) critique,” 2/21/9) http://bravenewclimate.com/2009/02/21/response-to-an-integral-fast-reactor-ifr-critique/
6. Ignoring the potential for renewables to produce baseload, intermediate- and peak-load power (see Mark Diesendorf’s paper on this topic at www.energyscience.org.au. Also ignoring the fact that 70-80+% of greenhouse emissions arise from sectors other than electricity generation – so Kirsch’s claim that IFR’s could be the “holy grail in the fight against global warming” is stupid.

[TB] Almost 80% of greenhouse gas emissions come from nuclear-capable countries anyway, so even if we just deployed them there we could make tremendous strides, though it would still be wise to create some sort of international oversight organization as I propose in the book.

[BWB] This is at best grossly disingenuous (not to mention insulting to call Kirsch stupid). You need to solve the electricity carbon problem to fix the vehicular fuels problem, space heating and embedded energy in building and manufactured goods, and Tom has a solution for MSW [municipal solid waste] also. About half of agricultural emissions can also be solved if you have a zero-carbon energy source. Then you just need to worry about the ruminant methane and carbon from deforestation. But the bottom line is, if you fix electricity, every else will quicktly start to fall into place.

If we don’t stop coal in places like China and India, we’re hosed, irrespective of what we might do in the US and Oz (and even if we could do with without advanced nuclear, which we very likely cannot). I do wonder, what is Jim Green’s plan is for replacing the 484 GW of coal-fired power stations already installed in China, and the further 200 or so plants in the planning or construction pipeline?

speed – construction

French example and modern innovations show we can build nukes fast enough

Barton 11 (Charles Barton, “21st Century Nuclear Challenges: 1 Mass Deployment, A. Coal Replacement,” 2/14/11) http://nucleargreen.blogspot.com/2011/02/21st-century-nuclear-challenges-1-mass.html
The cost of the first 54 reactors was reported to be 400 billion Francs or about 105 Billion 2009 dollars. Thus the French created a nuclear powered electrical system that provided between 70% and 80% of their electricity within 18 years of deciding to do so. The population of France at the time was under 60,000,000 or no more that 1/5th the current population of the United States. The United States would have to do no more than match the French nuclear effort between 1974 and 1992 in order to replace its coal fired power plants with nuclear power plants within a 20 year time span. Thus even if the replacement of coal fired power plants is accomplished by the use of conventional nuclear power plants, it can easily be accomplished 20 years before 2050.

The deployment of so many reactors so rapidly, would actually offer a considerable production advantage. Reactor manufacture can be modularized, with factories building parts that can easily be transported to the final construction site, and then assembled with labor savings machinery. The Westinghouse AP-1000 reactor was designed to be built with such a plan. It is designed to be constructed in three years, and thus AP-1000 unit construction will be, if anything, more rapid than French reactor construction between 1974 and 19992.

According to Westinghouse,

The AP1000 was designed to reduce capital costs and to be economically competitive with contemporary fossil-fueled plants. The amount of safety-grade equipment required is greatly reduced by using the passive safety system design. Consequently, less Seismic Category I building volume is required to house the safety equipment (approximately 45 percent less than a typical reactor). Modular construction design further reduces cost and shortens the construction schedule. Using advanced computer modeling capabilities, Westinghouse is able to optimize, choreograph and simulate the construction plan. The result is very high confidence in the construction schedule.

tech ready – ifr

Research is done – we just need to build one

Kirsch 8 (Steve Kirsch, Bachelor of Science and a Master of Science in electrical engineering and computer science from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, American serial entrepreneur who has started six companies: Mouse Systems, Frame Technology, Infoseek, Propel, Abaca, and OneID, “The Integral Fast Reactor (IFR) project: Q&A,” 2008) http://skirsch.com/politics/globalwarming/ifrQandA.htm
There's not really a lot of research to be done on this. We just have to get off the dime and build them. The last step of the project that got short-circuited was the commercial scale pyroprocessing, but by the time Congress killed it the facilities had already been built and were ready to go. It's a pretty simple technology and had been used over the course of the years of the IFR research to make over 3,400 fuel slugs. We're not talking about large amounts here, either, only about a gallon a day for a 2.5 GW reactor. That's peanuts. I think it's important to stress not that research has to be restarted, which makes this sound undeveloped, but that we have to build one of them.

Q. How much would it cost to build a 1 GW IFR plant?

Competitive with dirty pulverized coal plants. But f you factor in the external costs of coal plants there's no contest, even if you don't include global warming!

The first one will probably cost around $1 to $2 billion. Sound like a lot? Read on...

Fast reactor technology has been proven to work multiple times – their example bad

Brook et al 9 (Barry Brook, Professor of Climate Change University of Adelaide, Tom Blees, George Stanford, nuclear reactor physicist, retired from Argonne National Laboratory, and GLR Cowan, “Response to an Integral Fast Reactor (IFR) critique,” 2/21/9) http://bravenewclimate.com/2009/02/21/response-to-an-integral-fast-reactor-ifr-critique/
2. They don’t exist. Long history of theoretically attractive reactors / fuel cycles which either haven’t been developed or have been highly problematic (e.g. breeders).

[BWB] See above for a comment showing that they (ALMR, pyroprocessing) do exist. Just saying they are fairytales won’t make the reality of them go away.

[GS] The problems with fast reactors (‘breeders’) have been non-fundamental. Examples:
– The Monju reactor was undamaged by the fire (rated 1 on a scale of 0 to 7, with 7 being the most serious accident), and has been kept shut down for political reasons. I think it has been given the go-ahead to start up.

– The EBR-II fast reactor worked flawlessly for many years.

– The Phenix fast reactor in France has been on-line for decades.

– The Superphenix reactor was shut down for political reasons, after it finally had its problems behind it and was working well.

– The Russian BN-600 has been working well for decades.

at: adaptation

Adaptation is preposterous – you can’t adapt to what’s coming

Romm 12 (Joe Romm, Ph.D in Physics from MIT, worked at the Scripps Institution of Oceanography, Fellow of the American Association for the Advancement of Science, former Acting Assistant Secretary of the U.S. Department of Energy, awarded an American Physical Society Congressional Science Fellowship, executive director of  Center for Energy and Climate Solutions, former researcher at the Rocky Mountain Institute, former Special Assistant for International Security at the Rockefeller Foundation, taught at Columbia University's School of International and Public Affairs, Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress, interview with Ken Caldeira, atmospheric scientist who works at the Carnegie Institution for Science's Department of Global Ecology, “Study: We’re Headed To 11°F Warming And Even 7°F Requires ‘Nearly Quadrupling The Current Rate Of Decarbonisation’” 11/6/12) http://thinkprogress.org/climate/2012/11/06/1144431/study-were-headed-to-11f-warming-and-even-7f-requires-nearly-quadrupling-the-current-rate-of-decarbonisation/

Even to have a reasonable prospect of getting to a 4°C scenario would imply nearly quadrupling the current rate of decarbonisation. Despite the many hand-wavers who assert the optimal climate strategy is more research and development, this is yet another independent analysis that makes crystal clear such a do-little approach would be suicidal (see “Study Confirms Optimal Climate Strategy: Deploy, Deploy, Deploy, R&D, Deploy, Deploy, Deploy“). It bears repeating that warming of 7°F or beyond is “incompatible with organized global community, is likely to be beyond ‘adaptation’, is devastating to the majority of ecosystems & has a high probability of not being stable (i.e. 4°C [7°F] would be an interim temperature on the way to a much higher equilibrium level,” as climate expert Kevin Anderson explains here. Tragically, that appears to be the likely outcome of business as usual. No wonder the report states bluntly: The only way to avoid the pessimistic scenarios will be radical transformations in the ways the global economy currently functions: rapid uptake of renewable energy, sharp falls in fossil fuel use or massive deployment of CCS, removal of industrial emissions and halting deforestation. This suggests a need for much more ambition and urgency on climate policy, at both the national and international level. Either way, business-as-usual is not an option. Leo Johnson, PWC’s Partner for Sustainability and Climate Change, rather dryly concludes his letter introducing the report: Business leaders have been asking for clarity in political ambition on climate change. Now one thing is clear: businesses, governments and communities across the world need to plan for a warming world – not just 2ºC, but 4ºC and, at our current rates, 6ºC. Of course, planning for 4°C [7°F] in 2100 — let alone 6°C [11°F] — is tantamount to planning for the end of civilization as we know it (see this review of more than 60 recent studies — “An Illustrated Guide to the Science of Global Warming Impacts: How We Know Inaction Is the Gravest Threat Humanity Faces“). Such a world would likely mean: Permanent Dust Bowl conditions over the U.S. Southwest, parts of the Great Plains and many other regions around the globe that are heavily populated and/or heavily farmed. Sea level rise of some 1 foot by 2050, then 4 to 6 feet (or more) by 2100, rising some 6 to 12 inches (or more) each decade thereafter Massive species loss on land and sea — perhaps 50% or more of all biodiversity. Much more extreme weather These will all be happening simultaneously and getting worse decade after decade. A 2009 NOAA-led study found the worst impacts would be “largely irreversible for 1000 years.” In such a world there would be little prospect for feeding 9 billion people post-2050 given current dietary, economic, and agricultural practices. The word “adaptation” simply doesn’t apply in any meaningful sense: Royal Society Special Issue on Global Warming Details ‘Hellish Vision’ of 7°F (4°C) World — Which We May Face in the 2060s! “In such a 4°C world, the limits for human adaptation are likely to be exceeded in many parts of the world, while the limits for adaptation for natural systems would largely be exceeded throughout the world.” Scientists find “net present value of climate change impacts” of $1240 TRILLION on current emissions path, making mitigation to under 450 ppm a must Of course, there is every reason to believe that the earth would just keep getting hotter and hotter: Science stunner — On our current emissions path, CO2 levels in 2100 will hit levels last seen when the Earth was 29°F (16°C) hotter: Paleoclimate data suggests CO2 “may have at least twice the effect on global temperatures than currently projected by computer models” Steve Easterbrook’s post “A first glimpse at model results for the next IPCC assessment” shows that for the scenario where there is 9°F warming by 2100, you get another 7°F warming by 2300. Of course, folks that aren’t motivated to avoid the civilization-destroying 9°F by 2100 won’t be moved by whatever happens after that. As I said, humanity has its foot on the accelerator as we head toward a cliff. This climactic climatic cliff makes the much-talked-about fiscal cliff seem like a bump in the road. Yet here we are on election day after a campaign with relentless silence on climate issues. The “Slowly Boiling Brainless Frogs” live — for now.

heg collapse causes war

Social science proves—multipolarity supports the natural incentive to seek status by fighting

Wohlforth, 09 – professor of government at Dartmouth (William, “Unipolarity, Status Competition, and Great Power War,” World Affairs, January, project muse)

The upshot is a near scholarly consensus that unpolarity’s consequences for great power conflict are indeterminate and that a power shift resulting in a return to bipolarity or multipolarity will not raise the specter of great power war. This article questions the consensus on two counts. First, I show that it depends crucially on a dubious assumption about human motivation. Prominent theories of war are based on the assumption that people are mainly motivated by the instrumental pursuit of tangible ends such as physical security and material prosperity. This is why such theories seem irrelevant to interactions among great powers in an international environment that diminishes the utility of war for the pursuit of such ends. Yet we know that people are motivated by a great many noninstrumental motives, not least by concerns regarding their social status. 3 As John Harsanyi noted, “Apart from economic payoffs, social status (social rank) seems to be the most important incentive and motivating force of social behavior.”4 This proposition rests on much firmer scientific ground now than when Harsanyi expressed it a generation ago, as cumulating research shows that humans appear to be hardwired for sensitivity to status and that relative standing is a powerful and independent motivator of behavior.5 [End Page 29]  Second, I question the dominant view that status quo evaluations are relatively independent of the distribution of capabilities. If the status of states depends in some measure on their relative capabilities, and if states derive utility from status, then different distributions of capabilities may affect levels of satisfaction, just as different income distributions may affect levels of status competition in domestic settings. 6 Building on research in psychology and sociology, I argue that even capabilities distributions among major powers foster ambiguous status hierarchies, which generate more dissatisfaction and clashes over the status quo. And the more stratified the distribution of capabilities, the less likely such status competition is. Unipolarity thus generates far fewer incentives than either bipolarity or multipolarity for direct great power positional competition over status. Elites in the other major powers continue to prefer higher status, but in a unipolar system they face comparatively weak incentives to translate that preference into costly action. And the absence of such incentives matters because social status is a positional good—something whose value depends on how much one has in relation to others.7 “If everyone has high status,” Randall Schweller notes, “no one does.”8 While one actor might increase its status, all cannot simultaneously do so. High status is thus inherently scarce, and competitions for status tend to be zero sum.9
Superpower transitions necessitate global wars.

Khanna, ’09 – Director of the Global Governance Initiative at the New America Foundation (Parag, The second world: how emerging powers are redefining global competition in the twenty-first century, p. 337-338) 

Even this scenario is optimistic, for superpowers are by definition willing to encroach on the turf of others—changing the world map in the process.  Much as in geology, such tectonic shifts always result in earthquakes, particularly as rising powers tread on the entrenched position of the reigning hegemon.56  The sole exception was the twentieth century Anglo-American transition in which Great Britain and the United States were allies and shared a common culture—and even that took two world wars to complete.57 As the relative levels of power of the three superpowers draw closer, the temptation of the number-two to preemptively knock out the king on the hill grows, as does the lead power’s incentive to preventatively attack and weaken its ascending rival before being eclipsed.58  David Hume wrote, “It is not a great disproportion between ourselves and others which produces envy, but on the contrary, a proximity.”59  While the density of contacts among the three superpowers makes the creation of a society of states more possible than ever—all the foreign ministers have one anothers’ mobile phone numbers—the deep differences in interests among the three make forging a “culture of peace” more challenging than ever.60  China seas, hyperterrorism with nuclear weapons, an attack in the Gulf of Aden or the Straits of Malacca.  The uncertain alignments of lesser but still substantial powers such as Russia, Japan, and India could also cause escalation.  Furthermore, America’s foreign lenders could pull the plug to undermine its grand strategy, sparking economic turmoil, political acrimony, and military tension.  War brings profit to the military-industrial complex and is always supported by the large patriotic camps on all sides.  Yet the notion of a Sino-U.S. rivalry to lead the world is also premature and simplistic, for in the event of their conflict, Europe would be the winner, as capital would flee to its sanctuaries.   These great tensions are being played out in the world today, as each superpower strives to attain the most advantageous position for itself, while none are powerful enough to dictate the system by itself.  Global stability thus hangs between the bookends Raymond Aron identified as “peace by law” and “peace by empire,” the former toothless and the latter prone to excess.61  Historically, successive iterations of balance of power and collective security doctrines have evolved from justifying war for strategic advantage into building systems to avoid it, with the post-Napoleonic “Concert of Europe” as the first of the modern era.62  Because it followed rules, it was itself something of a societal system.*  Even where these attempts at creating a stable world order have failed—including the League of Nations after World War I—systemic learning takes place in which states (particularly democracies) internalize the lessons of the past into their institutions to prevent history from repeating itself.63  Toynbee too viewed history as progressive rather than purely cyclical, a wheel that not only turns around and around but also moves forward such that Civilization (with a big C) could become civilized.64  But did he “give too much credit to time’s arrows and not enough to time’s cycle”?65 Empires and superpowers usually promise peace but bring wars.66  The time to recognize the current revolutionary situation is now—before the next world war.67

coal

Coal exports high now

Lacey 12 (Stephen Lacey, reporter for Climate Progress, edited by Joe Romm, Ph.D in Physics from MIT, worked at the Scripps Institution of Oceanography, Fellow of the American Association for the Advancement of Science, former Acting Assistant Secretary of the U.S. Department of Energy, awarded an American Physical Society Congressional Science Fellowship, executive director of  Center for Energy and Climate Solutions, former researcher at the Rocky Mountain Institute, former Special Assistant for International Security at the Rockefeller Foundation, taught at Columbia University's School of International and Public Affairs, Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress, interview with Ken Caldeira, atmospheric scientist who works at the Carnegie Institution for Science's Department of Global Ecology, “U.S. Coal Exports On Pace To Hit All-Time High, Fueling Surge In International Global Warming Pollution,” 10/23/12) http://thinkprogress.org/climate/2012/10/23/1072041/us-coal-exports-on-pace-to-hit-all-time-high/

The latest figures from the Energy Information Administration shows just how strongly coal exports have risen. Boosted by growing demand in Asia, the U.S. is on track to ship record amounts of coal overseas this year, surpassing the previous all-time high set in 1981. If coal exports — mostly steam coal for power generation — continue on pace through the rest of the year, it’s possible they could surge past previous projections for a record year. However, EIA says exports have fallen slightly in the second half of the year due to the global economic malaise and a slowdown in China. But that still won’t stop it from breaking the previous record: Exports in August, the latest data available, reflect some of the weakening global demand for coal, falling 2 million tons from the record June levels. While declines in export levels inject some uncertainty, exports remain elevated with lower August exports still 13% above August 2011 levels. As a result, 2012 is still expected to surpass the 1981 record. This increase in exports marks a significant reversal from the general downward trajectory of U.S. coal exports beginning in the early 1990s, which bottomed out in 2002 just under 40 million tons, the lowest level since 1961. Coal exports in 2011 rose 171% from 2002, with only a brief interruption by the global recession. Export growth accelerated after the recession, with consecutive post-2009 growth of more than 20 million tons per year, a level of growth not seen since the 1979-to-1981 export boom. Current data for 2012 (through August) show coal exports are growing even faster, and should more than double 2009 export levels, buoyed by growth in U.S. steam coal. Asia didn’t get much attention in last night’s presidential foreign policy debate. But if we’re considering energy policy (which the candidates did not), the graphic below shows why the region is an important factor in our policy decisions. In 2011, four Asian countries — China, Japan, South Korea, and India — made up slightly more than a quarter of U.S. coal exports. And with coal consumption in the region expected to nearly double by 2020, a lot more coal could be headed from America’s mines to Asia’s power plants and steel mills.

2ac – military cp

Military leadership will cause innovative reactor designs that don’t match civilian priorities

Andres and Breetz 11, Richard Andres, Professor of National Security Strategy at the National War College and a Senior Fellow and Energy and Environmental Security and Policy Chair in the Center for Strategic Research, Institute for National Strategic Studies, at the National Defense University, and Hanna Breetz, doctoral candidate in the Department of Political Science at The Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Small Nuclear Reactorsfor Military Installations:Capabilities, Costs, andTechnological Implications, www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/StrForum/SF-262.pdf
On the other hand, DOD may have specific needs   (transportability, for instance) that would not be a high   priority for any other market segment. Moreover, while   DOD has unique technical and organizational capabilities that could enable it to pursue more radically innovative reactor lines, DOE has indicated that it will   focus its initial small reactor deployment efforts on   LWR designs.  37  If DOD wants to ensure that its preferred reactors   are developed and available in the future, it should take   a leadership role now. Taking a first mover role does not   necessarily mean that DOD would be “picking a winner”   among small reactors, as the market will probably pursue multiple types of small reactors. Nevertheless, DOD   leadership would likely have a profound effect on the industry’s timeline and trajectory

This military design will be locked in to the civilian sector—due to icensing process and economic uncertainty

Leon Neyfakh is the staff writer for Ideas, 3/20/2011, "Out of options," www.boston.com/bostonglobe/ideas/articles/2011/03/20/out_of_options/?page=full
Light water may have been — and may still be — the best option available. Certainly the technology has been refined since its early days, and newer reactor designs have advanced safety features that partly address the cooling problems suffered in Japan. But the trouble with technological lock-in is that you never really know: With only one choice, it’s impossible to tell whether you might have been better off with one of the early alternatives.  “Once the bandwagon gets rolling and starts to accrue advantage, it tends to get more advantage,” said W. Brian Arthur, the economist at the Santa Fe Institute who introduced and coined the concept of technological lock-in in the early 1980s. “Even if it’s not the best to start with, if it just gets ahead by chance, then it tends to get further ahead because of all the advantages.”  As soon as one technology gets a significant leg up in the competition, it becomes extremely difficult for rivals to derail it. Apart from the VHS-Betamax competition, the effects of lock-in can be seen in the dominance of the QWERTY configuration of keyboard letters, and in the victory of internal-combustion automobiles over Stanley Steamers in the early 20th century.  In the nuclear industry, more experimental approaches were decisively frozen out before their merits could be properly tested. A good example of this happened in the mid-’70s, when an American company called General Atomics tried to break into the market with a type of “high temperature” gas-cooled reactor that could cool itself in an emergency using the natural circulation of air instead of relying on motor-powered pumps and valves. One might have thought this cooling system would be seen as a major achievement — and certainly, a useful option for sites like Japan, where there’s a high risk of natural disasters knocking out a power supply. But of the seven high temperature graphite-gas-based power plants that General Atomics had been contracted to build by 1976, all but one ended up being canceled.  “One of the, let’s say, challenges in nuclear technology is that the plants are expensive and owners are usually risk-averse,” said Mujid Kazimi, director of MIT’s Center for Advanced Nuclear Energy Systems. “Part of it, also, is that it takes a long time to get a license for a new reactor concept. If you have a new idea and you want to eventually get it into the market, you need a license, and that can take years.”
2ac cp

You can’t just sequester – you need those tactics LATER to save us, perm solves

Hansen 8 (James Hansen, directs the NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies,  adjunct professor in the Department of Earth and Environmental Sciences at Columbia University, “Trip Report ,” 2008) http://www.columbia.edu/~jeh1/mailings/2008/20080804_TripReport.pdf
(3) Countries cannot be allowed to “buy out” of coal phase-out via supposed reforestation or 

reduction of non-CO2 forcings.  Sequestration of CO2 via improved forestry and agricultural 

practices is needed to reduce atmospheric levels below current levels.  If reforestation CO2

reductions are used up as a trade-off for coal emissions it will be difficult, if not impossible, to 

get CO2 levels back below current levels.  Similarly, the limited potential for reduction of nonCO2 forcings is needed to balance the positive (warming) climate forcing due to other non-CO2

effects, especially expected reduction of reflective aerosols. 

No solvency – risks sudden catastrophic failure

Potter 7 (Ned, "Space Mirrors? Stratospheric Dust? Are These global Warming Antidotes?" ABCNews, June 8, abcnews.go.com/Technology/story?id=3256486&page=1#.UF_7Y6SXTuo)

But Matthews and Caldeira say it could be risky business. In their computer model, they found they could cool the atmosphere quickly, but what if you overdo it? And what if you suddenly stop doing it?  "Should the engineered system later fail for technical or policy reasons, the downside is dramatic," wrote Peter Brewer of the Monterey Bay Aquarium Research Institute, in a commentary that accompanied the research. Brewer wrote that the atmosphere "quickly bites back, leading to severe and rapid climate change with rates of up to 20 times the current rates of warming."  
Default to skepticisim towards their engineering efforts – particularly since they have 1 author, who concedes this won’t be ready for 30 years, by then it could be way too late

Bentley 6 (Moly, "Guns and sunshades to rescue climate," BBC News, March 2, news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/science/nature/4762720.stm)
"Humans are changing the Earth, and it's a big effect we're having," says Mike MacCracken, chief scientist for climate change projects at the Climate Institute in Washington DC.   Humans are changing the Earth, and it's a big effect we're having   Mike MacCracken "To really stop climate change in its tracks, you have to go to virtually zero emissions in the next two decades.  "So the question is, is there a silver bullet that can help us to limit the amount of climate change?"  Some such "silver bullets" aim to scrub carbon dioxide (CO2) out of the atmosphere, some to cool Earth directly by veiling it; others are yet more radical.  While most are confined to computer models or scribbling on the backs of envelopes, a few have been tried cautiously.  Scientists have sprinkled iron in patches of the Southern Ocean to increase absorption of carbon dioxide from the atmosphere, and are testing the feasibility of sequestering carbon in saltwater aquifers or rock.  But what distinguishes geoengineering from localised tinkering is the scope; this would be manipulation on a global scale.  Earth in the shade  Consider the notion of shading the planet with mirrors. The US National Academy of Sciences found that 55,000 orbiting mirrors would reflect enough sunlight to counter about half the doubling of carbon dioxide.  But each mirror must be 100 sq km; any larger and you would need a manufacturing plant on the Moon, says Dr MacCracken. The price tag of space-based fixes makes them prohibitive - for now.  By contrast, the "human-volcano" approach is on terra firma and less costly. Inspired by studies of the Mt Pinatubo eruption of 1991 and the cooling effect of its sulphur plume, one proposal suggests that naval guns shoot sulphur pellets into the air to increase Earth's albedo, or reflectivity.  We know that blocking sunlight can counter global warming, but can we get the balance right?  Ships could fire sulphur aerosols to mimic the effect of volcanoes "I don't think we can get it right," says Ken Caldeira from the Carnegie Institution Department of Global Ecology at Stanford University in California.  "One of the problems of putting sulphate particles in the stratosphere is that it would destroy the ozone layer; so you might solve the global warming problem, but then we'd all die of that."  And this from a man whose work supports the idea of dimming the Sun.  A few years ago, Dr Caldeira set out to disprove an idea put forward by Livermore physicists Lowell Wood and Edward Teller to cool the Earth with a sheet of superfine reflective mesh - similar in concept to orbiting mirrors.  In a computer model, Dr Caldeira and colleague Bala Govindasamy simulated the effects of diminished solar radiation.  "We were originally trying to show that this is a bad idea, that there would be residual regional and global climate effects," explains Dr Caldeira.  "Much to our chagrin, it worked really well."  Acts of hostility  The simulation showed that blocking even a small percent of sunlight balanced out the doubling of atmospheric CO2. But in their published paper, the scientists caution against the environmental risks of geoengineering.  A broad simulation cannot account for all feedbacks lurking in the system, and Dr Caldeira does not recommend building an Earth parasol based on the results; current computer models are not up to the task of predicting the consequences of large-scale plans such as Earth shades. 
   The knowledge that we maybe could engineer our way out of climate problems inevitably lessens the political will to reduce emissions   David Keith Perhaps the most radical of all geoengineering concepts involves nothing less than moving the Earth itself, cooling the planet by shifting its orbit further from the Sun.  Dr Caldeira did the numbers. He found it would require the energy of five thousand, million, million hydrogen bombs to move Earth's orbit 1.5 million km out, which would compensate for doubling CO2 in the atmosphere.  If geoengineering seems like a "what if?" diversion for the science fiction crowd, scientists take it seriously, even if they are set against it.  "I should say right up front, I am not at all in favour of geoengineering," says Richard Somerville, a climate researcher at Scripps Institution of Oceanography in California.  "I think it's inherently unethical. I don't see how you decide on the basis of all humanity how to change the planet. But I think it's irresponsible, in a way, not to study it."  Aside from its feasibility, says Dr Somerville, geoengineering raises many issues that scientists have only begun to list.  There are ethical questions of whether we commit children to a planet that requires constant tinkering, and of who ultimately decides to release a supertanker full of iron into the oceans.  There may be legal questions as well, says Dr MacCracken. Prompted by US cloud-seeding attempts in Vietnam, a 1976 international convention outlaws the hostile use of environmental modification techniques.  "That would normally be in the case of war, but 'hostile' is not a word that's easily defined," says Dr MacCracken.  Perhaps some countries would consider re-calibrating the Earth's reflectivity - let alone its orbit - as a hostile act.  Diversionary tactic? While humans have a long history of wanting to control weather and climate - cloud seeding is an example - this incarnation of geoengineering is such a hot potato that scientists cannot even agree whether it should be discussed publicly.  "The knowledge that we maybe could engineer our way out of climate problems inevitably lessens the political will to begin reducing carbon dioxide emissions," observes David Keith from the University of Calgary in Canada.  Meanwhile, we might reconsider our investment priorities, says Dr MacCracken. For the enormous sum it would take to launch an orbiting mirror, we could develop energy alternatives.  "If I'm going to put satellites in orbit, why not put energy generating satellites that capture solar energy and beam it down to Earth?" he asks.  "Rather than blasting sulphur into the stratosphere, why not invest in other kinds of energy systems, such as wind energy or ocean energy, that don't cause these kinds of problems? There's a lot to do well before you get to geoengineering."  Ken Caldeira agrees that geoengineering is, for the moment, a tempting but illusory quick fix to an intricate system; a much less problematic solution, he says, would be to change our lifestyles by reducing energy consumption and CO2 emissions.  "I think the Earth's system is so complicated that our interfering with it is very likely to screw things up and very unlikely to improve things," he says. "And this is the only planet we have."  
Fundamentally geoengineering isn’t stable

Roberts 12 (Freya Robert, carbon brief, “New studies show how geoengineering could work, but at what cost?” 9/6/12) http://www.carbonbrief.org/blog/2012/09/engineering-earths-climate-feasible-and-affordable-but-not-advisable

Unintended impacts are perhaps one of the biggest fears around geoengineering. The release of particulates could affect the regional climate including cloud formation and rainfall patterns, with knock-on effects for the growth of plants and crops. Particulates could also interact with the ozone layer in a harmful way. Moreover, while geoengineering could prove useful, it doesn't address the greenhouse gas emissions rise driving climate change, or its other impacts like ocean acidification. While temperatures could be controlled, the climate would still be different. Professor of Atmospheric Physics at Imperial College London, Joanna Haigh explained: "There is no evidence that [geoengineering] would enable the climate to stabilise in a state similar to that which it would occupy naturally at lower greenhouse gas concentrations."

Sequestering carbon doesn’t solve acidification – ocean removal 

Robock 8 (Alan, "20 reasons why geoengineeringmay be a bad idea," Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, Vol. 64, No. 2, p14-18, www.thebulletin.org/files/064002006_0.pdf)

2. Continued ocean acidification.   If humans adopted geoengineering as   a solution to global warming, with no   restriction on continued carbon emissions, the ocean would continue to become more acidic, because about half of   all excess carbon dioxide in the atmosphere is removed by ocean uptake. The   ocean is already 30 percent more acidic   than it was before the Industrial Revolution, and continued acidification threatens the entire oceanic biological chain,   from coral reefs right up to humans.7

Acidification causes extinction

Sify 2010 – Sydney newspaper citing Ove Hoegh-Guldberg, professor at University of Queensland and Director of the Global Change Institute, and John Bruno, associate professor of Marine Science at UNC (Sify News, “Could unbridled climate changes lead to human extinction?”, http://www.sify.com/news/could-unbridled-climate-changes-lead-to-human-extinction-news-international-kgtrOhdaahc.html, WEA)
The findings of the comprehensive report: 'The impact of climate change on the world's marine ecosystems' emerged from a synthesis of recent research on the world's oceans, carried out by two of the world's leading marine scientists.

One of the authors of the report is Ove Hoegh-Guldberg, professor at The University of Queensland and the director of its Global Change Institute (GCI).

'We may see sudden, unexpected changes that have serious ramifications for the overall well-being of humans, including the capacity of the planet to support people. This is further evidence that we are well on the way to the next great extinction event,' says Hoegh-Guldberg.

'The findings have enormous implications for mankind, particularly if the trend continues. The earth's ocean, which produces half of the oxygen we breathe and absorbs 30 per cent of human-generated carbon dioxide, is equivalent to its heart and lungs. This study shows worrying signs of ill-health. It's as if the earth has been smoking two packs of cigarettes a day!,' he added.

'We are entering a period in which the ocean services upon which humanity depends are undergoing massive change and in some cases beginning to fail', he added.

The 'fundamental and comprehensive' changes to marine life identified in the report include rapidly warming and acidifying oceans, changes in water circulation and expansion of dead zones within the ocean depths.

These are driving major changes in marine ecosystems: less abundant coral reefs, sea grasses and mangroves (important fish nurseries); fewer, smaller fish; a breakdown in food chains; changes in the distribution of marine life; and more frequent diseases and pests among marine organisms.

Study co-author John F Bruno, associate professor in marine science at The University of North Carolina, says greenhouse gas emissions are modifying many physical and geochemical aspects of the planet's oceans, in ways 'unprecedented in nearly a million years'.

'This is causing fundamental and comprehensive changes to the way marine ecosystems function,' Bruno warned, according to a GCI release.

These findings were published in Science

Also dead zones

Wagner 11 (Professor Thomas Wagner from Newcastle University, UK, Civil Engineering and Geosciences, “Greenhouse ocean study offers warning for future,” 5/17/11) http://www.eurekalert.org/pub_releases/2011-05/nu-gos051711.php
The mass extinction of marine life in our oceans during prehistoric times is a warning that the same could happen again due to high levels of greenhouse gases, according to new research. Professor Martin Kennedy from the University of Adelaide (School of Earth & Environmental Sciences) and Professor Thomas Wagner from Newcastle University, UK, (Civil Engineering and Geosciences) have been studying 'greenhouse oceans' – those that have been depleted of oxygen, suffering increases in carbon dioxide and temperature. Using core samples drilled from the ocean bed off the coast of western Africa, the geologists studied layers of sediment from the Late Cretaceous Period (85 million years ago) across a 400,000-year timespan. They found a significant amount of organic material – marine life – buried within deoxygenated layers of the sediment. Professor Wagner says the results of their research, published in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences (PNAS), has relevance for our modern world: "We know that 'dead zones' are rapidly growing in size and number in seas and oceans across the globe," he said. "These are areas of water that are lacking in oxygen and are suffering from increases of CO2, rising temperatures, nutrient run-off from agriculture and other factors." Their research points to a mass mortality in the oceans at a time when the Earth was going through a greenhouse effect. High levels of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere and rising temperatures led to a severe lack of oxygen (hypoxia) in the water that marine animals depend upon. "What's alarming to us as scientists is that there were only very slight natural changes that resulted in the onset of hypoxia in the deep ocean," said Professor Kennedy. "This occurred relatively rapidly – in periods of hundreds of years, or possibly even less – not gradually over longer, geological time scales, suggesting that the Earth's oceans are in a much more delicate balance during greenhouse conditions than originally thought, and may respond in a more abrupt fashion to even subtle changes in temperature and CO2 levels." Professor Kennedy said that the doubling of the amount of carbon dioxide in our atmosphere over the past 50 years is "like hitting our ecosystem with a sledge-hammer" compared to the very small changes in incoming solar energy (radiation) which was capable of triggering these events in the past. "This could have a catastrophic, profound impact on the sustainability of life in our oceans, which in turn is likely to impact on the sustainability of life for many land-based species, including humankind," he added.

2ac – politics – debt ceiling

SecDef thumps

Bloomberg News Wire 12/28 (http://journalstar.com/news/national/govt-and-politics/obama-faces-political-dilemma-choosing-defense-secretary/article_c5004e3d-92de-5734-9add-ad5fbf8e56dd.html)

President Barack Obama faces a growing dilemma in his choice of a new defense secretary to succeed Leon Panetta. Having dropped United Nations Ambassador Susan Rice and named Massachusetts Democratic Sen. John Kerry to replace Hillary Rodham Clinton as secretary of state, Obama runs the risk of appearing weak if he bows to political opposition again and chooses someone other than former Nebraska Republican Sen. Chuck Hagel to lead the Pentagon. Picking another candidate would show for a second time "that the president's important choices for personnel can be vetoed by two or three senators," said Sean Kay, a professor of politics and government at Ohio Wesleyan University in Delaware, Ohio, who specializes in U.S. foreign and defense policy. "The White House will come out of this significantly weakened." If Obama sticks with Hagel in the face of opposition from an ad hoc coalition of Republican advocates of muscular defense policies, Democratic supporters of Israel and gay rights activists, though, Obama might be forced to spend political capital he needs for the bigger battle over the federal budget and deficit reduction.

Won’t be debated until the last minute

Politico 1/1 (http://www.politico.com/story/2013/01/enjoy-the-fiscal-cliff-debate-just-wait-for-the-debt-ceiling-85649_Page3.html)

The early debt ceiling maneuvering also underscores a bitter reality of the down-to-the-wire fiscal cliff fight: even after a 2012 election that was supposed to ease Washington’s divide on taxes and spending, the Capitol remains barely capable of making long-term policy. Read more: http://www.politico.com/story/2013/01/enjoy-the-fiscal-cliff-debate-just-wait-for-the-debt-ceiling-85649_Page2.html#ixzz2Glf6B56U Instead, Congress seems wedded to a deadline-to-deadline approach to policymaking. For advocates of a grand bargain, the fiscal cliff deal itself is being derided as another kick of the proverbial can, though Obama tried to cast it in broader terms. “It may be we can do it in stages,” Obama said Monday. “We’re going to solve this problem instead in several steps.” The debt ceiling fight will revolve around a host of bargaining chips left unresolved, and sitting on the table, in the fiscal cliff deal: the indiscriminate spending ax of the sequester, which Congress set up as part of the 2011 debt ceiling deal and delayed for two months in yesterday’s compromise, and which members of both parties want to replace; Republican demands for major changes to Medicare and Medicaid, and the inflation calculation used for Social Security benefits; and a tax reform process that members of both parties want to carry out next year. And there’s another deadline coming in March as well — the expiration of the continuing resolution that’s been keeping the government operating since September. “The debt limit and the continuing resolution are an opportunity to raise [a spending cut debate]. The public will look at those as spending cliffs, if you will,” Sen. Rob Portman (R-Ohio) said last week. “If we make it through this cliff we're going to get another one right away.”

Gun control thumps

Daily Mail UK 12/23 (Grover Norquist blasts Obama for politicizing Sandy Hook shooting in order to pass gun control laws; http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2252617/Grover-Norquist-blasts-Obama-politicizing-Sandy-Hook-shooting-order-pass-gun-control-laws.html?ito=feeds-newsxml)

A longtime gun-control advocate, Biden met Thursday with Cabinet members and law enforcement officials from around the country. He said he wanted to meet with the group, which included representatives of at least a dozen law enforcement organizations, because they 'know better than anyone else what's needed out there.' Police chiefs helped develop innovations such as community policing and drug courts, Biden said, and they have a comprehensive view of how to approach gun violence. Gun-control measures have faced fierce resistance in Congress for years, but that may be changing because of the events in Connecticut, which shocked that nation. After the shooting, Obama signaled for the first time that he's willing to spend significant political capital on the issue. Some prominent gun-rights advocates on Capitol Hill - Democrats and Republicans alike - have expressed willingness to consider new measures. 

Both parties support nuclear power

NEI 12 (Nuclear Energy Institute, “Obama, Romney Support Nuclear Energy, Offer Views on Financing, Regulation,” Summer 2012) http://www.nei.org/resourcesandstats/publicationsandmedia/insight/insightsummer2012/obama-romney-support-nuclear-energy-offer-views-on-financing-regulation/
Summer 2012—Unlike some issues that polarize presidential candidates, the broad energy positions of President Barack Obama and challenger Mitt Romney are strikingly similar. It’s the finer brush strokes of policy that reveal differences. Republicans and Democrats alike support an “all-of-the-above” energy production approach and both Obama and Romney support the use of nuclear energy and the development of new reactors. Obama’s 2011 blueprint for a Secure Energy Future calls for 80 percent of electricity to be generated from low-carbon fuels by 2035. The administration’s clean energy standard includes nuclear energy, which does not emit greenhouse gases as it generates electricity. It also includes wind energy, solar power, natural gas and coal with carbon capture and sequestration. “We need a sustained all-of-the-above strategy that develops every available source of American energy—oil, gas, wind, solar, nuclear, biofuels and more,” Obama said in February. The Obama administration, in support of what it calls “prudent deployment of nuclear energy through loan guarantees,” has conditionally committed to use federal guarantees to reduce the cost of financing two Georgia reactors. That action alone would translate to millions of dollars in consumer savings. Romney also wants to spur nuclear power plant development. His 2011 energy plan calls for reform of the “cumbersome and restrictive” U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. Romney wants the agency to review several new reactor designs and ensure that licensing decisions based on pre-approved designs are issued within two years.

No spending links – plan net saves money b/c we can cancel the MOX plant, can be PART of a budget deal

Lots of support for IFRs and no one opposes them

Kirsch 9 (Steve Kirsch, Bachelor of Science and a Master of Science in electrical engineering and computer science from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, American serial entrepreneur who has started six companies: Mouse Systems, Frame Technology, Infoseek, Propel, Abaca, and OneID, “Why We Should Build an Integral Fast Reactor Now,” 11/25/9) http://skirsch.wordpress.com/2009/11/25/ifr/
Support

Secretary of Energy Steven Chu[9]

White House Science Advisor John Holdren[10]

James Hansen, Director, NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies

Hans Bethe, Nobel laureate, Physics[11]

Charles Till, Former Associate Director Argonne National Laboratory

Yoon Chang, former Associate Laboratory Director, Argonne National Laboratory

John Sackett, former Associate Director, Argonne National Laboratory

Ray Hunter, former Deputy Director of the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology in the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)

Leonard Koch, 2004 winner of the Global Energy International Prize (equivalent to the Nobel prize for energy)

California Lt. Governor John Garamendi

Congressman Jerry McNerney
Congresswoman Anna Eshoo
Congresswoman Jackie Speier
Senator Lamar Alexander
Senator Jeff Bingaman[12]

General Electric (who already has a plant design for the IFR ready to build)

The American public, 59% of whom support nuclear power according to a March 2009 Gallup poll, despite zero PR by the nuclear industry.[13]

Dean Warshawsky, Mayor of Los Altos Hills, CA

Opposition

We do not know of any members of Congress who oppose restarting the IFR. Most have never heard of it.

Environmental groups, in general, do not like nuclear power. For example, environmental groups in Germany got Germany to ban nuclear power. The result is that Germany is forced to build more new coal plants…the worst possible outcome for the environment and exactly the opposite of what the green groups wanted. The green case against nuclear is based largely on dogma and myth. See Mark Lynas: the green heretic persecuted for his nuclear conversion which is an eye-opening account of a noted environmentalist who took an objective look at the facts. One of the top people at NRDC (speaking on his own behalf), says his only objection to the IFR is the cost competiveness of nuclear. GE says IFRs can be built in volume for $1,500 per kW which is cheaper than coal (and slightly less than the $2,000 per kW that the Chinese paid to construct Qinshan Phase 3 which was completed 52 days ahead of schedule and under budget in 2003). The NRDC spokesperson is skeptical of GE’s cost numbers for the IFR ($1,500 per kW).

The Sierra Club is in the process of determining their position on the IFR. Most other groups say that while they are sympathetic, they “do not have the expertise or inclination to take this on.”

You won’t have any trouble finding people who will throw darts at the IFR. They will argue it’s too expensive, unreliable, unproven, increases the proliferation risk, etc. These arguments lack credibility; they all fail in the face of the facts, e.g., the EBR-II and the Russian BN-600 experiences (a commercial nuclear reactor that has operated for 30 years without incident and the precursor to Russia’s next generation fast reactors that are now being built). These two reactors are are the “inconvenient truths” for the fast reactor skeptics.

Winner’s Win- 

Marshall and Prins 11 (BRYAN W, Miami University and BRANDON C, University of Tennessee & Howard H. Baker, Jr. Center for Public Policy, “Power or Posturing? Policy Availability and Congressional Influence on U.S. Presidential Decisions to Use Force”, Sept, Presidential Studies Quarterly 41, no. 3)

Presidents rely heavily on Congress in converting their political capital into real policy success. Policy success not only shapes the reelection prospects of presidents, but it also builds the president’s reputation for political effectiveness and fuels the prospect for subsequent gains in political capital (Light 1982). Moreover, the president’s legislative success in foreign policy is correlated with success on the domestic front. On this point, some have largely disavowed the two-presidencies distinction while others have even argued that foreign policy has become a mere extension of domestic policy (Fleisher et al. 2000; Oldfield and Wildavsky 1989) Presidents implicitly understand that there exists a linkage between their actions in one policy area and their ability to affect another. The use of force is no exception; in promoting and protecting U.S. interests abroad, presidential decisions are made with an eye toward managing political capital at home (Fordham 2002).

Issues are compartmentalized – political capital has no effect on legislation

Dickinson, 09 – professor of political science at Middlebury College and taught previously at Harvard University where he worked under the supervision of presidential scholar Richard Neustadt (5/26/09, Matthew, Presidential Power: A NonPartisan Analysis of Presidential Politics, “Sotomayor, Obama and Presidential Power,” http://blogs.middlebury.edu/presidentialpower/2009/05/26/sotamayor-obama-and-presidential-power/, JMP)

As for Sotomayor, from here the path toward almost certain confirmation goes as follows: the Senate Judiciary Committee is slated to hold hearings sometime this summer (this involves both written depositions and of course open hearings), which should lead to formal Senate approval before Congress adjourns for its summer recess in early August.  So Sotomayor will likely take her seat in time for the start of the new Court session on October 5.  (I talk briefly about the likely politics of the nomination process below).

What is of more interest to me, however, is what her selection reveals about the basis of presidential power.  Political scientists, like baseball writers evaluating hitters, have devised numerous means of measuring a president’s influence in Congress.  I will devote a separate post to discussing these, but in brief, they often center on the creation of legislative “box scores” designed to measure how many times a president’s preferred piece of legislation, or nominee to the executive branch or the courts, is approved by Congress.  That is, how many pieces of legislation that the president supports actually pass Congress? How often do members of Congress vote with the president’s preferences?  How often is a president’s policy position supported by roll call outcomes?  These measures, however, are a misleading gauge of presidential power – they are a better indicator of congressional power.  This is because how members of Congress vote on a nominee or legislative item is rarely influenced by anything a president does.  Although journalists (and political scientists) often focus on the legislative “endgame” to gauge presidential influence – will the President swing enough votes to get his preferred legislation enacted? – this mistakes an outcome with actual evidence of presidential influence.  Once we control for other factors – a member of Congress’ ideological and partisan leanings, the political leanings of her constituency, whether she’s up for reelection or not – we can usually predict how she will vote without needing to know much of anything about what the president wants.  (I am ignoring the importance of a president’s veto power for the moment.)

Despite the much publicized and celebrated instances of presidential arm-twisting during the legislative endgame, then, most legislative outcomes don’t depend on presidential lobbying.  But this is not to say that presidents lack influence.  Instead, the primary means by which presidents influence what Congress does is through their ability to determine the alternatives from which Congress must choose.  That is, presidential power is largely an exercise in agenda-setting – not arm-twisting.   And we see this in the Sotomayer nomination.  Barring a major scandal, she will almost certainly be confirmed to the Supreme Court whether Obama spends the confirmation hearings calling every Senator or instead spends the next few weeks ignoring the Senate debate in order to play Halo III on his Xbox.  That is, how senators decide to vote on Sotomayor will have almost nothing to do with Obama’s lobbying from here on in (or lack thereof).  His real influence has already occurred, in the decision to present Sotomayor as his nominee.

If we want to measure Obama’s “power”, then, we need to know what his real preference was and why he chose Sotomayor.  My guess – and it is only a guess – is that after conferring with leading Democrats and Republicans, he recognized the overriding practical political advantages accruing from choosing an Hispanic woman, with left-leaning credentials.  We cannot know if this would have been his ideal choice based on judicial philosophy alone, but presidents are never free to act on their ideal preferences.  Politics is the art of the possible. Whether Sotomayer is his first choice or not, however, her nomination is a reminder that the power of the presidency often resides in the president’s ability to dictate the alternatives from which Congress (or in this case the Senate) must choose.  Although Republicans will undoubtedly attack Sotomayor for her judicial “activism” (citing in particular her decisions regarding promotion and affirmative action), her comments regarding the importance of gender and ethnicity in influencing her decisions, and her views regarding whether appellate courts “make” policy, they run the risk of alienating Hispanic voters – an increasingly influential voting bloc (to the extent that one can view Hispanics as a voting bloc!)  I find it very hard to believe she will not be easily confirmed. In structuring the alternative before the Senate in this manner, then, Obama reveals an important aspect of presidential power that cannot be measured through legislative boxscores.

Obama can raise it unilaterally

National Review 12/11 (http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/335309/obama-going-solo-debt-ceiling-john-g-malcolm#)

In negotiations with Congress about how to avoid plunging over the fiscal cliff, President Obama has insisted that lawmakers agree to raise the debt ceiling, currently fixed at $16.4 trillion, when the U.S. government runs out of money. That could be as early as February 2013. He recently informed a group of business leaders: “If Congress in any way suggests that they’re going to tie negotiations to debt-ceiling votes and take us to the brink of default once again as part of a budget negotiation, which, by the way, we have never done in our history until we did it last year, I will not play that game.” The need for Congress to approve any increase in the debt ceiling is leverage that Republicans very much want to use again and retain, but some commentators have recently suggested that the president can raise the debt ceiling unilaterally. What allows him to accomplish this dazzling bit of budgetary legerdemain, they say, is Section 4 of the 14th Amendment — the Public Debt Clause. It stipulates that “the validity of the public debt of the United States, authorized by law . . . shall not be questioned.” The president’s defenders argue that if Congress fails to raise the debt ceiling, the United States will immediately start defaulting on its debts, an outcome that the Public Debt Clause deems impermissible. To avoid default, they contend, President Obama could raise the debt ceiling without congressional approval.

Or he’ll just cave and give into GOP demands to pass it

Guardian UK 1/1 (http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2013/jan/01/obama-tax-concession-debt-ceiling-talks)

On the revenue side, President Obama gave in to some extent, raising the threshold for applying the Clinton era tax rates to $450,000, compared to the $250,000 level he had touted during his campaign. This is a gift of roughly $6,000 to very rich households, since it means even the wealthiest people will have the lower tax rate applied to $200,000 of their income. Perhaps more importantly, it continues the special low tax rate for dividend income, with the richest of the rich paying a tax rate of just 20% on their dividend income. The resulting loss of revenue from these concessions is roughly $200bn over ten years, or about 0.5% of projected spending during this period. By itself, this revenue loss would not be of much consequence; what matters much more is the dynamics that this deal sets in place. This is the third point. President Obama insisted that he was going to stick to the $250,000 cut-off requiring that the top 2% of households, the big winners in the economy, go back to paying the Clinton era tax rates. He backed away from this commitment even in a context where he held most of the cards. We are now entering a new round of negotiations over extending the debt ceiling where the Republicans would appear to hold many of the cards. While the consequences may not be as dire as the pundits claim, no one could think it would be a good idea to allow the debt ceiling to be reached and force the government into default. The Republicans intend to use this threat, however, to coerce further concessions from President Obama. The president insists that there will be no negotiations over the debt ceiling: no further concessions to protect the country's financial standing. At this point, though, is there any reason for people to believe him? This is a president who encouraged members of Congress to vote for the Troubled Asset Relief Program (Tarp) in 2008 with a promise that he would put bankruptcy cramdown for mortgage debt (allowing restructuring of housing loans for people with distressed mortgages) at the top of his agenda once he took office. This is a president whose top aids boasted about "hippie punching" when they ditched the public option in the Affordable Care Act. This is a president who has explicitly put cuts to social security on the agenda, while keeping taxes on Wall Street speculation off the agenda. And this is a president who decided to put deficit reduction, rather than job creation, at the center of the national agenda – even though he knows the large deficits are entirely the result of the collapse of the economy. And, of course, he is the president who appointed former Senator Alan Simpson and Morgan Stanley director Erskine Bowles to head his deficit commission, enormously elevating the stature of these two foes of social security and Medicare. Given his track record, there is little doubt that President Obama can be trusted to make further concessions, possibly involving social security and Medicare, in negotiations on the debt ceiling. Oh well, at least we can laugh at the experts being wrong about the fiscal cliff "Mayan apocalypse".

       econ

Treasury can avoid the impact

Washington Post 12/26 (http://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/us-will-hit-debt-limit-on-dec-31-treasury-department-says/2012/12/26/0e8e3738-4fa2-11e2-839d-d54cc6e49b63_story.html)

As part of these efforts, the Treasury will suspend on Friday a program that helps states and localities manage their borrowing, freeing up $4 billion to $17 billion to spend elsewhere. Then, after Monday, Treasury can tap a range of federal funds that benefit government employees — most critically, the money-market fund in which many federal employees invest as part of their thrift savings plans. These efforts could create $185 billion in borrowing space. Federal employees would be unaffected, as long as Congress ultimately raises the debt limit by the final deadline. Finally, the Treasury can tap a fund used to buy and sell foreign currencies known as the exchange stabilization fund, which would open up about $23 billion in headroom. In 2011, Treasury examined a range of options to delay the deadline beyond what could be achieved with these “extraordinary measures” — including selling the country’s gold stockpile or other federal assets. 

Manufacturing declining now
Smil 11 (Vaclav Smil , interdisciplinary researcher at The Breakthrough Institute in the fields of energy, environmental and population change, food production and nutrition, technical innovation, risk assessment, and public policy. He has published more than 30 books and some 400 papers on these topics. He is a Fellow of the Royal Society of Canada (Science Academy), the first non-American to receive the American Association for the Advancement of Science Award for Public Understanding of Science and Technology, and in 2010 he was listed by Foreign Policy among the top 100 global thinkers. He has worked as a consultant for many US, EU and international institutions, has been an invited speaker in more than 300 conferences and workshops in the USA, Canada, Europe, Asia and Africa, and has lectured at many universities in North America, Europe and East Asia. "The Manufacturing of Decline," Summer 2011, http://thebreakthrough.org/index.php/journal/past-issues/issue-1/the-manufacturing-of-decline/-http://thebreakthrough.org/index.php/journal/past-issues/issue-1/the-manufacturing-of-decline/)
As befits a large, modern country, America’s manufacturing sector remains very large and has been growing in absolute terms. In 2009, US manufacturing accounted for more than 18 percent of global manufacturing and its value was higher (when compared in nominal, exchange-rated terms) than the total GDP of all but seven of the world’s economies (behind Brazil at $2 trillion and ahead of Canada at $1.6 trillion). The per capita value of manufacturing in 2009 was higher in the United States ($5,800) than in France ($3,900), Canada ($4,200), Italy ($5,100), and China ($1,500). When measured in constant monies, US manufacturing expanded by about 60 percent between 1990 and 2009, nearly matching the growth of overall GDP; it grew by 10 percent between 2000 and 2009, compared to a 15 percent increase in GDP. But these numbers can be deceptive. America’s manufacturing sector has retreated faster and further in relative terms than that of any other large, affluent nation. US manufacturing as a percentage of GDP declined from 27 percent in 1950 to 23 percent in 1970 to 14 percent in 2000 to 11 percent in 2009. While manufacturing as a share of GDP has also declined in Germany and Japan, both countries have retained relatively larger manufacturing sectors at 17 and 21 percent, respectively. The contribution of manufacturing to per capita GDP is also higher in Germany ($6,900) and Japan ($8,300) than in the United States. The most shocking, but underemphasized, fact about global manufacturing is that Germany’s share of global merchandise exports is actually higher than America’s (9 percent vs. 8.5 percent in 2009), despite having an economy just one-quarter of the size. As a consequence, the United States is lagging as a global economic competitor. In 2009, Germany and Japan had large manufacturing trade surpluses ($290 and $220 billion, respectively) while the United States had a massive manufacturing trade deficit ($322 billion). The other key measure — little known in popular discussions of manufacturing — is export intensity, the ratio of a nation’s exports to its total manufacturing sales. The global average export intensity is twice as high as that of the United States, which ranked 13 th out of the 15 largest manufacturing countries in 2009, higher only than Russia and Brazil. Meanwhile, the leading EU countries had export intensities 2.5 times to 4 times higher than America’s. Comparisons of the value of manufactured exports on a per capita basis are even more dramatic: they are higher in Spain ($3,700), Japan ($4,000), Canada ($4,600), and Germany ($11,200) than in the United States ($2,400). The US manufacturing sector is also badly trailing China’s, though in order to fully appreciate this, one must calculate the real value of China’s artificially undervalued currency (the yuan renminbi, or RMB). The 2009 data from the United Nations lists US manufacturing output at $1.79 trillion versus RMB 14 trillion or $2.1 trillion for China when converted at the official exchange rate for 2009 (about RMB 6.8/US dollar). But according to the purchasing power parity (PPP) conversion preferred by the International Monetary Fund, one RMB should be worth 29 cents, or RMB 3.4/US dollar. Even if the real RMB value were only 50 percent higher than the official rate, the total added by China’s manufacturing in 2009 would be in excess of $3 trillion, or about 67 percent above the US total. 

Key to the economy

Michael Ettlinger (the Vice President for Economic Policy at the Center for American Progress, former director of the Economic Analysis and Research Network of the Economic Policy Institute) and Kate Gordon (the Vice President for Energy Policy at the Center for American Progress. Most recently, Kate was the co-director of the national Apollo Alliance, where she still serves as senior policy advisor. Former senior associate at the Center on Wisconsin Strategy) April 2011 “The Importance and Promise of American Manufacturing” http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2011/04/pdf/manufacturing.pdf
Manufacturing is critically important to the American economy. For generations, the strength of our country rested on the power of our factory floors—both the machines and the men and women who worked them. We need manufacturing to continue to be a bedrock of strength for generations to come. Manufacturing is woven into the structure of our economy: Its importance goes far beyond what happens behind the factory gates. The strength or weakness of American manufacturing carries implications for the entire economy, our national security, and the well-being of all Americans. Manufacturing today accounts for 12 percent of the U.S. economy and about 11 percent of the private-sector workforce. But its significance is even greater than these numbers would suggest. The direct impact of manufacturing is only a part of the picture. First, jobs in the manufacturing sector are good middle-class jobs for millions of Americans. Those jobs serve an important role, offering economic opportunity to hard-working, middle-skill workers. This creates upward mobility and broadens and strengthens the middle class to the benefit of the entire economy. What’s more, U.S.-based manufacturing underpins a broad range of jobs that are quite different from the usual image of manufacturing. These are higher-skill service jobs that include the accountants, bankers, and lawyers that are associated with any industry, as well as a broad range of other jobs including basic research and technology development, product and process engineering and design, operations and maintenance, transportation, testing, and lab work. Many of these jobs are critical to American technology and innovation leadership. The problem today is this: Many multinational corporations may for a period keep these higher-skill jobs here at home while they move basic manufacturing elsewhere in response to other countries’ subsidies, the search for cheaper labor costs, and the desire for more direct access to overseas markets, but eventually many of these service jobs will follow. When the basic manufacturing leaves, the feedback loop from the manufacturing floor to the rest of a manufacturing operation—a critical element in the innovative process—is eventually broken. To maintain that feedback loop, companies need to move higher-skill jobs to where they do their manufacturing. And with those jobs goes American leadership in technology and innovation. This is why having a critical mass of both manufacturing and associated service jobs in the United States matters. The “industrial commons” that comes from the crossfertilization and engagement of a community of experts in industry, academia, and government is vital to our nation’s economic competitiveness. Manufacturing also is important for the nation’s economic stability. The experience of the Great Recession exemplifies this point. Although manufacturing plunged in 2008 and early 2009 along with the rest of the economy, it is on the rebound today while other key economic sectors, such as construction, still languish. Diversity in the economy is important—and manufacturing is a particularly important part of the mix. Although manufacturing is certainly affected by broader economic events, the sector’s internal diversity—supplying consumer goods as well as industrial goods, serving both domestic and external markets— gives it great potential resiliency. Finally, supplying our own needs through a strong domestic manufacturing sector protects us from international economic and political disruptions. This is most obviously important in the realm of national security, even narrowly defined as matters related to military strength, where the risk of a weak manufacturing capability is obvious. But overreliance on imports and substantial manufacturing trade deficits weaken us in many ways, making us vulnerable to everything from exchange rate fluctuations to trade embargoes to natural disasters.

Decoupling – US isn’t key to emerging markets 

Passell 4/4 (Peter Passell,  Economics Editor of Democracy Lab, is a Senior Fellow at the Milken Institute, “Decoupling: Ties That No Longer Bind ,” 4/4/12) http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2012/04/03/ties_that_no_longer_bind?page=full
Everybody knows that the global economy is becoming more tightly integrated -- that factors ranging from the collapse of ocean shipping costs, to the rise of multinational manufacturing, to the growth of truly international securities markets, have bound national economies to each other as never before. This, of course, must mean we're now all in it together. Booms and busts in rich countries will reverberate ever more strongly through developing and emerging market economies. Right? Sounds reasonable, but that's not what's happened. The big emerging market economies (notably, China, India and Brazil) took only modest hits from the housing finance bubble and subsequent recession in the U.S., Japan and Europe, then went back to growth-as-usual. Hence the paradox: Emerging-market and developing countries have somehow "decoupled" from the Western business cycle in an era of ever-increasing economic integration. But the experts have yet to agree on why. Here are the two contending explanations: Changing Trade Patterns Just a few decades ago, most developing countries depended heavily on commodity exports -- everything from bananas to copper to soybeans to oil. And trade patterns were pretty straightforward: Rich countries supplied industrial goods in return for those commodities. When Europe, Japan and the U.S. went into recession, their demand for commodities fell, dragging supplying countries down with them. Actually, the impact was even worse than you might expect, since commodity suppliers were hit by the double whammy of falling export volume and falling export prices. The content of trade shifted in the 1980s and 1990s with the movement of industries that used lots of cheap labor to low-wage economies, mostly in Asia. But most of the demand for the exports of poor and emerging market countries came from the U.S., the E.U., and Japan. So when the U.S. burped, Thailand, Mexico and Chile all got indigestion. (Hey, be thankful I found an alternative to the sneeze/caught cold metaphor.) Many countries -- notably, the oil and mineral producers -- remain one-trick ponies, heavily dependent on commodity exports. But as the major emerging-market economies have grown bigger and more sophisticated, they've diversified their exports and moved up the food chain with higher-tech products. China, not so long ago the global hub for cheap apparel and shoes, now exports (among so many other things) solar panels and medical equipment. India exports pharmaceuticals and software as well as cotton, sugar and home furnishings. Brazil exports weapons and commercial jets along with coffee, soybeans and oranges. This has set the stage for a radical shift in who trades what, and with whom. China and India have become voracious importers of commodities from countries that once looked only to the rich industrialized countries for markets. By the same token, emerging market economies are selling a greater proportion of their manufactured exports to other emerging market economies. All told, EME exports to other EMEs has risen from less than 10 percent of their total to close to 40 percent today. As a result of this diversification, both emerging market exporters of manufactures and developing country exporters of commodities have become less sensitive to the ups and downs of rich economies. The obvious example is the new synergy between China and the major oil exporters. Growing Chinese demand probably prevented a collapse in oil prices during the recession, and is being blamed by the White House for the current spike in fuel prices But the impact of the shift -- including the political friction it is creating -- can be seen all over the place. India has resisted US-led efforts to embargo trade with Iran because it gets much of its oil from Iran in return for sugar and rice. Mexico and Brazil recently settled a trade dispute in which Brazil sought to keep out Mexican autos that competed with domestic Brazilian production. Decoupling has been documented more rigorously. A recent statistical study from the Inter-American Development Bank found that the impact of a change in GDP in China on the GDP of Latin America has tripled since the mid-1990s, while the impact of a change in US GDP on Latin America has halved. Better Policy Making One reason emerging-market countries managed to skate through the last recession without much damage is that they used fiscal and monetary tools appropriately to offset the impact of falling demand for their exports. Beijing ordered China's provincial and local governments to spend an extra $580 billion (mostly on infrastructure projects) in response to falling exports to the U.S. and Europe. India's central bank, for its part, sharply cut the interest rate at which banks could tap government funds and directly injected funds into financial markets through other means. Brazil's left-center government used a combination of fiscal and monetary stimulus to end its own economic downturn after just two quarters, and managed a stunning 7 percent growth rate in 2010. So, isn't that what any sensible government would do? Britain and, arguably, the eurozone, have not behaved sensibly, leaving them vulnerable to a "double-dip" recession. The more important point here, though, is that China, India and Brazil were able to act decisively to decouple from the rich countries' recession because they had built credible records in managing budget deficits and containing inflation. Equally important -- and more surprising -- developing countries that were heavily dependent on commodity exports also managed to buffer the impact of the downturn. Traditionally, these countries have been unable to resist government spending binges in boom times and have lacked the capacity to borrow in lean times to offset the fall in export revenues. Their fiscal policies were thus "pro-cyclical" in the sense that they exacerbated swings in total demand. But as Jeffrey Frankel of Harvard has shown, most commodity-dependent exporters have managed to get their fiscal acts together, and were thus able to expand demand with "counter-cyclical" stimulus policies during the last recession. Chile has led the way with a remarkably sophisticated law that largely forces the government to build fiscal reserves when the price of Chile's premier export -- copper -- is high, and allows it to spend down the fund when copper declines. More generally, Frankel argues, developing countries are getting better at buffering export price fluctuations because they are building credible government institutions for managing their economies.

No impact—last recession proves econ doesn’t determine conflict or instability

Barnett 2009 – senior managing director of Enterra Solutions LLC and a contributing editor/online columnist for Esquire magazine, columnist for World Politics Review (8/25, Thomas P.M. “The New Rules: Security Remains Stable Amid Financial Crisis,” World Politics Review, http://www.aprodex.com/the-new-rules--security-remains-stable-amid-financial-crisis-398-bl.aspx, WEA)

When the global financial crisis struck roughly a year ago, the blogosphere was ablaze with all sorts of scary predictions of, and commentary regarding, ensuing conflict and wars -- a rerun of the Great Depression leading to world war, as it were. Now, as global economic news brightens and recovery -- surprisingly led by China and emerging markets -- is the talk of the day, it's interesting to look back over the past year and realize how globalization's first truly worldwide recession has had virtually no impact whatsoever on the international security landscape.

None of the more than three-dozen ongoing conflicts listed by GlobalSecurity.org can be clearly attributed to the global recession. Indeed, the last new entry (civil conflict between Hamas and Fatah in the Palestine) predates the economic crisis by a year, and three quarters of the chronic struggles began in the last century. Ditto for the 15 low-intensity conflicts listed by Wikipedia (where the latest entry is the Mexican "drug war" begun in 2006). Certainly, the Russia-Georgia conflict last August was specifically timed, but by most accounts the opening ceremony of the Beijing Olympics was the most important external trigger (followed by the U.S. presidential campaign) for that sudden spike in an almost two-decade long struggle between Georgia and its two breakaway regions.

Looking over the various databases, then, we see a most familiar picture: the usual mix of civil conflicts, insurgencies, and liberation-themed terrorist movements. Besides the recent Russia-Georgia dust-up, the only two potential state-on-state wars (North v. South Korea, Israel v. Iran) are both tied to one side acquiring a nuclear weapon capacity -- a process wholly unrelated to global economic trends.

And with the United States effectively tied down by its two ongoing major interventions (Iraq and Afghanistan-bleeding-into-Pakistan), our involvement elsewhere around the planet has been quite modest, both leading up to and following the onset of the economic crisis: e.g., the usual counter-drug efforts in Latin America, the usual military exercises with allies across Asia, mixing it up with pirates off Somalia's coast). Everywhere else we find serious instability we pretty much let it burn, occasionally pressing the Chinese -- unsuccessfully -- to do something. Our new Africa Command, for example, hasn't led us to anything beyond advising and training local forces.

So, to sum up:

No significant uptick in mass violence or unrest (remember the smattering of urban riots last year in places like Greece, Moldova and Latvia?);

The usual frequency maintained in civil conflicts (in all the usual places);

Not a single state-on-state war directly caused (and no great-power-on-great-power crises even triggered);

No great improvement or disruption in great-power cooperation regarding the emergence of new nuclear powers (despite all that diplomacy);

A modest scaling back of international policing efforts by the system's acknowledged Leviathan power (inevitable given the strain); and

No serious efforts by any rising great power to challenge that Leviathan or supplant its role. (The worst things we can cite are Moscow's occasional deployments of strategic assets to the Western hemisphere and its weak efforts to outbid the United States on basing rights in Kyrgyzstan; but the best include China and India stepping up their aid and investments in Afghanistan and Iraq.)

Sure, we've finally seen global defense spending surpass the previous world record set in the late 1980s, but even that's likely to wane given the stress on public budgets created by all this unprecedented "stimulus" spending. If anything, the friendly cooperation on such stimulus packaging was the most notable great-power dynamic caused by the crisis.

Can we say that the world has suffered a distinct shift to political radicalism as a result of the economic crisis?

Indeed, no. The world's major economies remain governed by center-left or center-right political factions that remain decidedly friendly to both markets and trade. In the short run, there were attempts across the board to insulate economies from immediate damage (in effect, as much protectionism as allowed under current trade rules), but there was no great slide into "trade wars." Instead, the World Trade Organization is functioning as it was designed to function, and regional efforts toward free-trade agreements have not slowed.

Can we say Islamic radicalism was inflamed by the economic crisis?

If it was, that shift was clearly overwhelmed by the Islamic world's growing disenchantment with the brutality displayed by violent extremist groups such as al-Qaida. And looking forward, austere economic times are just as likely to breed connecting evangelicalism as disconnecting fundamentalism.

At the end of the day, the economic crisis did not prove to be sufficiently frightening to provoke major economies into establishing global regulatory schemes, even as it has sparked a spirited -- and much needed, as I argued last week -- discussion of the continuing viability of the U.S. dollar as the world's primary reserve currency. Naturally, plenty of experts and pundits have attached great significance to this debate, seeing in it the beginning of "economic warfare" and the like between "fading" America and "rising" China. And yet, in a world of globally integrated production chains and interconnected financial markets, such "diverging interests" hardly constitute signposts for wars up ahead. Frankly, I don't welcome a world in which America's fiscal profligacy goes undisciplined, so bring it on -- please!

Add it all up and it's fair to say that this global financial crisis has proven the great resilience of America's post-World War II international liberal trade order.

Do I expect to read any analyses along those lines in the blogosphere any time soon?

Absolutely not. I expect the fantastic fear-mongering to proceed apace. That's what the Internet is for.

We will never have a 1930s style recession again because we aren’t that stupid or weak

Olive 2009 (3/15, David, The Chronicle Herald, “Depression? Not a chance Sure, times are tough, but don’t be scared into believing we’re in for a modern-day version of the Great Depression”, http://thechronicleherald.ca/NovaScotian/1111419.html)

SHOULD WE brace for another Great Depression?  No.  The notion is ludicrous. Conditions will forever be such that the economic disaster that helped define the previous century will never happen again.  So why raise the question? Because it has suited the purposes of prominent folks to raise the spectre of a second Great Depression. Stephen Harper has speculated it could happen. Barack Obama resorted to apocalyptic talk in selling his economic stimulus package to the U.S. Congress.  And British author Niall Ferguson, promoting his book on the history of money, asserts "there will be blood in the streets" from the ravages dealt by this downturn.  Cue the famished masses’ assault on a latter-day Bastille or Winter Palace.  As it happens, the current economic emergency Obama has described as having no equal since the Great Depression has not yet reached the severity of the recession of 1980-82, when U.S. unemployment reached 11 per cent.  The negativism has become so thick that Robert Shiller was prompted to warn against it in a recent New York Times essay. Shiller, recall, is the Yale economist and author of Irrational Exuberance who predicted both the dot-com collapse of the late 1990s and the likely grim outcome of a collapse in the U.S. housing bubble.  Shiller worries that the Dirty Thirties spectre "is a cause of the current situation — because the Great Depression serves as a model for our expectations, damping what John Maynard Keynes called our ‘animal spirits,’ reducing consumers’ willingness to spend and businesses’ willingness to hire and expand.  The Depression narrative could easily end up as a self-fulfilling prophecy."  Some relevant points, I think: LOOK AT STOCKS  Even the prospects of a small-d depression — defined by most economists as a 10 per drop in GDP for several years — are slim. In a recent Wall Street Journal essay, Robert J. Barro, a Harvard economist, described his study of 251 stock-market crashes and 97 depressions in 34 nations dating back to the mid-19th century. He notes that only mild recessions followed the U.S. stock-market collapses of 2000-02 (a 42 per cent plunge) and 1973-74 (49 per cent).  The current market’s peak-to-trough collapse has been 51 per cent.  Barro concludes the probability today of a minor depression is just 20 per cent, and of a major depression, only two per cent. 

LOOK AT JOBS NUMBERS  

In the Great Depression, GDP collapsed by 33 per cent, the jobless rate was 25 per cent, 8,000 U.S. banks failed, and today’s elaborate social safety net of state welfare provisions did not exist.  In the current downturn, GDP in Canada shrank by 3.4 per cent in the last quarter of 2008, and in the U.S. by 6.2 per cent. A terrible performance, to be sure. But it would take another 10 consecutive quarters of that rate of decline to lose even the 10 per cent of GDP that qualifies for a small-d depression. Allowing that 1,000 economists laid end to end still wouldn’t reach a conclusion, their consensus view is economic recovery will kick in next year, if not the second half of this year.  The jobless rate in Canada and the U.S. is 7.7 per cent and 8.1 per cent, respectively.  Again, the consensus among experts is that a worst-case scenario for U.S. joblessness is a peak of 11 per cent.  There have been no bank failures in Canada. To the contrary, the stability of Canadian banks has lately been acclaimed worldwide.  Two of America’s largest banks, Citigroup Inc. and Bank of America Corp., are on government life support. But otherwise the rate of collapse of U.S. lenders outside of the big "money centre" banks at the heart of the housing-related financial crisis has been only modestly higher than is usual in recessionary times. LOOK AT INTERVENTIONS  In the Great Depression, Herbert Hoover and R.B. Bennett, just prior to the appearance of the Keynesian pump-priming theories that would soon dominate modern economic management, obsessed with balanced budgets, seizing upon precisely the wrong cure. They also moved very slowly to confront a crisis with no precedent. (So did Japan’s economic administrators during its so-called "lost decade" of the 1990s.)  Most earlier U.S. "panics" were directly tied to abrupt collapses in stock or commodity values not accompanied by the consumer-spending excesses of the Roaring Twenties and greatly exacerbated by a 1930s global trade war. Today, only right-wing dead-enders advance balanced budgets as a balm in this hour of economic emergency.  In this downturn, governments from Washington to Ottawa to Beijing have been swift in crafting Keynesian stimulus packages. Given their recent legislative passage — indeed, Harper’s stimulus package awaits passage — the beneficial impact of these significant jolts is only beginning to be felt.  And, if one believes, as I long have, that this is a financial crisis — the withholding of life-sustaining credit from the economy by a crippled global banking system — and not a crisis with origins on Main Street, then the resolution to that banking failure may trigger a much faster and stronger economic recovery than anyone now imagines. TUNE OUT THE STATIC  It’s instructive that there was much talk of another Great Depression during the most painful recession since the Second World War, that of 1980-82. Indeed, alarm-ist talk about global systemic collapses has accompanied just about every abrupt unpleasantness, including the Latin American debt crisis of the 1980s, the Mexican default in 1995, the Asian currency crisis of the late 1990s, financial havoc in Argentina early this decade, and even the failure of U.S. hedge fund Long-Term Capital Management in the late 1990s.  Modern economic recoveries tend to be swift and unexpected. The nadir of the 1980-82 downturn, in August 1982, kicked off the greatest stock-market and economic boom in history. And no sooner had the dot-com and telecom wreckage been cleared away, with the Dow Jones Industrial Average bottoming out at 7,286 in October 2002, than the next stock boom was in high gear. It reached its peak of 14,164 — 2,442 points higher than the previous high, it’s worth noting — just five years later. 

LOOK AT THE BIG PICTURE  

Finally, the case for a sustained economic miasma is difficult to make.  You’d have to believe that the emerging economic superpowers of China and India will remain for years in the doldrums to which they’ve recently succumbed; that oil, steel, nickel, wheat and other commodities that only last year skyrocketed in price will similarly fail to recover, despite continued global population growth, including developing world economies seeking to emulate the Industrial Revolutions in China and South Asia.  "While today people are anxious and feel insecure," British Prime Minister Gordon Brown told a joint session of the U.S. Congress earlier this month, "over the next two decades billions of people in other continents will move from being simply producers of their goods to being consumers of our goods, and in this way our world economy will double in size."  You’d have to believe that one of the chief lessons of the Great Depression will be set aside, and the world will engage in another round of mutually destructive trade wars. That there will be no salutary impact from the $7.6 trillion (U.S.) that the U.S. Fed and the U.S. Treasury have spent in the past few months to revive the economy; the additional up to $2 trillion the current U.S. administration has committed to rescuing the financial system; and Obama’s outsized $787-billion economic revival package recently passed by Congress. These represent a stunning five per cent of U.S. GDP, compared with the two per cent accounted for by Franklin Roosevelt’s first-year New Deal stimulus spending.  Anticipating the worst assumes that similar efforts in Europe and Asia will also fail.  Confidence plays a role in most human activity, from vocational pursuits to the selection of a life partner. Economic decision-making is no different. When it gets to the point where a CEO opts to lay off workers, as it has, because he or she surmises that we’re heading into a Great Depression in which the CEO’s firm won’t find a market for its widgets, it’s not asking too much that the rationale for the Depression talk be justified by facts based on experience and sound projections.  Today’s widespread fear is instead largely informed by fear. And fear mongers.

The coal brown cloud destabilizes pakistan

Kirsch 9 (Steve Kirsch, Bachelor of Science and a Master of Science in electrical engineering and computer science from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, American serial entrepreneur who has started six companies: Mouse Systems, Frame Technology, Infoseek, Propel, Abaca, and OneID, “The Integral Fast Reactor (IFR) project: Congress Q&A,” 2009) http://skirsch.com/politics/ifr/QAcongressKirsch.htm
Another way to look at this is to ask Congress the question : How much of the North Pole has to melt away forever before we treat the climate crisis with the same urgency as the financial crisis? Or how much of the US has to be covered in soot before Congress treats this with the same urgency as the economic crisis? Do we all have to be wearing gas masks every day like in China before we take some steps to displace coal plants? Or are we simply going to spend the rest of our lives having to wear face masks when we walk outside for the next hundred years or so? I have news for you. That atmospheric brown cloud (ABC) that now engulfs all of India and half of China....it isn't getting any smaller. It is a three km-thick layer of soot and other manmade particles that stretches from the Arabian Peninsula to China and the western Pacific Ocean. Every day, it's growing bigger and bigger. It may be out of sight right now, but I can guarantee you it's heading our way. USA Today says, "The huge plumes have darkened 13 megacities in Asia — including Beijing, Shanghai, Bangkok, Cairo, Mumbai and New Delhi — sharply "dimming" the amount of light by as much as 25% in some places." Among the effects of this phenomenon is a decrease in the monsoon rains over India in recent years, with potentially disastrous effects on the agriculture that sustains over a billion people. They are hastening the melting of the glaciers in northern Pakistan and India, with perhaps deadly implications for the rivers that flow from those headwaters. Pakistan without the "five rivers" and the Indus would be a wasteland.

So at what point do we stop the debate and treat this as a crisis? When it is too late and we are engulfed? Or will we react like the China government and continue to build new coal plants and make the problem even worse?

nuclear conflict 

Morgan, 10 – former member of the British Labour Party Executive Committee. A political writer, his first book was "The Mind of a Terrorist Fundamentalist" He is a journalist and columnist for http://www.thecheers.org/ magazine (Stephen, “Better Another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR,” 6/4, http://society.ezinemark.com/better-another-taliban-afghanistan-than-a-taliban-nuclear-pakistan-4d0ce18ba75.html)

Strong centrifugal forces have always bedevilled the stability and unity of Pakistan, and, in the context of the new world situation, the country could be faced with civil wars and popular fundamentalist uprisings, probably including a military-fundamentalist coup d'état.

Fundamentalism is deeply rooted in Pakistan society. The fact that in the year following 9/11, the most popular name given to male children born that year was "Osama" (not a Pakistani name) is a small indication of the mood. Given the weakening base of the traditional, secular opposition parties, conditions would be ripe for a coup d'état by the fundamentalist wing of the Army and ISI, leaning on the radicalised masses to take power. Some form of radical, military Islamic regime, where legal powers would shift to Islamic courts and forms of shira law would be likely. Although, even then, this might not take place outside of a protracted crisis of upheaval and civil war conditions, mixing fundamentalist movements with nationalist uprisings and sectarian violence between the Sunni and minority Shia populations.

The nightmare that is now Iraq would take on gothic proportions across the continent. The prophesy of an arc of civil war over Lebanon, Palestine and Iraq would spread to south Asia, stretching from Pakistan to Palestine, through Afghanistan into Iraq and up to the Mediterranean coast.

Undoubtedly, this would also spill over into India both with regards to the Muslim community and Kashmir. Border clashes, terrorist attacks, sectarian pogroms and insurgency would break out. A new war, and possibly nuclear war, between Pakistan and India could not be ruled out.
Atomic Al Qaeda

Should Pakistan break down completely, a Taliban-style government with strong Al Qaeda influence is a real possibility. Such deep chaos would, of course, open a "Pandora's box" for the region and the world. With the possibility of unstable clerical and military fundamentalist elements being in control of the Pakistan nuclear arsenal, not only their use against India, but Israel becomes a possibility, as well as the acquisition of nuclear and other deadly weapons secrets by Al Qaeda.

Invading Pakistan would not be an option for America. Therefore a nuclear war would now again become a real strategic possibility. This would bring a shift in the tectonic plates of global relations. It could usher in a new Cold War with China and Russia pitted against the US.

***1AR RD3 USC***

civilization collapse

Not just war – civilization will collapse

Till and Change 11 (Charles Till, nuclear physicist and was associate lab director at Argonne National Laboratory West, Yoon Il Chang,  B.S. in Nuclear Engineering from Seoul National University, Korea; an M.E. in Nuclear Engineering from Texas A&M University; and his Ph.D. in Nuclear Science from The University of Michigan. He also holds an M.B.A. from The University of Chicago, Chair of IAEA’s Technical Working Group on Nuclear Fuel Cycle Options and Spent Fuel Management,  awarded the U.S. Department of Energy’s prestigious E.O. Lawrence Award, “PLENTIFUL ENERGY: The Story of the Integral Fast Reactor,” 2011) http://www.thesciencecouncil.com/pdfs/PlentifulEnergy.pdf
Why then does the IFR have any importance today? A glance at today‘s energy realities will tell you. It is only a little simplification to say that the present world runs on fossil energy. Huge amounts are required. The strain required to maintain present production is increasingly obvious. The resource is finite, and depletion  3 even now is straining the limits of the possible. Production declines are inevitable. Constant new discoveries are required simply to maintain production, and discoveries have lagged below depletion for decades now. This is the situation for the energy supplies of nations, the lifeblood of civilizations. The IFR deals at this level—energy supply for entire nations, truly inexhaustible energy for the future. Energy in massive amounts, in any amount desired, forever. Incredible? No. That is the promise it offers. Magnitude is what is important. The magnitude of energy produced is what matters always. Surprisingly, this isn‘t always recognized as immediately and as specifically as it should be. When told about some new energy source, always ask how much it can produce. How important is it? Can it power civilized societies when fossil fuel production can no longer be sustained? The amounts needed to sustain our civilization are huge. What can replace them? The IFR meets the issue head on. That is its importance.  The U.S. has an electrical generating capacity of about one million megawatts. The capacity factor—the percentage of time of generation at full power—is about 45%. In 2009 the full-power generation, equivalent to 100% full power, was 457,000 MWe. The amount of electricity per capita used in the U.S. has increased by a factor of four since 1960 and continues to increase. These are the kinds of magnitudes that proposed energy sources must come to grips with, not units of 2 MWe, or 20 MWe, just to keep up with the combination of increased demand per person and the steady growth in population. Already increased use of electricity for transport is contemplated and transport needs are huge as well. Is electricity growth likely to decrease? It seems unlikely, very unlikely indeed. The IFR will be needed. In this book, therefore, we lay out in simple terms the ―whys‖ of the Integral Fast Reactor—why the characteristics are what they are, why we made the basic choices of materials we did, why we chose the design we did, and why those choices are important (and justified). It is not always sufficiently recognized that such choices lead to fundamental differences in the most important characteristics between the different variants of the fast reactor. One way of looking at the possible characteristics is whether one decision is truly better than another. Discriminating choices in the materials and the choices in the design matter. They matter a very great deal. 

china coal high

China emissions and coal use expanding now – that they are building more renewables is irrelevant

Hart 12 (Melenie Hart, Policy Analyst for Chinese Energy and Climate Policy at the Center for American Progress, “Why China Is So Wary Of Ambitious International Climate Targets,” 12/10/12) http://theenergycollective.com/josephromm/153536/why-china-so-wary-ambitious-international-climate-targets?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=The+Energy+Collective+%28all+posts%29

China is the world’s second largest economy in terms of gross domestic product, the world’s largest energy consumer,. Rising energy demand and consumption in China Here in the United States, energy consumption is relatively flat due to our sluggish economy and recent roll-outs of policies encouraging companies and consumers to use energy more efficiently (such as the Obama administration’s fuel efficiency standards). The U.S. energy mix is also changing for the better. Coal consumption is declining rapidly due to decreasing natural gas prices and recent Obama administration moves to regulate coal emissions under the Clean Air Act. Due to these developments, the U.S. Energy Information Administration reports that coal will account for just 37 percent of U.S. electricity generation in 2012, down from nearly 50 percent in 2008. Overall, energy efficiency is up in the United States, and coal is on its way out, which means it is getting increasingly easier for U.S. policymakers to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and meet global climate targets. Even without comprehensive climate legislation, U.S. emissions have declined over the past two years and the United States is actually on track to meet its Copenhagen goal of reducing emissions by 17 percent (based on 2005 levels) by 2020, especially if the Environmental Protection Administration goes forward with regulations on existing stationary power sources. Nearly the opposite trend is occurring in China. Whereas U.S. emissions are already on the decline, China’s emissions are projected to keep growing until 2030. That is because the Chinese economy as a whole is growing, and its growth is not climate efficient. China’s electricity demand is expected to double over the next decade and overall energy consumption is projected to grow a whopping 60 percent between now and 2035. Most importantly from a climate perspective is China’s heavy dependency on coal, something not likely to change in the near future. Coal currently accounts for 70 percent of China’s energy mix and coal consumption grew 9.7 percent in 2011, the biggest jump since 2005. China’s steadily rising coal—and overall energy use — translates into steadily rising greenhouse gas emissions, with a large chunk of those emissions coming from Chinese consumers. The first three decades of China’s economic growth focused primarily on industrial production and fixed-asset investments (such as high-speed rail and other large infrastructure projects). That has led to a major economic imbalance: Big industry and capital investors have gotten rich, but the Chinese consumers have been left behind. Household consumption accounts for around 30 percent of Chinese GDP, which is less than half the U.S. level (71 percent in 2010) and one of the lowest consumption rates in the world. This means Chinese citizens’ purchasing power is lagging behind the country’s overall economic growth. Chinese citizens have watched industrial and political elites get rich at the public’s expense, and they are demanding change. Going forward, Beijing absolutely must re-balance the economy and provide more benefits for their growing middle class. From a climate perspective, however, those changes will exacerbate the problem as more Chinese citizens aspire to live the type of lifestyle we have here in the United States: bigger homes with continuous climate control, more household appliances, and family cars. That type of consumption growth is already underway in China, and it is triggering a surge in household energy consumption and emissions. And there is plenty of room for growth:.

export reform

We’re reforming the export process

Domenici and Miller 12 (Senator Pete and Dr. Warren, Former US Senator and BPC Fellow, Former Department of Energy Assistant and Secretary for Nuclear Energy,  "Maintaining U.S. Leadership in Global Nuclear Energy Markets," Bipartisan Policy Center, September, bipartisanpolicy.org/sites/default/files/Nuclear%20Report.PDF)

In an attempt to ameliorate current competitive ¶ disadvantages, the Obama administration recently created ¶ a new position within the National Security Council ¶ to coordinate civilian nuclear policy. We support the ¶ creation of this new position to improve coordination of ¶ executive branch policy for nuclear energy policy and ¶ international affairs. We believe continued efforts to ¶ improve coordination between government and industry ¶ stakeholders and to more efficiently apply federal export ¶ regulations will allow U.S. companies to compete more ¶ effectively in the global nuclear marketplace.
ccs cards

To long time frame

Dr. Mae-Wan Ho, ISIS, 9/7/2008, "Carbon Capture and Storage A False Solution," www.i-sis.org.uk/CCSAFalseSolution.php
There are grave doubts over the efficacy, economic viability, and safety of CCS, especially over its ability to meet the world’s energy needs while mitigating climate change. As Greenpeace International’s report [3], False Hope, Why carbon capture and storage won’t save the climate charges, “the technology is largely unproven and will not be ready in time to save the climate.”  It is clear that CCS as an integrated technological package will not be ready in time to counteract dangerous climate change. The earliest possible commercial deployment is not expected before 2030 [11]. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPPC) tells us that to avoid the worst impacts of climate change, global greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions have to peak by 2015 and start falling thereafter to 50 percent of 1990 levels by 2050. Its special report [8] does not see CCS to be commercially viable before the latter half of the present century; and even then, plants responsible for 40 to 70 percent of electricity sector CO2 emissions will not be suitable for carbon capture.  CCS wastes energy as it uses between 10 to 40 percent of the energy produced by a power station [8], thereby erasing the efficiency gains of the last 50 years and increase resource consumption by one third [12]. Power stations with CCS not only require more energy, it will need 90 percent more freshwater than those without.
It’s a bad bet – hasn’t been proven

Kirsch 9 (Steve Kirsch, Bachelor of Science and a Master of Science in electrical engineering and computer science from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, American serial entrepreneur who has started six companies: Mouse Systems, Frame Technology, Infoseek, Propel, Abaca, and OneID, “Climate Bill Ignores Our Biggest Clean Energy Source,” 6/27/9) http://www.huffingtonpost.com/steve-kirsch/climate-bill-ignores-our_b_221796.html
Here's their plan: we are going to invest in carbon capture and sequestration (CCS) to see if we can make it work at scale, make it reliable, commercialize it, then export it to other countries who will adopt it for all their coal plants.

In short, they are banking the future of humanity on exporting a technology that doesn't yet exist at scale, that may never exist, that even if it exists would likely be extremely hard to implement reliably, that nobody really wants (since it is only for the environment), that would be easy to cheat, that would probably raise the price of electricity to be unaffordably high, and that can be economically added only to coal plants that were originally constructed with CCS in mind of which there are none. 

Holy cow... that's a lot of assumptions. Is that our official core strategy to save the planet??!?!?! I wouldn't want to bet my planet on that strategy and I don't think you should either.

The only realistic way to 'win the energy game' is to develop an energy source that is cheaper than coal

Fortunately, there is a smarter long-term strategy for getting everyone on the planet off of coal and it doesn't rely on goodwill, mandates, and/or trade policy coercion. It relies on pure economics.

My plan is simple: make IFR technology so cheap that running a coal plant will be the dumb economic decision.

Their author agrees best is stop burning

Michael Specter, Science and Technology Analyst, 12 [“The Climate Fixers,” The New Yorker, 5/14, http://www.newyorker.com/reporting/2012/05/14/120514fa_fact_specter?currentPage=all]
 The best solution, nearly all scientists agree, would be the simplest: stop burning fossil fuels, which would reduce the amount of carbon we dump into the atmosphere. That fact has been emphasized in virtually every study that addresses the potential effect of climate change on the earth—and there have been many—but none have had a discernible impact on human behavior or government policy. Some climate scientists believe we can accommodate an atmosphere with concentrations of carbon dioxide that are twice the levels of the preindustrial era—about five hundred and fifty parts per million. Others have long claimed that global warming would become dangerous when atmospheric concentrations of carbon rose above three hundred and fifty parts per million. We passed that number years ago. After a decline in 2009, which coincided with the harsh global recession, carbon emissions soared by six per cent in 2010—the largest increase ever recorded. On average, in the past decade, fossil-fuel emissions grew at about three times the rate of growth in the nineteen-nineties.

And the next paragraph says the cp takes too long

After leaving Eisenberger’s demonstration project, I spoke with Curtis Carlson, who, for more than a decade, has been the chairman and chief executive officer of S.R.I. and a leading voice on the future of American innovation. “These geoengineering methods will not be implemented for decades—or ever,” he said. Nonetheless, scientists worry that if methane emissions from the Arctic increase as rapidly as some of the data now suggest, climate intervention isn’t going to be an option. It’s going to be a requirement. “When and where do we have the serious discussion about how to intervene?” Carlson asked. “There are no agreed-upon rules or criteria. There isn’t even a body that could create the rules.


No way to store the c02

Nelson et al 08, Georgia Nelson, PTI Resources, Inc., Michael G. Mueller, Ameren Energy Fuels & Services Company, Fredrick Palmer, Peabody Energy, National Coal Council, May 2008, "THE URGENCY OF SUSTAINABLE COAL," www.nationalcoalcouncil.org/Documents/NCC_REPORT_2008.pdf
The injection and long-term storage of CO2 can contaminate underground sources of drinking   water. Injected CO2 can migrate from an underground storage site through undetected faults and   fractures or through improperly drilled injection wells.  It may enter directly into aquifers or   displace brines or other substances into aquifers. Injected CO2 also can displace toxic metals,   sulfates, or chloride into aquifers. The likelihood of contamination of underground sources of   drinking water by displaced brine or chemicals can be reduced if there is proper site   characterization, selection, and monitoring.   In addition to affecting water supply, the   accumulation of leaked CO2 just beneath the surface can cause soil acidification and displace   oxygen in soils.   The migration of CO2 also can damage other underground resources, such as hydrocarbon   resources during an EOR operation.  As would be the case with drinking water contamination,   the CO2 may displace brine, which could foul oil or gas reserves.  There is precedent in oil   extraction and underground storage of natural gas for recovery of damages under tort law, as   well as established protocols for evaluating damage to cropland or forests.   The injection of CO2 also poses slight risk of triggering seismic events or causing land   deformation or subsidence. An induced seismic event can compromise the integrity of the   storage site by damaging the injection well and creating or exacerbating faults.  Induced seismic   events and other geologic hazards, such as ground heave, usually are triggered by excessive   injection pressures and have been documented at hazardous waste disposal wells, oil fields, and   other sites. In 1966, two earthquakes with Richter magnitudes of 5.1 and 5.2 were triggered  by   injection near Denver, Colorado.  Injection of supercritical CO2 poses special considerations   because it can interact with surrounding rock and water in a storage site and reduce permeability.   This can ensure its permanent storage, but also can result in pressure build up that potentially   could lead to seismic activity. Induced seismic activity may be prevented through proper siting,   installation, operation, and monitoring.
obama will cave

NY Mag 12/31 (http://nymag.com/daily/intelligencer/2012/12/obamas-deal-possibly-not-terrible-deal.html)

So what we have is two more showdowns in which the parties disagree not just on the outcome but even on the parameters of an outcome. Obama thinks the debt ceiling needs to be raised, full stop, without becoming a bargaining chip in a fight that threatens the stability of the global economy. Republicans want to use that chip. Then there’s the sequester, which Obama thinks should be replaced with spending cuts and tax revenue, and Republicans think should be replaced with spending cuts and more spending cuts. If Obama makes it through both these events without either accepting draconian social policy or triggering an economic meltdown, then today’s compromise will be seen as a clever first step. That’s not what I expect. I expect instead that his willingness to bargain away his strongest leverage, and the central theme of his reelection, will make the next rounds harder, and embolden Republicans further. I suspect he will wish he had ripped off the Band-Aid all at once, holding firm on tax cuts and daring House Republicans to defy public opinion.

***2AC RD5 USC***

exports

We’re reforming the export process

Domenici and Miller 12 (Senator Pete and Dr. Warren, Former US Senator and BPC Fellow, Former Department of Energy Assistant and Secretary for Nuclear Energy,  "Maintaining U.S. Leadership in Global Nuclear Energy Markets," Bipartisan Policy Center, September, bipartisanpolicy.org/sites/default/files/Nuclear%20Report.PDF)

In an attempt to ameliorate current competitive ¶ disadvantages, the Obama administration recently created ¶ a new position within the National Security Council ¶ to coordinate civilian nuclear policy. We support the ¶ creation of this new position to improve coordination of ¶ executive branch policy for nuclear energy policy and ¶ international affairs. We believe continued efforts to ¶ improve coordination between government and industry ¶ stakeholders and to more efficiently apply federal export ¶ regulations will allow U.S. companies to compete more ¶ effectively in the global nuclear marketplace.
at: production bottleneck

IFRs solve the production bottleneck

Archambeau et al 11 (Charles Archambeau, Geophysicist, PhD from Caltech, taught at the University of Colorado and CalTech, Randolph Ware, Cooperative Institute for Research in Environmental Sciences, Tom Blees, president of the Science Council for Global Initiatives, Barry Brook, Climate Professor at University of Adelaide, Yoon Chang, B.S. in Nuclear Engineering from Seoul National University, Korea; an M.E. in Nuclear Engineering from Texas A&M University; and his Ph.D. in Nuclear Science from The University of Michigan. He also holds an M.B.A. from The University of Chicago, Chair of IAEA’s Technical Working Group on Nuclear Fuel Cycle Options and Spent Fuel Management,  awarded the U.S. Department of Energy’s prestigious E.O. Lawrence Award,  Jerry Peterson, University of Colorado, Robert Serafin, National Center for Atmospheric Research, Joseph Shuster, Evgeny Velikhov, Russian Academy of Sciences, Tom Wigley, National Center for Atmospheric Research, “The Integral Fast Reactor (IFR): An Optimized Source for Global Energy Needs,” 2011)

 The main difference between a fast reactor and a light-water reactor is the speed at which the neutrons move when liberated by the splitting of an atom. In LWRs, water acts as a moderator, slowing the neutrons and thus increasing the chance that they'll encounter another atom of Uranium and cause it to split, thereby perpetuating the chain reaction. In a fast reactor, the neutrons move at a considerably higher speed, and for this reason the fissile content of the fuel must be higher, so that more neutron-atom interactions will occur. In an IFR the fissile concentration is about 20% as opposed to the 3.5-5% concentration in a LWR. LWRs operate with water under pressure, hence the concern about pressure vessel leaks, coolant system leaks, and steam explosions. There is also the industrial bottleneck of only a single foundry in the world (though more are being built) capable of casting LWR pressure vessels. Fast reactors, on the other hand, usually use liquid sodium at or near atmospheric pressure, obviating the need for pressure vessels. Because the boiling point of sodium is quite high, fast reactors can operate at a considerably higher temperature than LWRs, with outlet temperatures of about 550ºC which is also much higher than the 320ºC of Generation III reactors. Figure 4 shows a simplified rendering of a sodium-cooled fast reactor which illustrates the basic design features employed in an IFR. As can be seen from the figure, the heat exchanger loop contains non-radioactive sodium which is piped to a heat exchanger, in a separate structure, where it gives up its heat in a water/steam loop that drives a conventional turbine. This system assures that in the unlikely event of a sodium/water interaction, caused by undetected breaching of the double-walled heat exchanger, no radioactive material would be released and the reactor vessel itself would be unaffected. Such an event, however unlikely, would probably result in the cessation of flow through the intermediate loop and thus an inability of the system to shed its heat. In a worst-case scenario, where such an event happened with the reactor at full power and where operators, for whatever reason, failed to insert the control rods to scram the reactor, the passively-safe system, involving the active features of metallic fuel, would nevertheless shut the reactor down safely. Further, the large amount of sodium coolant in the reactor vessel would allow the heat from the core to be dissipated. The shutdown happens because overheating of the reactor core also overheats the metal fuel and results in neutron leakage which rapidly terminates the chain reaction. Therefore, a reduction in neutronatom interactions due to a fuel density decrease from heating produces an effective passive shutdown response without operator action or electronic feedback from external sensors. The passive safety characteristics of the IFR were tested in an EBR-II reactor on April 3, 1986. Two of the most severe accident events postulated for nuclear power plants were imposed. The first test (the Loss of Flow Test) simulated a complete station blackout, so that power was lost to all cooling systems. The second test (the Loss of Heat Sink Test) simulated the loss of ability to remove heat from the plant by shutting off power to the secondary cooling system. In both of these tests, the normal safety systems were not allowed to function and the operators did not interfere. The tests were run with the reactor initially at full power. In both tests, the passive safety features simply shut down the reactor with no damage. The fuel and coolant remained within safe temperature limits as the reactor quickly shut itself down in both cases. Relying only on passive characteristics, the EBR-II smoothly returned to a safe condition. The same features responsible for this performance of EBR-II are to be incorporated in the design of all future IFR plants. 

at: its only electricity

Electricity is the foundational thing to solve to reduce emissions

Brook et al 9 (Barry Brook, Professor of Climate Change University of Adelaide, Tom Blees, George Stanford, nuclear reactor physicist, retired from Argonne National Laboratory, and GLR Cowan, “Response to an Integral Fast Reactor (IFR) critique,” 2/21/9) http://bravenewclimate.com/2009/02/21/response-to-an-integral-fast-reactor-ifr-critique/
6. Ignoring the potential for renewables to produce baseload, intermediate- and peak-load power (see Mark Diesendorf’s paper on this topic at www.energyscience.org.au. Also ignoring the fact that 70-80+% of greenhouse emissions arise from sectors other than electricity generation – so Kirsch’s claim that IFR’s could be the “holy grail in the fight against global warming” is stupid.

[TB] Almost 80% of greenhouse gas emissions come from nuclear-capable countries anyway, so even if we just deployed them there we could make tremendous strides, though it would still be wise to create some sort of international oversight organization as I propose in the book.

[BWB] This is at best grossly disingenuous (not to mention insulting to call Kirsch stupid). You need to solve the electricity carbon problem to fix the vehicular fuels problem, space heating and embedded energy in building and manufactured goods, and Tom has a solution for MSW [municipal solid waste] also. About half of agricultural emissions can also be solved if you have a zero-carbon energy source. Then you just need to worry about the ruminant methane and carbon from deforestation. But the bottom line is, if you fix electricity, every else will quicktly start to fall into place.

If we don’t stop coal in places like China and India, we’re hosed, irrespective of what we might do in the US and Oz (and even if we could do with without advanced nuclear, which we very likely cannot). I do wonder, what is Jim Green’s plan is for replacing the 484 GW of coal-fired power stations already installed in China, and the further 200 or so plants in the planning or construction pipeline?

speed – construction

French example and modern innovations show we can build nukes fast enough

Barton 11 (Charles Barton, “21st Century Nuclear Challenges: 1 Mass Deployment, A. Coal Replacement,” 2/14/11) http://nucleargreen.blogspot.com/2011/02/21st-century-nuclear-challenges-1-mass.html
The cost of the first 54 reactors was reported to be 400 billion Francs or about 105 Billion 2009 dollars. Thus the French created a nuclear powered electrical system that provided between 70% and 80% of their electricity within 18 years of deciding to do so. The population of France at the time was under 60,000,000 or no more that 1/5th the current population of the United States. The United States would have to do no more than match the French nuclear effort between 1974 and 1992 in order to replace its coal fired power plants with nuclear power plants within a 20 year time span. Thus even if the replacement of coal fired power plants is accomplished by the use of conventional nuclear power plants, it can easily be accomplished 20 years before 2050.

The deployment of so many reactors so rapidly, would actually offer a considerable production advantage. Reactor manufacture can be modularized, with factories building parts that can easily be transported to the final construction site, and then assembled with labor savings machinery. The Westinghouse AP-1000 reactor was designed to be built with such a plan. It is designed to be constructed in three years, and thus AP-1000 unit construction will be, if anything, more rapid than French reactor construction between 1974 and 19992.

According to Westinghouse,

The AP1000 was designed to reduce capital costs and to be economically competitive with contemporary fossil-fueled plants. The amount of safety-grade equipment required is greatly reduced by using the passive safety system design. Consequently, less Seismic Category I building volume is required to house the safety equipment (approximately 45 percent less than a typical reactor). Modular construction design further reduces cost and shortens the construction schedule. Using advanced computer modeling capabilities, Westinghouse is able to optimize, choreograph and simulate the construction plan. The result is very high confidence in the construction schedule.

A rapid build and other economies facilitated by large scale serial production would enable to produce AP-1000 reactors in the united States at a cosy that would be similar too or less than coal fired power plants, with NOx, SOx, and fine particulate controls, and certainly less than coal fired power plants with carbon capture and storage. The cost of these plants would also be less than renewable generating capacity that could produce similar amounts of electricity with similar consumer demand response characteristics.

workers

Only federal action solves worker shortages 

Kammen, 03  - professor of nuclear engineering at Berkeley (Daniel, Federal News Service, Prepared Testimony before the House Committee on Science, 6/12, lexis) //DH

The federal government plays the pivotal role in the encouragement of innovation in the energy sector. Not only are federal funds critical, but as my work and that of others has demonstrated6, private funds generally follow areas of public sector support. One particularly useful metric although certainly not the only measure --. of the relationship between funding and innovation is based on patents. Total public sector funding and the number of patents - across all disciplines in the United States have both increased steadily over at least the past three decades (Figure 5). The situation depicted here, with steadily increasing trends for funding and results (measured imperfectly, but consistently, by patents) is not as rosy when energy R&D alone is considered. In that case the same close correlation exists, but the funding pattern has been one of decreasing resources (Figure 6A). Figure 6A shows energy funding levels (symbol: o) and patents held by the national laboratories (symbol: ). The situation need not be as bleak as it seems. During the 1980s a number of changes in U.S. patent law permitted the national laboratories to engage in patent partnerships with the private sector. This increased both the interest in developing patents, and increased the interest by the private sector in pursuing patents on energy technologies. The squares (l) in figure 6 show that overall patents in the energy sector derived. Figure 6B reveals that patent levels in the nuclear field have declined, but not only that, publicprivate partnerships have taken placed (shaded bars), but have not increased as dramatically as in energy field overall (Figure 6A). There are a number of issues here, so a simple comparison of nuclear R&D to that on for example, fuel cells, is not appropriate. But it is a valid to explore ways to increase both the diversity of the R&D. This is a particularly important message for federal policy. Novel approaches are needed to encourage new and innovative modes of research, teaching, and industrial innovation in the nuclear energy field. To spur innovation in nuclear science a concerted effort would be needed to increase the types and levels of cooperation by universities and industries in areas that depart significantly from the current 'Generation III+' and equally, away from the 'Generation IV' designs. Similar conclusions were reached by M. Granger Morgan, head of the Engineering and Public Policy Program at Carnegie Mellon University, in his evaluation of the need for innovative in the organization and sociology of the U. S. nuclear power industrys. A second important issue that this Committee might consider is the degree of federal support for nuclear fission relative to other nations. Funding levels in the U.S. are significantly lower than in both Japan and France. Far from recommending higher public sector funding, what is arguably a more successful strategy would be to increase the private sector support for nuclear R&D and student training fellowships. Importantly, this is precisely the sort of expanded publicprivate partnership that has been relatively successful in the energy sector generally. It is incorrect, however, to think that this is a process that can be left to the private sector. There are key issues that inhibit private sector innovation. As one example, many nuclear operating companies have large coal assets, and thus are unlikely to push overly hard, in areas that threaten another core business. This emphasis on industry resources used to support and expanded nuclear program - under careful public sector management - has been echoed by a variety of nuclear engineering faculty members: I believe that if you. were to survey nuclear engineering department heads, most would select a national policy to support new nuclear construction, over a policy to increase direct financial support to nuclear engineering departments. A firm commitment by the federal government, to create incentives sufficient to ensure the construction of a modest number of new nuclear plants, with the incentives reduced for subsequent plants, would be the best thing that could possibly be done for nuclear engineering education and revitalization of the national workforce for nuclear science and technology. - Professor Per Peterson, Chair, Department of Nuclear Engineering, University of California, Berkeley

The impact is the case 

BENGELSDORF, 07 – consultant and former director of both key State and Energy Department offices that are concerned with international nuclear and nonproliferation affair (HAROLD, “THE U.S. DOMESTIC CIVIL NUCLEAR INFRASTRUCTURE AND U.S. NONPROLIFERATION POLICY”, White Paper prepared for the American Council on Global Nuclear Competitiveness May, http://www.nuclearcompetitiveness.org/images/COUNCIL_WHITE_PAPER_Final.pdf)//DH
Thus the challenge the U.S. nuclear industry faces today is whether the U.S.  civil nuclear infrastructure will be strong enough to support a hoped for  nuclear revival in this country, which could entail the construction and  commissioning of up to eight nuclear power units during the 2010 to 2017  period.  Several studies have been devoted to this question, and the answer is by no means certain.   The shortage in skilled labor is expected to double in  this country by the year 2020 and the workforce will stop growing as the  baby boomers start to retire. 
2ac – t investment incentives

CI: Financial incentives are the direct monetary incentives incentives

Beattie & Menz 5 Kristin M. Beattie Interdisciplinary Engineering and Management, Honors Program Clarkson University, Potsdam, NY  Mentor: Dr. Fredric Menz Professor, Department of Economics Clarkson University, Potsdam, NY “Renewable Energy in the United States: Policy Effectiveness and Economic Issues” Summer Research Program, 2005, Google (downloaded as word doc)

There are many different incentive programs that exist in different states to promote the use of renewable energy technologies.  The three main categories of policies to promote green power are financial incentives, volunteer and outreach programs, and rules and regulations.

The financial incentives include personal income tax exemptions, corporate tax exemptions, sales tax exemptions, property tax exemptions, rebate programs, grant programs, loan programs, industry recruitment programs, leasing/lease purchase programs, and production incentives.  There are currently 200 financial incentives in place that promote renewable energy in the United States (DSIRE, 2003).

Volunteer and Outreach Programs include green pricing programs, voluntary installer certification programs, and outreach programs.  At present, there are 201 volunteer and outreach programs in place to promote renewable energy in the United States (DSIRE, 2003).

Rules, regulations, and policies include public benefits funds, generation disclosure rules, renewable portfolio standards, net metering rules, line extension analysis requirements, contractor licensing requirements, equipment certifications, solar access laws, construction and design standards, green power purchasing/aggregation, and mandatory utility green power options.  There are currently 216 rules, regulations, and policies in place to promote renewable energy in the United States (DSIRE, 2003).

Prefer

A)

It’s the federal definition

US Energy Information Administration, 1 (Renewable Energy 2000: Issues and Trends, Report prepared by the US Energy Information Administration,  “Incentives, Mandates, and Government Programs for Promoting Renewable Energy”, http://tonto.eia.doe.gov/ftproot/renewables/06282000.pdf)

Over the years, incentives and mandates for renewable energy have been used to advance different energy policies, such as ensuring energy security or promoting environmentally benign energy sources. Renewable energy has beneficial attributes, such as low emissions and replenishable energy supply, that are not fully reflected in the market price. Accordingly, governments have used a variety of programs to promote renewable energy resources, technologies, and renewable-based transportation fuels.1 This paper discusses: (1) financial incentives and regulatory mandates used by Federal and State governments and Federal research and develop- ment (R&D),2, 3 and (2) their effectiveness in promoting renewables.  A financial incentive is defined in this report as providing one or more of the following benefits:  • A transfer of economic resources by the Government to the buyer or seller of a good or service that has the effect of reducing the price paid, or, increasing the price received, respectively;  • Reducing the cost of production of the good or service; or,  • Creating or expanding a market for producers.  The intended effect of a financial incentive is to increase the production or consumption of the good or service over what it otherwise would have been without the incentive. Examples of financial incentives are: tax credits, production payments, trust funds, and low-cost loans. Research and development is included as a support program because its effect is to decrease cost, thus enhancing the commercial viability of the good(s) provided.4  Regulatory mandates include both actions required by legislation and regulatory agencies (Federal or State). Examples of regulatory mandates are: requiring utilities to purchase power from nonutilities and requiring the incorporation of environmental impacts and other social costs in energy planning (full cost pricing). Another example is a requirement for a minimum percentage of generation from renewable energy sources (viz., a “renewable portfolio standard,” or, RPS). Regulatory mandates and financial incentives can produce similar results, but regulatory mandates generally require no expenditures or loss of revenue by the Government.  

Means we’re the only predictable and precise interpretation, DoE agrees with US, federal definitions key to a legal brightline, best for education because its how actual energy legislation works, turns limits, otherwise the neg will shift the goal posts

DoE Specifically defines us as “for production”

EIA Service Report, ‘2 (SR/EMEU/92-02, Distribution Category UC-98, “Federal Energy Subsidies Direct and Indirect Interventions in Energy Markets”, ftp://tonto.eia.doe.gov/service/emeu9202.pdf

DOE’s Study of Federal Incentives for Energy Production 

At about the same time as EIA’s energy policy studies, DOE sponsored an analysis of Federal programs that provided incentives to energy production. The purpose of this study was to determine the Federal programmatic influence on the mix of energy sources used. The specific concern was the degree to which Federal programs favored other energy sources compared to solar energy. It is entirely possible that Federal programs with a small net effect on aggregate energy supply, demand, and imports could nevertheless have a substantial effect on the mix of energy sources used to satisfy energy demand. Capital acquisition and new technology development can be very pricesensitive. At issue is the need to invest in technologies that cannot currently compete with alternative energy sources against the expectation that the technologies will eventually become competitive. For example, the cost of solar-based photovoltaic electric energy has been reduced by a factor of 3 since 1982; however, the cost of photovoltaic solar energy is still forecast to be $0.12 per kilowatthour in 1995 compared to a forecast average price of $0.067 per kilowatthour for other sources of electricity. By 2005 the cost of photovoltaic solar energy is forecast to be $0.06 per kilowatthour, which is competitive with the average price of $0.069 forecast for other sources. 162 The timing of when solar-based technologies will become economic is crucial to its current speed of development. To the degree that the prices of alternative nonsolar energy sources are differentially subsidized, the development and penetration of solar-based technologies could be significantly retarded.

The DOE production incentives study was comprehensive in its identification of Federal programs that could serve as energy production subsidies. Federal subsidies were organized with respect to eight different forms:

• Creation or prohibition of organizations that carry out actions

• Taxation: exemption, or reduction of existing taxes

• Collection of fees for delivery of a good or service

• Disbursements of money without requiring anything in return

• Requirements backed by criminal or civil sanctions

• Traditional services (e.g., regulating commerce)

• Nontraditional services (e.g., exploration, RD&D)

• Market activity under conditions similar to nonGovernment agents.

Taken together, subsidies in the amount of $25.83 billion (1991 dollars) were found for fiscal year 1978. Of this total, 76 percent was due to DOE, TVA, and the Army Corps of Engineers. An itemization of findings for fiscal year (FY) 1978 is given in Table A2. Although the production incentives study provides a comprehensive catalogue of Federal programs that provide subsidies, no analysis was performed to determine the specific impact of the programs upon the current or future mix of energy sources. The basic conclusion of the study is that there is a substantial precedent for Federal programs providing incentives for energy production above market-determined amounts.

Specifically demonstration is topical

MIS, ’11 (October, Management Information Services, “60Years of Energy Incentives Analysis of Federal Expenditures for Energy Development”, 

http://www.misi-net.com/publications/NEI-1011.pdf)

III. Types B2 of Federal Expenditures on Energy

The federal government has employed a variety of incentives to encourage the development of domestic energy resources.  Incentives for energy have taken many forms, including direct subsi‐ dies, tax concessions, market support, technology demonstration programs, research and devel‐ opment (R&D) programs, procurement mandates, information generation and dissemination, technology transfer, directed purchases, and government‐funded regulations.  This analysis aggregates the various incentives into six categories:

 tax policy  

 regulation  

 research and development  

 market activity  

 government services  

 disbursements.

General characteristics and examples of these six types of incentives are provided below.

2ac – coal china export

3. China emissions and coal use expanding now – that they are building more renewables is irrelevant

Hart 12 (Melenie Hart, Policy Analyst for Chinese Energy and Climate Policy at the Center for American Progress, “Why China Is So Wary Of Ambitious International Climate Targets,” 12/10/12) http://theenergycollective.com/josephromm/153536/why-china-so-wary-ambitious-international-climate-targets?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=The+Energy+Collective+%28all+posts%29

From many perspectives, China is a global powerhouse. China is the world’s second largest economy in terms of gross domestic product, the world’s largest energy consumer, and a global leader in renewable energy investment. China is also the world’s biggest greenhouse gas emitter. It is no surprise, then, that when it comes to global climate change negotiations, such as the U.N. Framework Convention on Climate Change conference currently taking place in Doha, Qatar, many nations are looking for China to step up and play a role more in line with its global economic and emissions status. From a U.S. perspective, that means demanding that China play by the same rules in a future climate treaty that will be developed between now and 2015, rather than treating it as a developing country on par with Chad or the Congo. Some parties want a new treaty to require legally-binding emission reductions for all (though not the same amount for all parties). Thus far, China has refused to endorse this kind of legal framework, and instead is sticking to the interpretation of “common but differentiated responsibilities,” which creates a firewall between the obligations of developed and developing countries. This puts the United States and other developed nations in one bucket, puts China in a separate bucket along with the poorest countries in the world, and allows the latter to make only voluntary commitments to reduce their emissions (as opposed to the mandatory commitments requested of the developed countries). The United States has no problem allowing still-developing economies to make less-ambitious emission-reduction commitments. What the United States and other developed nations take issue with is allowing those countries to make commitments that are less binding at the international level than what is expected of developed countries. China, an upper-middle income country according to the World Bank, has a standing voluntary climate commitment under the 2009 Copenhagen Accord to reduce carbon intensity by 40 percent to 45 percent (based on 2005 levels) by 2020. The first phase of that commitment has been incorporated into China’s five-year economic plan and ratified by China’s National People’s Congress, so that commitment is legally binding in a domestic sense. Unfortunately, those types of commitments from China are not enough to get the rest of the world to sign on to a new global climate treaty. Developed countries in particular want China to upgrade this commitment in two ways: Switch from an emission-intensity reduction target (reducing the amount of carbon dioxide emitted per unit of GDP) to an absolute reduction target; Commit to that target via the same form of international mechanism that will be expected to bind all countries equally, regardless of development status. Negotiators have stated that the United States is unlikely to sign on to a new climate treaty until China commits to that treaty in the same way that everyone else does. But there is plenty keeping China from making a legally binding international commitment if that is what it takes to fulfill this expectation. Whereas the global community generally views China as an economic powerhouse with plenty of room to maneuver on climate issues, the view from Beijing is vastly different. From China’s perspective, the past 30 years of rapid economic growth in no way guarantees that they will be able to easily traverse the middle-income trap and actually make it up into the ranks of higher-income economies. Chinese leaders have a deep fear that instead of transitioning smoothly from lower-income to upper-income status, their economy could follow the path of Malaysia, Thailand and the Philippines and fall into a period of economic stagnation. China’s sluggish growth throughout 2012 clearly illustrates that the country is not immune to an economic slowdown, and it is important to remember that any major slump brings with it a very high risk that the Chinese Communist Party will lose public support and be forced to forfeit its authoritarian political power. Within that context, Chinese leaders are not yet willing to take on international climate commitments that could reduce their flexibility to keep the economy growing. That does not mean there is no room for negotiation. It does mean, however, that in the near term China will continue approaching international climate negotiations with more caution than leadership. The negotiators now meeting in Doha will need to keep this in mind as they spend the next three years hashing out the terms of a new treaty with the ambition that it be equally “applicable to all,” in the terms of the Durban Platform. Rising energy demand and consumption in China Here in the United States, energy consumption is relatively flat due to our sluggish economy and recent roll-outs of policies encouraging companies and consumers to use energy more efficiently (such as the Obama administration’s fuel efficiency standards). The U.S. energy mix is also changing for the better. Coal consumption is declining rapidly due to decreasing natural gas prices and recent Obama administration moves to regulate coal emissions under the Clean Air Act. Due to these developments, the U.S. Energy Information Administration reports that coal will account for just 37 percent of U.S. electricity generation in 2012, down from nearly 50 percent in 2008. Overall, energy efficiency is up in the United States, and coal is on its way out, which means it is getting increasingly easier for U.S. policymakers to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and meet global climate targets. Even without comprehensive climate legislation, U.S. emissions have declined over the past two years and the United States is actually on track to meet its Copenhagen goal of reducing emissions by 17 percent (based on 2005 levels) by 2020, especially if the Environmental Protection Administration goes forward with regulations on existing stationary power sources. Nearly the opposite trend is occurring in China. Whereas U.S. emissions are already on the decline, China’s emissions are projected to keep growing until 2030. That is because the Chinese economy as a whole is growing, and its growth is not climate efficient. China’s electricity demand is expected to double over the next decade and overall energy consumption is projected to grow a whopping 60 percent between now and 2035. Most importantly from a climate perspective is China’s heavy dependency on coal, something not likely to change in the near future. Coal currently accounts for 70 percent of China’s energy mix and coal consumption grew 9.7 percent in 2011, the biggest jump since 2005. China’s steadily rising coal—and overall energy use — translates into steadily rising greenhouse gas emissions, with a large chunk of those emissions coming from Chinese consumers. The first three decades of China’s economic growth focused primarily on industrial production and fixed-asset investments (such as high-speed rail and other large infrastructure projects). That has led to a major economic imbalance: Big industry and capital investors have gotten rich, but the Chinese consumers have been left behind. Household consumption accounts for around 30 percent of Chinese GDP, which is less than half the U.S. level (71 percent in 2010) and one of the lowest consumption rates in the world. This means Chinese citizens’ purchasing power is lagging behind the country’s overall economic growth. Chinese citizens have watched industrial and political elites get rich at the public’s expense, and they are demanding change. Going forward, Beijing absolutely must re-balance the economy and provide more benefits for their growing middle class. From a climate perspective, however, those changes will exacerbate the problem as more Chinese citizens aspire to live the type of lifestyle we have here in the United States: bigger homes with continuous climate control, more household appliances, and family cars. That type of consumption growth is already underway in China, and it is triggering a surge in household energy consumption and emissions. And there is plenty of room for growth: China consumes more energy than the United States at the national level, but China has over four times as many people, so per capita energy use is just 24 percent of U.S. levels. To be sure, the United States has its own energy and climate problems, and the U.S. model is not the model we would like to see China emulate. Ideally, China will follow the example of more carbon- and energy-efficient developed countries such as Japan or Germany. That is what Beijing aspires to, but that still entails a major consumption increase because Japanese and German citizens still consume over two times the energy per capita as the Chinese do. Therefore, even if Chinese leaders manage to reduce industrial emissions, they still face a continuing emissions boom on the consumer side. That is why China’s emissions are projected to keep increasing until 2030 and why China’s climate negotiators are so resistant to make commitments involving overall emission output as opposed to emission intensity. Market interference makes the shift from fossil fuels to renewables harder to achieve Ideally Beijing could keep China’s economy growing and satisfy middle-class consumption desires by expanding renewable energy to account for the new growth. That would enable the Chinese economy to keep growing while also moving the country more rapidly toward a peak and eventual decline in annual emissions. China’s clean energy economy is undoubtedly booming. China has the largest amount of renewable energy capacity in the world with 133 gigawatts of installed renewable capacity as of 2011, which is more than twice the size of Germany’s capacity (61 gigawatts) and 35 percent larger than the U.S. market (93 gigawatts). The problem is that although China’s renewable energy capacity is expanding, its current capacity is still small compared to the country’s overall energy use, and fossil fuel consumption (particularly coal) is still expanding to make up that shortfall. In 2011, fossil fuels accounted for over 90 percent of China’s primary energy consumption. Renewables (including nuclear and hydropower) added up to around 8 percent of the total. Beijing is aiming to expand renewable consumption to 11.4 percent of the country’s energy mix by 2015 and 15 percent by 2020. That will certainly be a substantial improvement. Given China’s rapid growth rates, however, that rate of renewable expansion will not be enough to keep overall emissions from climbing in the near term. One big problem limiting renewable roll-outs in China is the country’s power sector which is stuck at a halfway point between the old, Soviet-style system and a more market-based system like that of the United States. Under the planned economy, government bureaus managed every step in China’s power-production process (generation, transmission, and distribution) following top-down production plans. In parallel with China’s overall economic reforms, Beijing has gradually reformed its power sectors by corporatizing generation and grid operations (turning government bureaus into state-owned enterprises), breaking up state-owned monopolies into multiple smaller companies, and introducing a degree of market competition among them. Marketization is limited, however, by the fact that China still controls utility pricing via government mandate rather than allowing prices to fluctuate based on supply and demand, as they should in a market-based system. Beijing fears that if utility prices were to rise too high or too fast, potential inflation and social discontent could result in mass protests and declining public support for Communist Party rule. To avoid that and keep consumers happy, the state dictates wholesale and retail electricity rates and sets those rates at sub-market prices. Utility rates differ for commercial versus residential users, with commercial users paying a higher rate to subsidize the residential side and keep prices low for Chinese households. These price controls can make it impossible for electric power generators to stay afloat — particularly when coal prices are high — so to placate these generators, Beijing also sets prices for coal and other inputs, and pegs those prices at below-market rates. This market interference has far-reaching side effects for renewable energy. With coal prices set artificially low, power generators have no pricing incentive to invest in renewable power, which is more climate efficient but also more costly. China has feed-in tariffs for wind and solar power to reduce costs, but the pre-set tariffs are still much higher than the price of coal. On-grid prices for coal-fired power are around 0.3 RMB per kilowatt-hour, but wind runs between 0.51 and 0.61 RMB per kilowatt-hour, and solar runs at between 1 and 1.15 RMB per kilowatt-hour. In other words, even with the renewable feed-in tariffs, wind energy can cost twice as much as coal-fired power for grid operators to purchase, and solar can cost more than three times as much. And since the selling prices for electricity are controlled by the state, grid operators cannot raise rates to counteract investment costs for renewable grid connections. This leaves grid operators no strong incentives to invest in the technology upgrades needed to hook up renewable power. As a result, many of the wind and solar farms that account for China’s rapidly expanding capacity are struggling to get hooked up to the national power grid. For those providers who do manage to get hooked into a local system, that system may not be able to connect with China’s overloaded cross-country transmission lines, which allow providers to export their excess power to other regions.

.

Coal exports high now

Lacey 12 (Stephen Lacey, reporter for Climate Progress, edited by Joe Romm, Ph.D in Physics from MIT, worked at the Scripps Institution of Oceanography, Fellow of the American Association for the Advancement of Science, former Acting Assistant Secretary of the U.S. Department of Energy, awarded an American Physical Society Congressional Science Fellowship, executive director of  Center for Energy and Climate Solutions, former researcher at the Rocky Mountain Institute, former Special Assistant for International Security at the Rockefeller Foundation, taught at Columbia University's School of International and Public Affairs, Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress, interview with Ken Caldeira, atmospheric scientist who works at the Carnegie Institution for Science's Department of Global Ecology, “U.S. Coal Exports On Pace To Hit All-Time High, Fueling Surge In International Global Warming Pollution,” 10/23/12) http://thinkprogress.org/climate/2012/10/23/1072041/us-coal-exports-on-pace-to-hit-all-time-high/

The latest figures from the Energy Information Administration shows just how strongly coal exports have risen. Boosted by growing demand in Asia, the U.S. is on track to ship record amounts of coal overseas this year, surpassing the previous all-time high set in 1981. If coal exports — mostly steam coal for power generation — continue on pace through the rest of the year, it’s possible they could surge past previous projections for a record year. However, EIA says exports have fallen slightly in the second half of the year due to the global economic malaise and a slowdown in China. But that still won’t stop it from breaking the previous record: Exports in August, the latest data available, reflect some of the weakening global demand for coal, falling 2 million tons from the record June levels. While declines in export levels inject some uncertainty, exports remain elevated with lower August exports still 13% above August 2011 levels. As a result, 2012 is still expected to surpass the 1981 record. This increase in exports marks a significant reversal from the general downward trajectory of U.S. coal exports beginning in the early 1990s, which bottomed out in 2002 just under 40 million tons, the lowest level since 1961. Coal exports in 2011 rose 171% from 2002, with only a brief interruption by the global recession. Export growth accelerated after the recession, with consecutive post-2009 growth of more than 20 million tons per year, a level of growth not seen since the 1979-to-1981 export boom. Current data for 2012 (through August) show coal exports are growing even faster, and should more than double 2009 export levels, buoyed by growth in U.S. steam coal. Asia didn’t get much attention in last night’s presidential foreign policy debate. But if we’re considering energy policy (which the candidates did not), the graphic below shows why the region is an important factor in our policy decisions. In 2011, four Asian countries — China, Japan, South Korea, and India — made up slightly more than a quarter of U.S. coal exports. And with coal consumption in the region expected to nearly double by 2020, a lot more coal could be headed from America’s mines to Asia’s power plants and steel mills.

Future energy demand can’t be solved through renewables

Brook and Blees 11 (Barry Brook, Professor of Climate Change University of Adelaide, and Tom Blees, president of the Science Council for Global Initiatives and a board member of the UN-affiliated World Energy Forum, “The Guardian questions: thorium, shale gas, off-grid renewables, and much more…” 12/11/11) http://bravenewclimate.com/2011/12/11/guardian-energy-questions/
Q3. Why is there so much emphasis on fixing the supply side? To reach our targets we need to “simultaneously” reduce the kgCO2/kWh and reduce the total kWh used. Then the benefits will be multiplied and we’ll have a chance to make a real impact on emissions. Why aren’t government talking more about reducing the total demand for energy? Yes, we can do efficiency but it isn’t enough. We need conservation too. Could it be that reducing demand would go directly against their economic goals?

As a resident of California, I’ve been a beneficiary of the most effective energy efficiency policies in the USA. Per capita electricity demand in this state has remained fairly flat for the last three decades, though that statement must be qualified somewhat since some industries have left the state and so reduced the overall electricity demand. Nevertheless, energy efficiency is something that should always be a goal even if we develop virtually unlimited clean energy supplies, since we would still want to save the capital costs of building unnecessary power plants. By the way, you can read about one of the winners of this year’s Global Energy Prize, a man some call the Grandfather of Energy Efficiency, at this website.

But you are right, efficiency is not enough. It isn’t actually an energy source. Talking about conservation and reducing demand for energy is a luxury only allowed those of us in developed nations with already-high per capita energy use. All too often, purported solutions to climate change are trotted out that ignore the fact that the vast majority of people on this planet live in energy poverty. Even if everyone in the USA and the UK stopped using all energy tomorrow, global energy demand would still rise inexorably, for energy availability is inextricably bound to standard of living. This applies to both personal energy use and to the energy used by industries that contribute to high living standards.

If there is to be any egalitarianism and social justice in the world, those living today in poverty must be afforded the opportunity to raise their standard of living to levels enjoyed today in fully industrialized countries. This will be absolutely impossible without a massive increase in global energy supply, all the more so because the world’s population is expected to increase by another 2-3 billion people by mid-century.

But the raw numbers tell only part of the tale. Consider where the fresh water will come from for all those people, not just their personal water use but all the additional water needed to grow the food for such a tide of humanity. The only place where so much fresh water can come from will be from the sea, necessitating desalination projects on a scale hitherto unimagined. Those desalination projects (and the energy needed to move both the water and the salt to their ultimate destinations) will require staggering amounts of energy.

Hence the focus on fixing the supply side. We must consider the entire planet, not just the fortunate nations in which we might live. While ever-better energy efficiency is certainly something to strive for, the policies and technologies to provide virtually unlimited clean energy for the entire planet must be the focus if we are to leave a better and fairer world to our progeny. 

2ac – politics – immigration 

No immigration reform-multiple reasons

LAT 12/30 (http://articles.latimes.com/2012/dec/30/nation/la-na-immigration-20121230)

The window to pass immigration laws next year is narrowing as the effort competes with a renewed debate over gun laws and the lingering fight over taxes and the budget, according to congressional staffers and outside advocates. Key congressional committees are preparing for a package of gun control laws to be negotiated and possibly introduced in Congress during the first few months of next year. The shift would push the debate in Congress over immigration reform into the spring. But as budget negotiations continue to stir tensions between Republicans and Democrats, and as lobbyists take to their corners over gun laws, some are concerned that the heated atmosphere could spoil the early signs of bipartisan cooperation on immigration that emerged after the election. In phone calls over the holidays, White House officials sought to reassure advocates that the push for gun control won't distract President Obama from his promise to stump for new immigration legislation early in the year. The uncertainty is feeding jitters that Obama may be unable to deliver on his long-standing promise to create a path to citizenship for the 11 million people in the U.S. unlawfully. "I am concerned that an issue such as immigration where we can find strong bipartisan consensus will be demagogued and politicized, because that is the environment," said Alfonso Aguilar, a Republican strategist at the Latino Partnership for Conservative Principles, a Washington-based nonprofit. New gun laws would probably have to pass through the Senate Judiciary Committee, the same committee that would work on an immigration bill that could be hundreds of pages long. The tough work of hammering out a compromise over immigration in the committee would best be wrapped up by the end of June, congressional staffers said, in case one of the Supreme Court justices retires, which would set up a high-profile and time-consuming nomination process that could overshadow the immigration issue. "Voters want to see action," said Clarissa Martinez de Castro, head of civic engagement and immigration for the National Council of La Raza. "If the American public every day has to grapple with multiple priorities, that is the least they expect from their members of Congress." After the Dec. 14 school shooting that killed 20 children and six adults in Newtown, Conn., Obama tapped Vice President Joe Biden to head a task force that is expected to propose new gun control measures by the end of January. "The question is: Would the Congress love to have something come along that would sidetrack immigration reform? I believe there are some members of Congress who would like that," said Eliseo Medina, secretary-treasurer of the Service Employees International Union, which represents more than 2 million workers.

Fiscal issues thump

Politico 1/1 (http://www.politico.com/politico44/2013/01/obamas-narrative-153088.html)
Whether the second term includes enough historic accomplishments to feature prominently in his "definitive narrative" or whether it becomes something of an epilogue to those of his first term - health care reform, financial reform, ending the war in Iraq - remains to be seen. As Thrush points out, draining political capital in battles with congressional Republicans over fiscal issues like the cliff, debt ceiling, and deficits, may hinder his ability to secure accomplishments that history may remember more. And that may make for better reading in a presidential memoir.

SecDef appointment costs capital

Bloomberg News Wire 12/28 (http://journalstar.com/news/national/govt-and-politics/obama-faces-political-dilemma-choosing-defense-secretary/article_c5004e3d-92de-5734-9add-ad5fbf8e56dd.html)

President Barack Obama faces a growing dilemma in his choice of a new defense secretary to succeed Leon Panetta. Having dropped United Nations Ambassador Susan Rice and named Massachusetts Democratic Sen. John Kerry to replace Hillary Rodham Clinton as secretary of state, Obama runs the risk of appearing weak if he bows to political opposition again and chooses someone other than former Nebraska Republican Sen. Chuck Hagel to lead the Pentagon. Picking another candidate would show for a second time "that the president's important choices for personnel can be vetoed by two or three senators," said Sean Kay, a professor of politics and government at Ohio Wesleyan University in Delaware, Ohio, who specializes in U.S. foreign and defense policy. "The White House will come out of this significantly weakened." If Obama sticks with Hagel in the face of opposition from an ad hoc coalition of Republican advocates of muscular defense policies, Democratic supporters of Israel and gay rights activists, though, Obama might be forced to spend political capital he needs for the bigger battle over the federal budget and deficit reduction.

Both parties support nuclear power

NEI 12 (Nuclear Energy Institute, “Obama, Romney Support Nuclear Energy, Offer Views on Financing, Regulation,” Summer 2012) http://www.nei.org/resourcesandstats/publicationsandmedia/insight/insightsummer2012/obama-romney-support-nuclear-energy-offer-views-on-financing-regulation/
Summer 2012—Unlike some issues that polarize presidential candidates, the broad energy positions of President Barack Obama and challenger Mitt Romney are strikingly similar. It’s the finer brush strokes of policy that reveal differences. Republicans and Democrats alike support an “all-of-the-above” energy production approach and both Obama and Romney support the use of nuclear energy and the development of new reactors. Obama’s 2011 blueprint for a Secure Energy Future calls for 80 percent of electricity to be generated from low-carbon fuels by 2035. The administration’s clean energy standard includes nuclear energy, which does not emit greenhouse gases as it generates electricity. It also includes wind energy, solar power, natural gas and coal with carbon capture and sequestration. “We need a sustained all-of-the-above strategy that develops every available source of American energy—oil, gas, wind, solar, nuclear, biofuels and more,” Obama said in February. The Obama administration, in support of what it calls “prudent deployment of nuclear energy through loan guarantees,” has conditionally committed to use federal guarantees to reduce the cost of financing two Georgia reactors. That action alone would translate to millions of dollars in consumer savings. Romney also wants to spur nuclear power plant development. His 2011 energy plan calls for reform of the “cumbersome and restrictive” U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. Romney wants the agency to review several new reactor designs and ensure that licensing decisions based on pre-approved designs are issued within two years.

No spending links – plan net saves money b/c we can cancel the MOX plant, can be PART of a budget deal

Lots of support for IFRs and no one opposes them

Kirsch 9 (Steve Kirsch, Bachelor of Science and a Master of Science in electrical engineering and computer science from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, American serial entrepreneur who has started six companies: Mouse Systems, Frame Technology, Infoseek, Propel, Abaca, and OneID, “Why We Should Build an Integral Fast Reactor Now,” 11/25/9) http://skirsch.wordpress.com/2009/11/25/ifr/
Support

Secretary of Energy Steven Chu[9]

White House Science Advisor John Holdren[10]

James Hansen, Director, NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies

Hans Bethe, Nobel laureate, Physics[11]

Charles Till, Former Associate Director Argonne National Laboratory

Yoon Chang, former Associate Laboratory Director, Argonne National Laboratory

John Sackett, former Associate Director, Argonne National Laboratory

Ray Hunter, former Deputy Director of the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology in the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)

Leonard Koch, 2004 winner of the Global Energy International Prize (equivalent to the Nobel prize for energy)

California Lt. Governor John Garamendi

Congressman Jerry McNerney
Congresswoman Anna Eshoo
Congresswoman Jackie Speier
Senator Lamar Alexander
Senator Jeff Bingaman[12]

General Electric (who already has a plant design for the IFR ready to build)

The American public, 59% of whom support nuclear power according to a March 2009 Gallup poll, despite zero PR by the nuclear industry.[13]

Dean Warshawsky, Mayor of Los Altos Hills, CA

Opposition

We do not know of any members of Congress who oppose restarting the IFR. Most have never heard of it.

Environmental groups, in general, do not like nuclear power. For example, environmental groups in Germany got Germany to ban nuclear power. The result is that Germany is forced to build more new coal plants…the worst possible outcome for the environment and exactly the opposite of what the green groups wanted. The green case against nuclear is based largely on dogma and myth. See Mark Lynas: the green heretic persecuted for his nuclear conversion which is an eye-opening account of a noted environmentalist who took an objective look at the facts. One of the top people at NRDC (speaking on his own behalf), says his only objection to the IFR is the cost competiveness of nuclear. GE says IFRs can be built in volume for $1,500 per kW which is cheaper than coal (and slightly less than the $2,000 per kW that the Chinese paid to construct Qinshan Phase 3 which was completed 52 days ahead of schedule and under budget in 2003). The NRDC spokesperson is skeptical of GE’s cost numbers for the IFR ($1,500 per kW).

The Sierra Club is in the process of determining their position on the IFR. Most other groups say that while they are sympathetic, they “do not have the expertise or inclination to take this on.”

You won’t have any trouble finding people who will throw darts at the IFR. They will argue it’s too expensive, unreliable, unproven, increases the proliferation risk, etc. These arguments lack credibility; they all fail in the face of the facts, e.g., the EBR-II and the Russian BN-600 experiences (a commercial nuclear reactor that has operated for 30 years without incident and the precursor to Russia’s next generation fast reactors that are now being built). These two reactors are are the “inconvenient truths” for the fast reactor skeptics.

Winner’s Win- 

Marshall and Prins 11 (BRYAN W, Miami University and BRANDON C, University of Tennessee & Howard H. Baker, Jr. Center for Public Policy, “Power or Posturing? Policy Availability and Congressional Influence on U.S. Presidential Decisions to Use Force”, Sept, Presidential Studies Quarterly 41, no. 3)

Presidents rely heavily on Congress in converting their political capital into real policy success. Policy success not only shapes the reelection prospects of presidents, but it also builds the president’s reputation for political effectiveness and fuels the prospect for subsequent gains in political capital (Light 1982). Moreover, the president’s legislative success in foreign policy is correlated with success on the domestic front. On this point, some have largely disavowed the two-presidencies distinction while others have even argued that foreign policy has become a mere extension of domestic policy (Fleisher et al. 2000; Oldfield and Wildavsky 1989) Presidents implicitly understand that there exists a linkage between their actions in one policy area and their ability to affect another. The use of force is no exception; in promoting and protecting U.S. interests abroad, presidential decisions are made with an eye toward managing political capital at home (Fordham 2002).

Issues are compartmentalized – political capital has no effect on legislation

Dickinson, 09 – professor of political science at Middlebury College and taught previously at Harvard University where he worked under the supervision of presidential scholar Richard Neustadt (5/26/09, Matthew, Presidential Power: A NonPartisan Analysis of Presidential Politics, “Sotomayor, Obama and Presidential Power,” http://blogs.middlebury.edu/presidentialpower/2009/05/26/sotamayor-obama-and-presidential-power/, JMP)

As for Sotomayor, from here the path toward almost certain confirmation goes as follows: the Senate Judiciary Committee is slated to hold hearings sometime this summer (this involves both written depositions and of course open hearings), which should lead to formal Senate approval before Congress adjourns for its summer recess in early August.  So Sotomayor will likely take her seat in time for the start of the new Court session on October 5.  (I talk briefly about the likely politics of the nomination process below).

What is of more interest to me, however, is what her selection reveals about the basis of presidential power.  Political scientists, like baseball writers evaluating hitters, have devised numerous means of measuring a president’s influence in Congress.  I will devote a separate post to discussing these, but in brief, they often center on the creation of legislative “box scores” designed to measure how many times a president’s preferred piece of legislation, or nominee to the executive branch or the courts, is approved by Congress.  That is, how many pieces of legislation that the president supports actually pass Congress? How often do members of Congress vote with the president’s preferences?  How often is a president’s policy position supported by roll call outcomes?  These measures, however, are a misleading gauge of presidential power – they are a better indicator of congressional power.  This is because how members of Congress vote on a nominee or legislative item is rarely influenced by anything a president does.  Although journalists (and political scientists) often focus on the legislative “endgame” to gauge presidential influence – will the President swing enough votes to get his preferred legislation enacted? – this mistakes an outcome with actual evidence of presidential influence.  Once we control for other factors – a member of Congress’ ideological and partisan leanings, the political leanings of her constituency, whether she’s up for reelection or not – we can usually predict how she will vote without needing to know much of anything about what the president wants.  (I am ignoring the importance of a president’s veto power for the moment.)

Despite the much publicized and celebrated instances of presidential arm-twisting during the legislative endgame, then, most legislative outcomes don’t depend on presidential lobbying.  But this is not to say that presidents lack influence.  Instead, the primary means by which presidents influence what Congress does is through their ability to determine the alternatives from which Congress must choose.  That is, presidential power is largely an exercise in agenda-setting – not arm-twisting.   And we see this in the Sotomayer nomination.  Barring a major scandal, she will almost certainly be confirmed to the Supreme Court whether Obama spends the confirmation hearings calling every Senator or instead spends the next few weeks ignoring the Senate debate in order to play Halo III on his Xbox.  That is, how senators decide to vote on Sotomayor will have almost nothing to do with Obama’s lobbying from here on in (or lack thereof).  His real influence has already occurred, in the decision to present Sotomayor as his nominee.

If we want to measure Obama’s “power”, then, we need to know what his real preference was and why he chose Sotomayor.  My guess – and it is only a guess – is that after conferring with leading Democrats and Republicans, he recognized the overriding practical political advantages accruing from choosing an Hispanic woman, with left-leaning credentials.  We cannot know if this would have been his ideal choice based on judicial philosophy alone, but presidents are never free to act on their ideal preferences.  Politics is the art of the possible. Whether Sotomayer is his first choice or not, however, her nomination is a reminder that the power of the presidency often resides in the president’s ability to dictate the alternatives from which Congress (or in this case the Senate) must choose.  Although Republicans will undoubtedly attack Sotomayor for her judicial “activism” (citing in particular her decisions regarding promotion and affirmative action), her comments regarding the importance of gender and ethnicity in influencing her decisions, and her views regarding whether appellate courts “make” policy, they run the risk of alienating Hispanic voters – an increasingly influential voting bloc (to the extent that one can view Hispanics as a voting bloc!)  I find it very hard to believe she will not be easily confirmed. In structuring the alternative before the Senate in this manner, then, Obama reveals an important aspect of presidential power that cannot be measured through legislative boxscores.

food

Multiple alt causes for international hunger 

Shah, 08 http://www.globalissues.org/article/7/causes-of-hunger-are-related-to-poverty Causes of Hunger are related to Poverty Author and Page information by Anup Shah Last Updated Sunday, July 06, 2008

In a world of plenty, a huge number go hungry. Hunger is more than just the result of food production and meeting demands. The causes of hunger are related to the causes of poverty. One of the major causes of hunger is poverty itself. The various issues discussed throughout this site about poverty lead to people being unable to afford food and hence people go hungry. There are other related causes (also often related to the causes of poverty in various ways), including the following:
Land rights and ownership

Diversion of land use to non-productive use

Increasing emphasis on export-oriented agriculture

Inefficient agricultural practices

War

Famine

Drought

Over-fishing

Poor crop yield

Lack of democracy and rights

No solvency—hunger is inevitable and usually because of state instability—not inverse

Gidley, 08 How can aid agencies tackle corruption?  18 Jul 2008 16:33:00 GMT Written by: Ruth Gidley http://www.google.com/cse/home?cx=016637130580942137870:wjhc0yyr2zw Reuters

It's in the nature of the places where aid agencies operate that basic services and the legal system are often damaged or destroyed, and in war zones civilians are often under the thumb of politicians or armed rebels. Needs are great and the potential for corruption huge.  "Humanitarian aid is a valuable resource injected into an environment ripe with potential power imbalances, personal need and critical survival challenges," the report says.  The disparity between wages and responsibility doled out to international and national staff was sometimes a motivation - or used as an excuse - for corruption.  And agencies are in a tricky situation when they partner with local non-governmental organisations. There's highest risk of corruption when most power is devolved to the partner, but there's most chance of creating a sustainable project when international agencies hand over maximum responsibility. 
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No solvency in the US which means you can’t solve warming - DOE won’t approve construction of IFRs unless they’re made to

Kirsch 9 (Steve Kirsch, Bachelor of Science and a Master of Science in electrical engineering and computer science from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, American serial entrepreneur who has started six companies: Mouse Systems, Frame Technology, Infoseek, Propel, Abaca, and OneID, “Why We Should Build an Integral Fast Reactor Now,” 11/25/9) http://skirsch.wordpress.com/2009/11/25/ifr/
Think back 44 years ago. The EBR-II sodium cooled fast reactor was designed and constructed in just a few years. That’s without the aid of computers. After over 30 years of operating experience, the original scientists who worked on the IFR say we are ready to build a full-scale demo plant now. That is their expert opinion.

Today, the DOE wants to do more research and they haven’t even committed to building a small test reactor. So we were further along 44 years ago than we are today. At least back then, we actually had an operating fast reactor. Forty four years ago, we had a “can do” attitude. Today, we’ve completely lost it. We have a “do more research” attitude.  Today we have no operating fast reactor of any kind and DOE has no plans to change that.

How is it that we need more research today, yet 44 years ago, we had sufficient research to design, build and operate a sodium cooled fast reactor? Did we lose all that knowledge? Did we not learn anything of value over the 30 years of operation?

Compare what is not happening in the US to what is happening in Russia today. They have been operating their BN-600 sodium-cooled fast breeder reactor without incident for the past 30 years. This is a commercial reactor, not a test reactor. And now they are building commercial fast reactors for the Chinese. So we are currently 30 years behind the Russians and even today, the DOE would rather to fund more research rather than deciding to actually build something.

We are out of time.

If the government orders DOE to have a 300 MWe IFR plant built and operating in <8 years and they make it a priority, then DOE will get it done. Short of that, nothing will happen. It’s like JFK and putting a man on the moon. Without setting high expectations, nothing gets done. It’s clear that Congress has got to request it and set high goals (just like the Chinese do) because left alone, DOE will simply research fast reactors until the cows come home and nothing will get built. If Congress requests nothing, then that’s what we will get: nothing.

DoE action is key to certification in the United States

Kirsch 8 (Steve Kirsch, Bachelor of Science and a Master of Science in electrical engineering and computer science from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, American serial entrepreneur who has started six companies: Mouse Systems, Frame Technology, Infoseek, Propel, Abaca, and OneID, “The Integral Fast Reactor (IFR) project: Q&A,” 2008) http://skirsch.com/politics/globalwarming/ifrQandA.htm
The commercial demonstration should be a top national priority. A private consortium involving GE might be able to do it as well.

Ideally, Congress should fund DOE to have GE build a demonstration plant built. In order to expedite certification and licensing by the NRC, the most expeditious way would be to build a reactor vessel for $50 million, stick it at a university or national lab, and instead of filling it with sodium fill it with water. Build a mockup of the fuel assemblies, also out of non-radioactive material, and use that setup-which would require no licensing-as a prototype to demonstrate to the NRC the efficacy of the systems. For example, the NRC would say, what happens if you drop a fuel assembly when refueling. So you'd go over and run through it with the prototype. Once the thing is certified, you could drain it and use it in an actual power plant, where a single module would produce 380 MWe. They're designed to be built in power blocks of 2 reactor vessels each, feeding one large turbine that would put out 760 MW. You could fire up the first power block as soon as it's ready, even as you build further ones at the same facility. All would share a central control room and recycling facility.
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No prior questions—we get to weigh the plan

David Owen, Reader of Political Theory at the Univ. of Southampton,  Millennium Vol 31 No 3 2002 p. 655-7

Commenting on the ‘philosophical turn’ in IR, Wæver remarks that ‘[a] frenzy for words like “epistemology” and “ontology” often signals this philosophical turn’, although he goes on to comment that these terms are often used loosely.4 However, loosely deployed or not, it is clear that debates concerning ontology and epistemology play a central role in the contemporary IR theory wars. In one respect, this is unsurprising since it is a characteristic feature of the social sciences that periods of disciplinary disorientation involve recourse to reflection on the philosophical commitments of different theoretical approaches, and there is no doubt that such reflection can play a valuable role in making explicit the commitments that characterise (and help individuate) diverse theoretical positions. Yet, such a philosophical turn is not without its dangers and I will briefly mention three before turning to consider a confusion that has, I will suggest, helped to promote the IR theory wars by motivating this philosophical turn. The first danger with the philosophical turn is that it has an inbuilt tendency to prioritise issues of ontology and epistemology over explanatory and/or interpretive power as if the latter two were merely a simple function of the former. But while the explanatory and/or interpretive power of a theoretical account is not wholly independent of its ontological and/or epistemological commitments (otherwise criticism of these features would not be a criticism that had any value), it is by no means clear that it is, in contrast, wholly dependent on these philosophical commitme

nts. Thus, for example, one need not be sympathetic to rational choice theory to recognise that it can provide powerful accounts of certain kinds of problems, such as the tragedy of the commons in which dilemmas of collective action are foregrounded. It may, of course, be the case that the advocates of rational choice theory cannot give a good account of why this type of theory is powerful in accounting for this class of problems (i.e., how it is that the relevant actors come to exhibit features in these circumstances that approximate the assumptions of rational choice theory) and, if this is the case, it is a philosophical weakness—but this does not undermine the point that, for a certain class of problems, rational choice theory may provide the best account available to us. In other words, while the critical judgement of theoretical accounts in terms of their ontological and/or epistemological sophistication is one kind of critical judgement, it is not the only or even necessarily the most important kind. The second danger run by the philosophical turn is that because prioritisation of ontology and epistemology promotes theory-construction from philosophical first principles, it cultivates a theory-driven rather than problem-driven approach to IR. Paraphrasing Ian Shapiro, the point can be put like this: since it is the case that there is always a plurality of possible true descriptions of a given action, event or phenomenon, the challenge is to decide which is the most apt in terms of getting a perspicuous grip on the action, event or phenomenon in question given the purposes of the inquiry; yet, from this standpoint, ‘theory-driven work is part of a reductionist program’ in that it ‘dictates always opting for the description that calls for the explanation that flows from the preferred model or theory’.5 The justification offered for this strategy rests on the mistaken belief that it is necessary for social science because general explanations are required to characterise the classes of phenomena studied in similar terms. However, as Shapiro points out, this is to misunderstand the enterprise of science since ‘whether there are general explanations for classes of phenomena is a question for social-scientific inquiry, not to be prejudged before conducting that inquiry’.6 Moreover, this strategy easily slips into the promotion of the pursuit of generality over that of empirical validity. The third danger is that the preceding two combine to encourage the formation of a particular image of disciplinary debate in IR—what might be called (only slightly tongue in cheek) ‘the Highlander view’—namely, an image of warring theoretical approaches with each, despite occasional temporary tactical alliances, dedicated to the strategic achievement of sovereignty over the disciplinary field. It encourages this view because the turn to, and prioritisation of, ontology and epistemology stimulates the idea that there can only be one theoretical approach which gets things right, namely, the theoretical approach that gets its ontology and epistemology right. This image feeds back into IR exacerbating the first and second dangers, and so a potentially vicious circle arises.
Academic debate over energy policy in the face of environmental destruction is critical to shape the direction of change and create a public consciousness shift---action now is key

Crist 4 (Eileen, Professor at Virginia Tech in the Department of Science and Technology, “Against the social construction of nature and wilderness”, Environmental Ethics 26;1, p 13-6, http://www.sts.vt.edu/faculty/crist/againstsocialconstruction.pdf)

Yet, constructivist analyses of "nature" favor remaining in the comfort zone of zestless agnosticism and noncommittal meta-discourse. As David Kidner suggests, this intellectual stance may function as a mechanism against facing the devastation of the biosphere—an undertaking long underway but gathering momentum with the imminent bottlenecking of a triumphant global consumerism and unprecedented population levels. Human-driven extinction—in the ballpark of Wilson's estimated 27,000 species per year—is so unthinkable a fact that choosing to ignore it may well be the psychologically risk-free option.¶ Nevertheless, this is the opportune historical moment for intellectuals in the humanities and social sciences to join forces with conservation scientists in order to help create the consciousness shift and policy changes to stop this irreversible destruction. Given this outlook, how students in the human sciences are trained to regard scientific knowledge, and what kind of messages percolate to the public from the academy about the nature of scientific findings, matter immensely. The "agnostic stance" of constructivism toward "scientific claims" about the environment—a stance supposedly mandatory for discerning how scientific knowledge is "socially assembled"[32]—is, to borrow a legendary one-liner, striving to interpret the world at an hour that is pressingly calling us to change it.
Plan is a disad and it outweighs – warming is coming and catastrophic – the alt is a strategy of inaction, only the IFR averts the crisis in time.

Tech utopianism is good – critical to environmental movements

ROBERTSON 2007 (Ross, Senior Editor at EnlightenNext, former NRDC member, “A Brighter Shade of Green,” What is Enlightenment, Oct-Dec, http://www.enlightennext.org/magazine/j38/bright-green.asp?page=1)

This brings me to Worldchanging, the book that arrived last spring bearing news of an environ-mental paradigm so shamelessly up to the minute, it almost blew out all my green circuits before I could even get it out of its stylish slipcover. Worldchanging: A User’s Guide for the 21st Century. It’s also the name of the group blog, found at Worldchanging.com, where the material in the book originally came from. Run by a future-savvy environmental journalist named Alex Steffen, Worldchanging is one of the central hubs in a fast-growing network of thinkers defining an ultramodern green agenda that closes the gap between nature and society—big time. After a good solid century of well-meaning efforts to restrain, reduce, and otherwise mitigate our presence here on planet Earth, they’re saying it’s time for environmentalism to do a one-eighty. They’re ditching the long-held tenets of classical greenitude and harnessing the engines of capitalism, high technology, and human ingenuity to jump-start the manufacture of a dramatically sustainable future. They call themselves “bright green,” and if you’re at all steeped in the old-school “dark green” worldview (their term), they’re guaranteed to make you squirm. The good news is, they just might free you to think completely differently as well.

Worldchanging takes its inspiration from a series of speeches given by sci-fi author, futurist, and cyberguru Bruce Sterling in the years leading up to the turn of the millennium—and from the so-called Viridian design movement he gave birth to. Known more in those days as one of the fathers of cyberpunk than as the prophet of a new twenty-first-century environmentalism, Ster-ling nevertheless began issuing a self-styled “prophecy” to the design world announcing the launch of a cutting-edge green design program that would embrace consumerism rather than reject it. Its mission: to take on climate change as the planet’s most burning aesthetic challenge. “Why is this an aesthetic issue?” he asked his first audience in 1998 at San Francisco’s Yerba Buena Center for the Arts near my old office at the Natural Resources Defense Council. “Well, because it’s a severe breach of taste to bake and sweat half to death in your own trash, that’s why. To boil and roast the entire physical world, just so you can pursue your cheap addiction to carbon dioxide.”

Explaining the logic of the bright green platform, Sterling writes:

    It’s a question of tactics. Civil society does not respond at all well to moralistic scolding. There are small minority groups here and there who are perfectly aware that it is immoral to harm the lives of coming generations by massive consumption now: deep Greens, Amish, people practicing voluntary simplicity, Gandhian ashrams and so forth. These public-spirited voluntarists are not the problem. But they’re not the solution either, because most human beings won’t volunteer to live like they do. . . . However, contemporary civil society can be led anywhere that looks attractive, glamorous and seductive. The task at hand is therefore basically an act of social engineering. Society must become Green, and it must be a variety of Green that society will eagerly consume. What is required is not a natural Green, or a spiritual Green, or a primitivist Green, or a blood-and-soil romantic Green. These flavors of Green have been tried and have proven to have insufficient appeal. . . . The world needs a new, unnatural, seductive, mediated, glamorous Green. A Viridian Green, if you will.

Sterling elaborates in a speech given to the Industrial Designers Society of America in Chicago in 1999:

    This can’t be one of these diffuse, anything-goes, eclectic, postmodern things. Forget about that, that’s over, that’s yesterday. It’s got to be a narrow, doctrinaire, high-velocity movement. Inventive, not eclectic. New, not cut-and-pasted from the debris of past trends. Forward-looking and high-tech, not William Morris medieval arts-and-craftsy. About abundance of clean power and clean goods and clean products, not conservative of dirty power and dirty goods and dirty products. Explosive, not thrifty. Expansive, not niggling. Mainstream, not underground. Creative of a new order, not subversive of an old order. Making a new cultural narrative, not calling the old narrative into question. . . .

    Twentieth-century design is over now. Anything can look like anything now. You can put a pixel of any color anywhere you like on a screen, you can put a precise dot of ink anywhere on any paper, you can stuff any amount of functionality into chips. The limits aren’t to be found in the technology anymore. The limits are behind your own eyes, people. They are limits of habit, things you’ve accepted, things you’ve been told, realities you’re ignoring. Stop being afraid. Wake up. It’s yours if you want it. It’s yours if you’re bold enough.

It was a philosophy that completely reversed the fulcrum of environmental thinking, shifting its focus from the flaws inherent in the human soul to the failures inherent in the world we’ve designed—designed, Sterling emphasized. Things are the way they are today, he seemed to be saying, for no greater or lesser reason than that we made them that way—and there’s no good reason for them to stay the same. His suggestion that it’s time to hang up our hats as caretakers of the earth and embrace our role as its masters is profoundly unnerving to the dark green environmentalist in me. But at this point in history, is it any more than a question of semantics? With PCBs in the flesh of Antarctic penguins, there isn’t a square inch of the planet’s surface that is “unmanaged” anymore; there is no more untouched “natural” state. We hold the strings of global destiny in our fingertips, and the easy luxury of cynicism regarding our creative potential to re-solve things is starting to look catastrophically expensive. Our less-than-admirable track record gives us every reason to be cautious and every excuse to be pessimists. But is the risk of being optimistic anyway a risk that, in good conscience, we can really afford not to take?
Sterling’s belief in the fundamental promise of human creativity is reminiscent of earlier de-sign visionaries such as Buckminster Fuller. “I am convinced that creativity is a priori to the integrity of the universe and that life is regenerative and conformity meaningless,” Fuller wrote in I Seem to Be a Verb in 1970, the same year we had our first Earth Day. “I seek,” he declared simply, “to reform the environment instead of trying to reform man.” Fuller’s ideas influenced many of the twentieth century’s brightest environmental lights, including Stewart Brand, founder of the Whole Earth Catalog and the online community The WELL, an early precursor of the internet. Brand took Fuller’s approach and ran with it in the sixties and seventies, helping to spearhead a tech-friendly green counterculture that worked to pull environmentalism out of the wilderness and into the realms of sustainable technology and social justice. “We are as gods, and might as well get good at it,” he wrote in the original 1968 edition of the Whole Earth Catalog, and he’s managed to keep himself on the evolving edge of progressive thought ever since. Brand went on to found the Point Foundation, CoEvolution Quarterly (which became Whole Earth Review), the Hackers Conference, the Global Business Network, and the Long Now Foundation. As he gets older, he recently told the New York Times, he continues to become “more rational and less romantic. . . . I keep seeing the harm done by religious romanticism, the terrible conservatism of romanticism, the ingrained pessimism of romanticism. It builds in a certain immunity to the scientific frame of mind.”

Bright Green

Many remember the Whole Earth Catalog with a fondness reserved for only the closest of personal guiding lights. “It was sort of like Google in paperback form, thirty-five years before Google came along,” recalls Apple cofounder Steve Jobs. “It was idealistic, and overflowing with neat tools and great notions.” For Alex Steffen, it’s the place “where a whole generation of young commune-kid geeks like myself learned to dream weird.” And at Worldchanging, those unorthodox green dreams have grown into a high-speed Whole Earth Catalog for the internet generation, every bit as inventive, idealistic, and brazenly ambitious as its predecessor: “We need, in the next twenty-five years or so, to do something never before done,” Steffen writes in his introduction to Worldchanging. “We need to consciously redesign the entire material basis of our civilization. The model we replace it with must be dramatically more ecologically sustainable, offer large increases in prosperity for everyone on the planet, and not only function in areas of chaos and corruption, but also help transform them. That alone is a task of heroic magnitude, but there’s an additional complication: we only get one shot. Change takes time, and time is what we don’t have. . . . Fail to act boldly enough and we may fail completely.”

Another world is possible,” goes the popular slogan of the World Social Forum, a yearly gathering of antiglobalization activists from around the world. No, counters Worldchanging in a conscious riff on that motto: “Another world is here.” Indeed, bright green environmentalism is less about the problems and limitations we need to overcome than the “tools, models, and ideas” that already exist for overcoming them. It forgoes the bleakness of protest and dissent for the energizing confidence of constructive solutions. As Sterling said in his first Viridian design speech, paying homage to William Gibson: “The future is already here, it’s just not well distributed yet.”

Of course, nobody knows exactly what a bright green future will look like; it’s only going to become visible in the process of building it. Worldchanging: A User’s Guide is six hundred pages long, and no sin-gle recipe in the whole cornucopia takes up more than a few of them. It’s an inspired wealth of information I can’t even begin to do justice to here, but it also presents a surprisingly integrated platform for immediate creative action, a sort of bright green rule set based on the best of today’s knowledge and innovation—and perpetually open to improvement.
Economics is a necessary lense for environmental action

Barton H. Thompson Jr., '3 (Vice Dean and Robert E. Paradise Professor of Natural Resources Law, Stanford LawSchool; Senior Scholar, Center for Environmental Science and Policy, Stanford Institute forInternational Studies, "What Good is Economics?", environs.law.ucdavis.edu/issues/27/1/thompson.pdf)

Even the environmental moralist who eschews any normative use of economics may find economics valuable for other purposes. Indeed, economics is indispensable in diagnosing why society currently does not achieve the level of environmental protection desired by the moralist. Those who turn their backs on economics and rely instead on ethical intuition to diagnose environmental problems are likely to find themselves doomed to failure.

Economic theory suggests that flaws in economic markets and institutions are often the cause of environmental problems. Three concepts of market failure have proven particularly robust in analyzing environmental problems. The first is the "tragedy of the commons."28 If a resource is open and free for multiple parties to use, the parties will tend to over-utilize the resource, even to the point of its destruction. Economists and others have used the tragedy of the commons to explain such environmental problems as over-fishing, the over-drafting of groundwater aquifers, the early and inept exhaustion of oil fields, and high levels of population growth.29 The second, more general concept (of which the tragedy of the commons actually is a specialized instance) is the "negative externality." 3 0 When parties do not bear the full cost to society of environmental harms that they cause, they tend to underinvest in the elimination or correction of the harm. Externalities help explain why factories pollute, why landowners destroy ecologically valuable wetlands or other forms of habitat, and why current generations consume high levels of exhaustible resources. The final concept is the problem of "collective action." 31 If political or market actions will benefit a large group of individuals and it is impossible to exclude anyone from enjoying the benefits, each individual will have an incentive to "free ride" on the actions of others rather than acting themselves, reducing the possibility that anything will get done. This explains why the private market does not provide us with more wildlife refuges or aesthetic open space.32

Although these economic explanations for environmental problems are not universal truths, accurate in all settings, they do enjoy a robust applicability. Experimenters, for example, have found that subjects in a wide array of countries succumb to the tragedy of the commons.33 Smaller groups sometimes have been able to overcome the tragedy of the commons and govern a resource in collective wisdom. Yet this exception appears to be the result of institutional characteristics peculiar to the group and resource that make it easier to devise a local and informal regulatory system rather than the result of cultural differences that undermine the economic precepts of the tragedy of the commons.4

These economic explanations point to a vastly different approach to solving environmental problems than a focus on environmental ethics alone would suggest. To environmental moralists, the difficulty is that the population does not understand the ethical importance of protecting the environment. Although governmental regulation might be necessary in the short run to force people tQ do what they do not yet appreciate is proper, the long run answers are education and moral change. A principal means of enlightening the citizenry is engaging them in a discussion of environmental goals. Economic analysis, by contrast, suggests that the problem lies in our economic institutions. The solution under economic analysis is to give those who might harm the environment the incentive to avoid the harm through the imposition of taxes or regulatory fines or the awarding of environmentally beneficial subsidies.

The few studies that have tried to test the relative importance of environmental precepts and of economics in predicting environmentally relevant behavior suggest that economics trumps ethics. In one 1992 experiment designed to test whether subjects would yield to the tragedy of the commons in a simulated fisheries common, the researchers looked to see whether the environmental attitudes of individual subjects made any difference in the subjects' behavior. The researchers measured subjects' environmental beliefs through various means. They administered questionnaires designed to elicit environmental beliefs; they asked the subjects how they would behave in various hypothetical scenarios (e.g., if someone asked them to volunteer to pick up litter on the weekend); they even tried to see how the subjects would react to real requests for environmental help (e.g., by asking them to participate in a Saturday recycling campaign). No matter how the researchers tried to measure the environmental attitudes of the subjects, attitude failed to provide a statistically significant explanation for participants' behavior in the fishing commons. Those who appeared to have strong environmental beliefs behaved just as tragically as those who did not • 35 when fighting for the limited stock of fish.

In another study, researchers examined domestic consumers of high amounts of electricity in Perth, Australia. After administering a survey to determine whether the consumers believed they had a personal and ethical duty to conserve energy, the researchers tried various methods for changing the behavior of those who reported that people have a conservation obligation. Informing these individuals of their high electricity usage and even supplying them with conservation tips did not make a statistically significant difference in their energy use. The only thing that led these individuals to reduce their electricity consumption was a letter reminding them of the earlier survey in which they had espoused a conservation duty and emphasizing the inconsistency of that view with their high electricity usage. In response to this letter, the subjects reduced their energy use. Apparently shame can be a valuable catalyst in converting ethical beliefs into action. But the effect may be short lived. Within two weeks, the Perth subjects' energy use had risen back to its earlier levels.36

Ethical beliefs, in short, frequently fall victim to personal convenience or cost considerations. Ethical views sometimes can make a difference in how people behave. Examples include the role that ethics has played in encouraging people to recycle or to eat dolphin-free tuna." But the personal cost, if any, of recycling or of eating dolphin-free tuna is exceptionally small. For most of the environmental dilemmas that face the nation and the world today, the economic cost of changing behavior is far more significant. And where costs are high, economics appears to trump most peoples' environmental views. Even if ethics played a more powerful role, we do not know for certain how to create or strengthen environmental norms.38 In contrast, we do know how to change economic incentives. Although environmental moralists should continue trying to promote environmental ethics, economic analysis currently provides the strongest tool for diagnosing and thus helping to resolve environmental problems. The environmental moralist who ignores this tool in trying to improve the environment is doomed to frustration.

Perm: Do both except for rejecting the aff

Best way to address consumption

Bryant and Goodman 4 - * PhD in Politics from the School of Oriental and African Studies, **Professor of Communication Studies
Raymond and Michael, “Consuming Narratives: The Political Ecology of 'Alternative' Consumption,” Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers, New Series, Vol. 29, No. 3

The consumption practices of the conservation- and solidarity-seeking commodity cultures described here offer one alternative to the call for a politics of redistribution. In the end, these cultures offer a privileged notion of transnational 'commun- ity' given the relatively high cost of purchasing commodities such as organic cereal and fair trade coffee. True, commodities that 'speak' to 'altern- ative' consumers can possibly make them more aware of what is happening to tropical environ- ments and small-scale producers. And yet, only those that can afford to pay the economic premium can take part in this form of 'resistance'. Thus, 'moral' commodities may become 'alternative' in the larger sense by eschewing more progressive re- constructions of 'moral economy'. The creation of niche markets gives the North, albeit in geographi- cally variable ways, the ability to 'tune in but drop out' of both conventional global economies and more demanding forms of resistance to social injus- tice and environmental degradation. A field of political ecology oriented towards the conceptual- ization of production and consumption dynamics is uniquely situated to explore the ambiguities of North/South connections evinced by alternative consumption-related politics. Third, this paper builds on work that challenges dualistic thinking that has bedevilled human geo- graphy for some time. Examples of these schisms (and authors that challenge them) include those of nature/society (e.g. Murdoch 1997; Whatmore 2002), discursive/material (e.g. Cook and Crang 1996) and cultural/economic (e.g. Jackson 2002b; Sayer 2001). Considering together consumption and the commoditization of political ecology narrat- ives further complicates the 'hybrid' or 'mutant' notions of landscape change and development (Escobar 1999; Arce and Long 2000; Bebbington 2000). Breaking down the dualisms of production and consumption thus should provide critical space from which to examine the political ecologies of (alternative) development.9 In some ways, starting from processes of commoditization and associated narratives of development allows the researcher to go 'forward' into the processes and meanings of consumption as well as 'backwards' along the powerful socio-economic and ecological networks of production and development.

Heg is an impact turn to their securitization turns – stops great power war and escalation

Anti-nuclear opposition is responsible for the spread of coal; their alternative simply re-affirms the structural forces that make anti-blackness possible in the form of coal pollution

King 9 - Host and Executive Producer of “White House Chronicle” — a news and public affairs program airing on PBS

After 40 Years, Environmentalists Start To See the Nuclear Light, Llewellyn King, November 25, 2009 – 8:47 pm 

Although very little happened, Nov. 24 was a red letter day for the nation’s nuclear power industry. No new nuclear reactors were purchased, no breakthrough in treating nuclear waste was announced, and the Obama administration did not declare that it would pay for new reactors.¶ Instead, the source of the industry’s happiness was The Washington Post leading Page One with an article that detailed how the environmental movement, after 40 years of bitter opposition, now concedes that nuclear power will play a role in averting further harm from global warming.¶ Mind you, not every environmental group has come around, but the feared and respected Natural Resources Defense Council has allowed that there is a place for nuclear power in the world’s generating mix and Stephen Tindale, a former anti-nuclear activist with Friends of the Earth in the United Kingdom, has said, yes, we need nuclear.¶ For the nuclear industry which has felt itself vilified, constrained and damaged by the ceaseless and sometimes pathological opposition of the environmental movement, this changing attitude is manna from on high.¶ No matter that the environmentalists, in opposing nuclear since the late 1960s, have critically wounded the U.S. reactor industry and contributed to the construction of scores of coal and gas-fired plants that would not have been built without their opposition to nuclear.¶ In short, the environmental movement contributed in no small way to driving electric utilities to the carbon fuels they now are seeking to curtail.¶ Nuclear was such a target of the environmental movement that it embraced the “anything but nuclear” policy with abandon. Ergo its enthusiasm for all forms of alternative energy and its spreading of the belief —still popular in left-wing circles — that wind and solar power, with a strong dose of conservation, is all that is needed.¶ A third generation of environmental activists, who have been preoccupied with global climate change, have come to understand that a substantial amount of new electric generation is needed. Also some environmentalists are beginning to be concerned about the visual impact of wind turbines, not to mention their lethality to bats and birds.¶ Of all of the deleterious impacts of modern life on the Earth, it is reasonable to ask why the environmentalists went after nuclear power. And why they were opposed to nuclear power even before the 1979 accident at Three Mile Island in Pennsylvania and the catastrophic 1986 Chernobyl reactor failure in Ukraine. Those deserved pause, but the movement had already indicted the entire nuclear enterprise.¶ Having written about nuclear energy since 1969, I have come to believe that the environmental movement seized on nuclear first because it was an available target for legitimate anger that had spawned the movement in the ’60s. The licensing of nuclear power plants gave the protesters of the time one of the only opportunities to affect public policy in energy. They seized it; at first timorously, and then with gusto.¶ The escalation in environmental targets tells the story of how the movement grew in confidence and expertise; and how it added political allies, like Ralph Nader and Rep. Ed Markey, D-Mass.¶ The first target was simply the plants’ cooling water heating up rivers and estuaries. That was followed by wild extrapolations of the consequences of radiation (mutated children). Finally, it settled on the disposition of nuclear waste; that one stuck, and was a lever that turned public opinion easily. Just mention the 240,000-year half-life of plutonium without mentioning how, as an alpha-emitter, it is easily contained.¶ It is not that we do not need an environmental movement. We do. It is just that sometimes it gets things wrong.¶ In the days of the Atomic Energy Commission, the environmental groups complained that it was policeman, judge and jury. Indeed.¶ But environmental groups are guilty of defining environmental virtue and then policing it, even when the result is a grave distortion, as in the nuclear imbroglio. Being both the arbiter of environmental purity and the enforcer has cost the environment 40 years when it comes to reducing greenhouse gases. 

Can’t solve – other actors will fill in

Wendt, 92 

(Alexander, Assistant Professor of Political Science at Chicago, “Anarchy is what States Make of it: The Social Construction of Power Politics, International Organization, VOl. 46, no. 2.)

Let us assume that processes of identity- and interest-formation have created a world in which states do not recognize rights to territory or existence—a war of all against all. In this world, anarchy has a “realist” meaning for state action: be insecure and concerned with relative power. Anarchy has this meaning only in virtue of collective, insecurity-producing practices, but if those practices are relatively stable, they do constitute a system that may resist change. The fact that worlds of power politics are socially constructed, in other words, does not guarantee they are malleable, for at least two reasons. The first reason is that once constituted, any social system confronts each of its members as an objective social fact that reinforces certain behaviors and discourages others. Self-help systems, for example, tend to reward competition and punish altruism. The possibility of change depends on whether the exigencies of such competition leave room for actions that deviate from the prescribed script. If they do not, the system will be reproduced and deviant actors will not.” The second reason is that systemic change may also be inhibited by actors’ interests in maintaining., relatively stable role identities. Such interests are rooted not only in the desire to minimize uncertainty and anxiety, manifested in efforts to confirm existing-beliefs about the social world, but also in the desire to avoid the expected costs of breaking commitments made to others—notably domestic constituencies and foreign allies in the case of states—as part of past practices. The level of resistance that these commitments induce will depend on the “salience” of particular role identities to the actor. The United States, for example, is more likely to resist threats to its identity as “leader of anticommunist crusades” than to its identity as “promoter of human rights.” But for almost any role identity, practices and information that challenge it are likely to create cognitive dissonance and even perceptions of threat, and these may cause resistance to transformations of the self and thus to social change.” For both systemic and “psychological” reasons, then, intersubjective understandings and expectations may have a self-perpetuating quality, constituting path-dependencies that new ideas about self and other must transcend. This does not change the fact that through practice agents are continuously producing and reproducing identities and interests, continuously “choosing now the preferences [they] will have later.” But it does mean that choices may not be experienced with meaningful degrees of freedom. This could be a constructivist justification for the realist position that only simple learning is possible in self-help systems. The realist might concede that such systems are socially constructed and still argue that after the corresponding identities and in have become institutionalized, they are almost impossible to transform.
Not causing anthropogenic climate extinction has to be the foundation of ethics

Bosworth et al, 2k11 (Andrew, Chair of the working group of the Ethics and Climate Change in Asia and the Pacific Project, Napat Chaipraditkul, Ming Ming Cheng, Kimberly Junmookda, Parag Kadam, Darryl Macer, Charlotte Millet

, Jennifer Sangaroonthong, Alexander Waller “Ethics and Biodiversity”, Ethics and Climate Change in Asia and the Pacific Project)

Why should we be concerned with the loss of a species? How does extinction as a result of human activity change our ethical understanding? Ethics of extinction is an ominous topic and it may elicit feelings associated with catastrophe or inescapable demise depending on one’s temperament and view of evolution. From an environmentalist standpoint, the extinction of a species may be invoked to highlight what are considered ethical failures on the part of humans and are often accompanied by demands for change. There have been great extinction events in the past, as seen 250 million years ago at the end of the Palaeozoic era where nearly 90% of all organisms and 99% percent of animals went extinct, and 65 million years ago nearly two thirds of species and 80% of individuals disappeared (Courtillot, 1999). Although these occurred, they were caused by natural occurances, such as an asteroid impact. 

However, the ethical issue is about human responsibility and a common ethic across cultures to protect species. One example is that of the Yangtze River dolphin, which died off under the gaze of environmentalists and as a result of apathy. Some have accused those involved of political games and general lack of resilience in protecting a threatened species. The lack of clear data as the species diminished has been cited as an excuse towards the preventable conclusion and as a result the precautionary principle applied to biology has gained credence (Turvey, 2009). Summarized by feelings towards pro-active protection such as, “Do not wait until you have all the facts before you act—you will never have all you would like. Action is what brings change, and saves endangered animals, not word” (Merton, 1992). 

Such attitudes may resonate with compassionate individuals, yet our ethos is not universal as to what the human responsibility is towards non-human species. Qualifying this statement is the theme of this report, which is the necessity of biodiversity to the wellbeing of humans and non-humans alike. That ethos suggests that preventing anthropogenic extinction drivers is the least we can do normatively, and ethically our awareness must grow as a result of the increased effect we have on other species.  It is clear is that anthropogenic effects have altered extinction rates, but may not be the only factor during this Holocene period as summarized by Russell et al. (1998), “Holocene mammal and bird extinctions occurred at a significantly elevated rate, but taxa containing disproportionately few species are both disproportionately threatened with extinction today.” The denotations of that statement lead objective thinkers to desire more information, emphatically stated, “We need more work on the relationship between feature diversity and phylogenetic diversity. We also need more work on the use and non-use values of each” (Mooers, 2009). 

Alt fails  - energy systems are too large scale for local action

Brook 12 (Barry Brook, Professor of Climate Change University of Adelaide, “Burning energy questions – ERoEI, desert solar, oil replacements, realistic renewables and tropical islands,” 1/19/12) http://bravenewclimate.com/2012/01/19/burning-energy-questions/
The hard data available to date indicates that the only way we can decarbonize—eliminating both oil and gas—is to employ nuclear power as backup, and to devise methods of using renewables plus nuclear and biomass to make the transportation fuels we need, in addition to the electricity that our societies will come to depend on more and more in the future. Businesses not directly involved in the energy sector have few options in terms of directly affecting the course of energy policy. Sure, we see some businesses putting up solar arrays or making other politically correct token gestures, but these are window dressing that relies on subsidies, not really consequential in the effort to decarbonize human energy systems. The decisions that matter will be made within the energy sector, and those decisions will continue to accommodate the fossil fuel industries—be they coal, oil, or gas—unless governments lay down the law and force through policies that make it impossible for the status quo to continue. Carbon taxes are a first step, but support for a massive buildout of nuclear power (as we see in China today and to a lesser degree in some other countries) is critical to making progress in cutting greenhouse gas emissions in a meaningful way.

Shadi Saboori: What would be an optimal way to create incentives for businesses to transition to renewable energy? (And one that is politically realistic).

This is touched on in the previous response. Assuming that the term “renewable energy” doesn’t include nuclear power, the options for businesses that wish to transition to renewables are dictated primarily by the degree of subsidization offered. Customer demand is also a factor, such that if a company believes that hyping their green credentials by putting solar panels on their roofs will help business, then it’s more likely that they’ll take that step even if it costs them money in the long run. Thanks to generous subsidization by many governments, however, businesses can make it a paying proposition because, unlike many homeowners, they have the wherewithal to put up the sometimes fairly large sums up front, knowing that they’ll more than make back their investment over time due to tax deductions, generous depreciation and other allowances, and especially feed-in tariffs.

While all these incentives do encourage businesses to transition to renewable energy, is that necessarily a good thing from a societal standpoint? After all, the only reason that it’s at all profitable for the few companies that do it is because a large base of ratepayers are splitting up the cost amongst themselves (usually unknowingly). In other words, while such deployment (of solar, usually) makes things appear to be progressing in terms of societal transition to renewables, it’s simply not economically rational without the subsidies, so the wealthy (the companies that do it) are taking advantage of the less well-heeled individual citizens. If everyone were to attempt to transition to solar thusly, it would obviously be impossible, since there would be no pool from which the subsidies could be derived.

When it comes to large energy-intensive industries, even massive solar arrays can’t hope to provide the energy they’ll need, which is why some of Germany’s major industries with long histories in that country are either demanding specially reduced electricity rates or threatening to leave the country. Germany, of course, is where renewables—particularly solar and wind—have had enthusiastic government support for the last couple decades or so. Of course when the government cuts a discount energy rate deal with such industries to offset the steadily climbing electricity costs, it transfers even more of a burden onto the shoulders of regular consumers, forcing their escalating rates even higher.

Ultimately, the truly consequential decisions about a nation’s energy policy will be made by governments, with individual businesses moving in one direction or another based on their economic self-interest. And if Germany and Denmark—as the two nations with the longest history of continued government support for non-nuclear renewables—are any guide, the transition to an all-renewables future is nothing we can expect to consider viable in the foreseeable future.

Adopting a mindset of scientific inquiry for climate change makes sense because it’s a phenomenon uniquely suited to an empiricist methodology

Jean Bricmont 1, professor of theoretical physics at the University of Louvain, “Defense of a Modest Scientific Realism”, September 23, http://www.physics.nyu.edu/faculty/sokal/bielefeld_final.pdf
Given that instrumentalism is not defensible when it is formulated as a rigid doctrine, and since redefining truth leads us from bad to worse, what should one do? A hint of one sensible response is provided by the following comment of Einstein: Science without epistemology is insofar as it is thinkable at all primitive and muddled. However, no sooner has the epistemologist, who is seeking a clear system, fought his way through such a system, than he is inclined to interpret the thought-content of science in the sense of his system and to reject whatever does not fit into his system. The scientist, however, cannot afford to carry his striving epistemological systematic that far. ... He therefore must appeal to the systematic epistemologist as an unscrupulous opportunist.'1'1 So let us try epistemological opportunism. We are, in some sense, "screened'' from reality (we have no immediate access to it, radical skepticism cannot be refuted, etc.). There are no absolutely secure foundations on which to base our knowledge. Nevertheless, we all assume implicitly that we can obtain some reasonably reliable knowledge of reality, at least in everyday life. Let us try to go farther, putting to work all the resources of our fallible and finite minds: observations, experiments, reasoning. And then let us see how far we can go. In fact, the most surprising thing, shown by the development of modern science, is how far we seem to be able to go. Unless one is a solipsism or a radical skeptic which nobody really is one has to be a realist about something: about objects in everyday life, or about the past, dinosaurs, stars, viruses, whatever. But there is no natural border where one could somehow radically change one's basic attitude and become thoroughly instrumentalist or pragmatist (say. about atoms or quarks or whatever). There are many differences between quarks and chairs, both in the nature of the evidence supporting their existence and in the way we give meaning to those words, but they are basically differences of degree. Instrumentalists are right to point out that the meaning of statements involving unobservable entities (like "quark'') is in part related to the implications of such statements for direct observations. But only in part: though it is difficult to say exactly how we give meaning to scientific expressions, it seems plausible that we do it by combining direct observations with mental pictures and mathematical formulations, and there is no good reason to restrict oneself to only one of these. Likewise, conventionalists like Poincare are right to observe that some scientific "choices", like the preference for inertial over noninertial reference frames, are made for pragmatic rather than objective reasons. In all these senses, we have to be epistemological "opportunists". But a problem worse than the disease arises when any of these ideas are taken as rigid doctrines replacing 'realism". A friend of ours once said: "I am a naive realist. But I admit that knowledge is difficult." This is the root of the problem. Knowing how things really are is the goal of science; this goal is difficult to reach, but not impossible (at least for some parts of reality and to some degrees of approximation). If we change the goal if, for example, we seek instead a consensus, or (less radically) aim only at empirical adequacy then of course things become much easier; but as Bert rand Russell observed in a similar context, this has all the advantages of theft over honest toil. Moreover, the underdetermination thesis, far from undermining scientific objectivity, actually makes the success of science all the more remarkable. Indeed, what is difficult is not to find a story that "fits the data'*, but to find even one non-crazy such story. How does one know that it is non-crazy7 A combination of factors: its predictive power, its explanatory value, its breadth and simplicity, etc. Nothing in the (Quinean) underdetermiiiation thesis tells us how to find inequivalent theories with some or all of these properties. In fact, there are vast domains in physics, chemistry and biology where there is only one"18 known non-crazy theory that accounts for Unknown facts and where many alternative theories have been tried and failed because their predictions contradicted experiments. In those domains, one can reasonably think that our present-day theories are at least approximately true, in some sense or other. An important (and difficult) problem for the philosophy of science is to clarify the meaning of “approximately true'" and its implications for the ontological status of unobservable theoretical entities. We do not claim to have a solution to this problem, but we would like to offer a few ideas that might prove useful.
***1AR RD5 USC***

warming not real

Their article specifically is bad

Nuccitelli 12 (Dana Nuccitelli, environmental scientist at a private environmental consulting firm in the Sacramento, California area. He has a Bachelor's Degree in astrophysics from the University of California at Berkeley, and a Master's Degree in physics from the University of California at Davis, “Skepticism About Lower Atmosphere Temperature Data,” 1/8/12) http://www.skepticalscience.com/news.php?n=1198
Note: This article was submitted to Forbes as a correction to the op-ed by James Taylor in question, but Forbes declined to publish it, so instead we're posting it here. Forbes recently published an op-ed written by James Taylor of the Heartland Institute on the subject of the University of Alabama at Huntsville (UAH) atmospheric temperature measurements on the record's 33rd anniversary. Unfortunately, the article contained a litany of errors which completely undermine its conclusions, and exhibited a distinct lack of true skepticism. The main subject of the article was the fact that according to climate models, the Earth's lower atmosphere should warm approximately 20% faster than the surface, whereas UAH estimates place the lower atmosphere warming at about 20% less than surface temperature measurements. A true skeptic would acknowledge that there are three possible explanations for this discrepancy: The models are incorrect and the lower atmosphere should not warm faster than the surface. The surface temperature estimates are biased high, showing more warming than is actually occurring. The UAH lower atmosphere temperature estimates are biased low, showing less warming than is actually occurring. Because the climate model expectation of greater lower atmosphere warming is based on solid fundamental atmospheric physics, and the accuracy of the surface temperature record was recently independently confirmed by Richard Muller and the Berkeley Earth Surface Temperature (BEST) project, the third possible explanation appears to be the most likely. This possibility is further supported by the fact that other groups have estimated greater atmospheric warming than UAH, and measurements by radiosondes (instruments on weather balloons) also show greater atmospheric warming than UAH. It is certainly a possiblity that is worth considering, and yet it was notably absent from the three possible explanations for the model-data discrepancy provided by James Taylor in his article. In fact, every one of the three possible explanations offered by Taylor involved the man-made global warming theory being either exaggerated or incorrect. Refusing to consider a possibility which is inconvenient for one's pre-conceived notions and/or biases reveals a distinct lack of true skepticism. Taylor's article contained a litany of additional errors. For example, he reported that the UAH temperature data "seem to show warming closer to 0.3 degrees over the 33 year period, or 0.09 degrees Celsius per decade," as opposed to the UAH-reported 0.14°C per decade warming. This is false. John Christy reported that if the influences of volcanic eruptions (which have a temporary cooling effect by releasing particulates into the atmosphere which block sunlight) are filtered out of the UAH record, the warming trend is reduced to 0.09°C per decade. However, in order to make an apples-to-apples comparison, the volcanic influence must also be removed from the climate models, which neither Christy nor Taylor did. Additionally, a recent study by Foster and Rahmstorf filtered out the effects of not just volcanic eruptions, but also the El Niño Southern Oscillation (ENSO) and solar activity, which can also have significant short-term impacts on global temperatures. They confirmed Christy's finding that removing volcanic effects decreases the warming trend over the past three decades, but additionally removing ENSO and solar influences increases the trend over that same period. In other words, by only removing the influence of volcanoes, Christy and Taylor cherrypicked the effect which would minimize the observed warming trend. This again exhibits a distinct lack of true skepticism. Taylor also implied that unlike surface temperature measurements, the UAH satellite data do not "require guesswork corrections." In reality, the UAH record requires a great number of corrections, because the satellite instruments do not even directly measure atmospheric temperatures. Rather, they measure the intensity of microwave radiation given off by oxygen molecules in the atmosphere, from which the scientists estimate the temperature. The satellites sensors face down toward the Earth and radiation therefore reaches the satellites having travelled upwards through a warming lower atmosphere and cooling upper atmosphere. This influences any warming signal received by the satellites, and because the lower atmosphere is what is being measured. creates a cooling bias that has to be accounted for. But it doesn't end there; bias also exists between the various instrument sensors on each satellite, and the satellite orbits decay over time. These and a number of other obstacles mean a lot of careful and painstaking analysis is required. As a result of all this complexity and data correction, there's much that can go wrong. Considering these challenges, it's not a surprise that there have been a number of major corrections to the satellite temperature data over the years. Groups outside of UAH identified two major errors in the UAH analysis, both of which had caused Spencer and Christy to significantly underestimate the atmospheric warming. Despite the difficulties in the available data, and the numerous adjustments made to their analysis, Spencer and Christy have all along insisted that their data set is correct, and they (and James Taylor) continue with this overconfidence today. However, the most likely explanation for UAH showing less warming than models and atmospheric physics predict is that UAH is biased low. Taylor's error-riddled article demonstrates that when it comes to climate science, we should listen to climate scientists, who are true skeptics, rather than a law and policy expert from a fossil fuel-funded think tank. Rather than correct the errors by publishing this article, Forbes compounded the problem by publishing a very similarly erroneous post from serial misinformer Patrick Michaels (who admits that like Taylor, he is also heavily fossil fuel-funded). Ironically, Forbes recently published Peter Gleick's 2011 Climate B.S.* of the Year Awards.  If Forbes continue with this trend of publishing and compounding misinformation while ignoring corrections, perhaps they will make a run for the 2012 award! 

warming inet

its too late” is a faulty frame – reductions in emmissions make catastrophic change less likely

Bosetti et al 11 (Valentina Bosetti,  EuroMediterranean Center for Climate Change, Sergey Paltsevb Massachusetts Institute of Technology, John Reilly Massachusetts Institute of Technology,  Carlo Carraro University of Venice, CEPR, CESifo, Fondazione Eni Enrico Mattei, and EuroMediterranean Center for Climate Change, “Climate Impacts and Policies. An Economic Assessment,” 9/16/11) http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2027881

 Emission pathways consistent with a “likely” chance of meeting the 2°C limit generally peak before

2020, have emission levels in 2020 around 44 GtCO2e (range: 39-44 GtCO2e), have steep emission reductions afterwards and/or reach negative emissions in the longer term. Hence, the ranges implied by Copenhagen pledges do not necessarily rule out the 2°C target, as the two ranges are not severely distant from one another. However, as previously discussed, the larger the overshoot will be, the faster the decarbonization in the second half of the century will be needed, with all the implications that we have discussed above. The consideration that the 2° C target could be out of reach should not be a reason to inaction. Even limited actions towards reducing GHG concentrations result in a substantial reduction in risk of exceeding a certain temperature threshold. Table 2 (adapted from Webster et al, 2009) illustrates the benefits of at least some mitigation actions in comparison to the no-action scenario. For example, stabilization at 800 ppm reduces the probability of exceeding 4°C in 2100 to 7 percent from 85 percent in the no-policy scenario. Therefore, even a limited action directed at GHG reductions by a subset of regions will appreciably reduce the probability of more extreme levels of temperature increase. 

cp

The cp doesn’t directly fiat British action – means the time it would take them to fund it means they can’t solve warming

Pearce 12 (Fred, science writer who has reported on the environment and development issues from 64 countries over the past 20 years, currently the environment consultant of New Scientist magazine, has written 13 books on the environment and development issues, has also written reports for WWF, the UN Environment Programme, the Red Cross, UNESCo, the World Bank, “Are fast-breeder reactors a nuclear power panacea?” 08/01/12, http://www.energybulletin.net/stories/2012-08-01/are-fast-breeder-reactors-nuclear-power-panacea)
Britain has not made up its mind yet, however. Having decided to try and re-use its stockpile of plutonium dioxide, its Nuclear Decommissioning Authority has embarked on a study to determine which re-use option to support. There is no firm date, but the decision, which will require government approval, should be reached within two years. Apart from a fast-breeder reactor, the main alternative is to blend the plutonium with other fuel to create a mixed-oxide fuel (mox) that will burn in conventional nuclear power plants. Britain has a history of embarrassing failures with mox, including the closure last year of a $2 billion blending plant that spent 10 years producing a scant amount of fuel. And critics say that, even if it works properly, mox fuel is an expensive way of generating not much energy, while leaving most of the plutonium intact, albeit in a less dangerous form. Only fast reactors can consume the plutonium. Many think that will ultimately be the UK choice. If so, the PRISM plant would take five years to license, five years to build, and could destroy probably the world’s most dangerous stockpile of plutonium by the end of the 2020s.

Domestic opposition blocks,they think the ifr is unproven, also the cp hurts uk leadership

RT 12 (7/20/12)

http://rt.com/news/sellafield-uk-radioactive-plutonium-843/
 Britain’s nuclear industry is again the center of controversy. The UK has the biggest stockpile of Plutonium in the world, but there are no definite plans for how to get rid of it – and the delays are costing the UK taxpayer billions.

A record number of radioactive particles have been found on beaches near the Sellafield nuclear plant, in North West England. The authorities who run it admit it’s the most radioactive place in Western Europe but insist it’s safe.

Sellafield is where all storage of radioactive materials and nuclear reprocessing in the UK takes place. It was once at the heart of plutonium manufacturing for the British atomic weapons program. 

Despite the controversy that surrounds the plant, there are plans to build new reactors at Sellafield. The government has approved initial plans to build a fast PRISM reactor on the site. Most locals are against it. They want the UK government to commission a safety study into Sellafield’s effects on the health of the local population.

Janine Allis-Smith has a lot of experience of dealing with the fallout from Sellafield.  She is a senior campaigner from Cumbrians Opposed to a Radioactive Environment (CORE) and lives only a few miles from the plant. Her son was diagnosed with Leukaemia and she blames Sellafield.

She told RT, “Kids play on the beaches, they get sand in their clothes.” This sand, she explains, could contain dangerous radioactive particles released from the nuclear complex and “Parents have a right to know the risks”. 

Anti-nuclear campaigners are demanding the beaches be closed or at least signs put up warning the public of the potential danger.

Sellafield has been monitoring a number of beaches near the plant since 2006, when it was ordered to do so by the UK government’s Environment Agency after the discovery of a highly radioactive particles.  Between 2010 and 2011, 383 radioactive particles were found and removed. 

However, locals claim they are not sufficiently informed about the pollution at the site. Allis-Smith explained that they are fulfilling the legal minimum requirement, so that although information is available, no-one knows about it. The local council has refused to become involved. 

A study in the 1980’s found that over ten times the national average of childhood Leukaemia’s occurred near Sellafield. Thirty families tried to take the company who then ran the site to court and lost.

“There has never been a proper investigation into the environmental impact of the plant and there should be.” Allis-Smith said. 

Risky new technology proposed as Britain agonises over its Sellafield waste bin It is the task of the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) to clean all this up. The plans are to pay the French company Areva, who have proved their technology works, to build a new mixed oxide fuel (MOX) plant. The other option is to let the US-Japanese GE-Hitachi build a new fast PRISM reactor on the site to burn the plutonium and produce electricity. This is a more elegant engineering option but the reactor is totally unproven and is decades away from completion. Sellafield: The dangers of Britain’s nuclear dustbin RT, 10 July, 2012“…….Cold war legacy Behind the razor wire, security guards and public relations campaigns, Sellafield is home to some of the most radioactive buildings in Europe. The UK has the largest stockpile of Plutonium anywhere in the world and it’s all stored at Sellafield. Plutonium is used for the manufacture of nuclear weapons and is extremely radioactive with a half-life of 25,000 years. According to Francis Livons, research director of the Dalton Nuclear Institute in Manchester, this 113 tonne Plutonium mountain is the historical consequence of the British nuclear weapons programme in the 1950’s and 60’s and of over 60 years of reprocessing nuclear fuel. Since the late 1980’s the plant has been plagued by technical failures and, according to Livons, and a lack of political will to invest in new technology that works. He also said a vast amount of other nuclear waste stored at Sellafield “is not in a good state at-all.” It is the task of the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) to clean all this up. The plans are to pay the French company Areva, who have proved their technology works, to build a new mixed oxide fuel (MOX) plant. The other option is to let the US-Japanese GE-Hitachi build a new fast PRISM reactor on the site to burn the plutonium and produce electricity. This is a more elegant engineering option but the reactor is totally unproven and is decades away from completion. The GE-Hitachi plans have been met with dismay by many locals, despite the prospects of large scale job creation in the area. Martin Fullwood, campaign co-ordinator at CORE has branded the proposals “absolute nonsense”. Livons admits that the fast reactor plans are extremely ambitious, given that this type of reactor has never been built anywhere in the world before. Fullwood says Sellfield is “A can of worms” and believes “The NDA are clutching at straws”. However, he concedes that something must be done about the nuclear waste. But Livons says “The NDA is finally beginning to get to grips with what is a really nasty problem that lots of governments have tried to run away from. Things are finally starting to happen.” Sellafield is a legacy of cold war decision making and will remain a problem for decades, and will cost the UK taxpayer tens of billions of pounds to clear up. The British public are worried new reactors built in the UK will also be mismanaged. …. If new nuclear does go ahead in the UK then the technology will be French, Japanese or American. Britain’s post war dreams of being a world leader in nuclear energy lie in radioactive ruins in Sellafield. Douglas Parr, the head scientist at Greenpeace, told RT, “Sellafield is a monument to the huge failings of the British nuclear industry.” 

uniqueness

No CIR-other issues thump, bipartisanship at an all time low, Boehner backlash, conservative opposition

Benjy Sarlin is a reporter for Talking Points Memo and co-writes the campaign blog, TPM2012 1/3 (Debt Fight Threatens To Overshadow Obama’s Immigration Push)

President Obama may be celebrating a victory on taxes over the House GOP this week, but the fiscal cliff agreement sets up an even nastier spending battle in the coming months, potentially complicating what was supposed to be his No. 1 legislative priority: immigration reform. Supporters of reform insist that Obama and Congress can walk and chew gum at the same time, especially given that the same demographic trends sending panicked Republicans to the negotiating table will persist. “There’s still a 2014 election scheduled,” Laura Vazquez, a legislative analyst for the National Council of La Raza, told TPM. “The president wants to move quickly with the momentum coming out of the election, which gives us a chance to get started very soon — as soon as the inauguration happens we’re ready to go.” Unfortunately for Obama and his reform allies, the fiscal cliff fight that dominated Washington’s attention since the election is only extended by the deal struck this week. Scheduled spending cuts to defense and domestic programs are postponed for two months, and Republicans are threatening a simultaneous standoff over the debt ceiling. As the president made clear in his statement announcing the fiscal cliff deal, every minute spent on these issues eats at his other priorities, a list that now includes gun control as well: “We can settle this debate, or at the very least, not allow it to be so all-consuming all the time that it stops us from meeting a host of other challenges that we face — creating jobs, boosting incomes, fixing our infrastructure, fixing our immigration system, protecting our planet from the harmful effects of climate change, boosting domestic energy production, protecting our kids from the horrors of gun violence.” Immigration advocates are still expecting big movement this month from the White House on comprehensive reform, especially in the president’s State of the Union address. With Republican leaders publicly calling for a debate on the issue before the 2014 elections in the hopes of winning over Latino voters, Obama still has his best shot yet at moving a bill through Congress. But there are still plenty of things that can derail reform efforts, some possibly exacerbated by an extended debate on taxes and spending. Republican presidential candidates are threatened by an energized Latino vote, but most members of Congress are in safe districts where their biggest threat is a conservative primary challenger. The closer the 2014 election season gets, the more skittish those Members could grow about taking difficult votes even as national party builders demand swift action. There may be some positive signs for immigration reform buried in the fiscal cliff fight as well. In order to pass the Senate’s tax bill, Speaker Boehner relied mostly on Democratic support, violating a Republican taboo against bringing items to the floor that the majority of the GOP caucus opposes. Given the very real possibility of a tea party revolt over immigration reform, he may need to do the same again to carry a comprehensive bill across the finish line. “Our guess is a bill worth supporting — that doesn’t mean a perfect one — that could make it out of a Republican House is likely going to have a similar makeup to the fiscal cliff vote,” Marshall Fitz, director of immigration policy at the Center for American Progress, told TPM. But there’s no guarantee that Boehner, whose hold on his conference is at the weakest of his tenure, will want to invite yet another GOP civil war to pass a White House priority loathed by a substantial portion of his members. If the debt ceiling talks widen the rift between him and the rank and file, immigration could become that much harder to advance. While Fitz suggested that immigration should be a much easier sell to the average Republican than violating a tax pledge, he expressed concern that moderates might lay low, leaving more restrictionist voices, like Iowa Rep. Steve King (R-IA), to rally opposition in conservative media.

relations

Drug war disputes outweigh the internal link

Riordan Roett 12, director of the Latin American Studies program at the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies, 11/8 (www.thedialogue.org/page.cfm?pageID=32&pubID=3135)

A: Riordan Roett, director of the Latin American Studies program at the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies: "While the president's re-election is welcome in general terms, it is difficult to imagine Latin America will receive greater attention in the next four years. Congress remains deeply divided. The administration's foreign policy priorities will continue to focus on China, the Middle East and the ongoing fiscal challenges. Given the strong turnout by the Latino community, one area that should receive priority is continued immigration reform, but it is the third rail for the Republican majority in the House. In general, the democratic governments of the region will welcome the president's election without great expectation for major policy initiatives. The populist regimes will continue to denounce any democratically elected administration. The deadlock over Cuba will continue unless there is a dramatic leadership shift to a new generation. The major policy initiative that would be welcome in the region is on drug policy, but that issue will remain taboo."

Lots of issues outside of CIR thump relations

The Americas Quarterly 12/4 (The United States: Good Neighbors, Finally, toward Latin America; http://www.americasquarterly.org/content/united-states-good-neighbors-finally-toward-latin-america)

The tragedy of U.S.-Latin American relations since the end of the Cold War is that the things Latin Americans care about most are the things that foreign-focused policymakers control least. Latin American leaders may scream, often with good reason, about the embargo on Cuba, immigration crackdowns, “buy American” clauses, or the havoc the U.S. drug market is wreaking on their societies. But when it comes to each of these, U.S. leaders have their own political interests at stake, and those interests have generally overridden any objections coming from the south. What really needs to be done to improve hemispheric relations is so domestically fraught that the foreign-policy benefits are dismissed as not powerful enough to warrant the political risk.4

No impact or scenario for Amazon collapse

Wigmore 5 – quoting biogeography professor at London University who edits the Journal of Biogeography and a Canadian co-founder of Greenpeace (6/9, Barry, New York Post, Posted at Cheat Seeking Missiles, date is date of post, http://cheatseekingmissiles.blogspot.com/2005/06/stop-global-whining-2.html)

"One of the simple, but very important, facts is that the rainforests have only been around for between 12,000 and 16,000 years. That sounds like a very long time but, in terms of the history of the earth, it's hardly a pinprick.  "Before then, there were hardly any rainforests. They are very young. It is just a big mistake that people are making.  "The simple point is that there are now still - despite what humans have done - more rainforests today than there were 12,000 years ago."  "This lungs of the earth business is nonsense; the daftest of all theories," Stott adds.  "If you want to put forward something which, in a simple sense, shows you what's wrong with all the science they espouse, it's that image of the lungs of the world.  "In fact, because the trees fall down and decay, rainforests actually take in slightly more oxygen than they give out.  "The idea of them soaking up carbon dioxide and giving out oxygen is a myth. It's only fast-growing young trees that actually take up carbon dioxide," Stott says.  "In terms of world systems, the rainforests are basically irrelevant. World weather is governed by the oceans - that great system of ocean atmospherics.  "Most things that happen on land are mere blips to the system, basically insignificant," he says.  Both scientists say the argument that the cure for cancer could be hidden in a rainforest plant or animal - while plausible - is also based on false science because the sea holds more mysteries of life than the rainforests.  And both say fears that man is destroying this raw source of medicine are unfounded because the rainforests are remarkably healthy.  "They are just about the healthiest forests in the world. This stuff about them vanishing at an alarming rate is a con based on bad science," Moore says.

more food

No solvency—hunger is inevitable and usually because of state instability—not inverse

Gidley, 08 How can aid agencies tackle corruption?  18 Jul 2008 16:33:00 GMT Written by: Ruth Gidley http://www.google.com/cse/home?cx=016637130580942137870:wjhc0yyr2zw Reuters

It's in the nature of the places where aid agencies operate that basic services and the legal system are often damaged or destroyed, and in war zones civilians are often under the thumb of politicians or armed rebels. Needs are great and the potential for corruption huge.  "Humanitarian aid is a valuable resource injected into an environment ripe with potential power imbalances, personal need and critical survival challenges," the report says.  The disparity between wages and responsibility doled out to international and national staff was sometimes a motivation - or used as an excuse - for corruption.  And agencies are in a tricky situation when they partner with local non-governmental organisations. There's highest risk of corruption when most power is devolved to the partner, but there's most chance of creating a sustainable project when international agencies hand over maximum responsibility. 

***2AC OCTOS USC***

doomsday

Turn: Rejecting apocalyptic rhetoric creates a discursive field of acceptable discourse—the impact is an inversion of religious dogmatism
Franke , 2k9 (William, Associate Prof of Comparative lit at Vanderbilt, Poetry and Apocalypse Page 4-50) 

There is a temptation, especially appealing to articulate, dialectically skillful academicians, perhaps particularly in the postmodern climate where “deconstruction” has become as much a common denominator as a radical challenge, to say that every party to the discussion must simply avoid assertions presuming to any final disclosure of truth, or, in other words, that we must all learn to avoid “apocalyptic” discourse.1 But the viability of precisely this solution seems to me to have been belied by discussions even in purely academic contexts, such as an interdisciplinary seminar among humanities scholars.2 for this solution draws the boundaries of acceptable discourse in a tendentious and exclusionary way: it in effect makes a rational, pragmatic, relativistic approach normative for all. And to that extend, so far from overcoming the arbitrary and dogmatic method of absolutistic religious belief, it risks becoming just one further manifestation and application of it, the imposition of one’s own apocalypse, however liberal, enlightened, and philosophical it may be, on others. Indeed, any drawing of boundaries by us – that is, by certain of us, however the claim to being representative may itself be drawn – cannot but be tendentious and exclusionary. That is why we have no right to shut out the final judgment from above of beyond us – though, of course, also not to appropriate this judgment in order to use it, in the name of God or truth of facts or the future, in our own biased way against others. The problem here is that the “anti-apocalyptic” position belongs to a system of oppositions with apocalypticist positions, and so can do no more than turn their violence in the opposite direction. The bracketing or banning of apocalyptic discourse, even when only by ostracizing it, does not solve the problem posed by this form of communication so difficult to accommodate alongside other in an open, neutral forum of debate. It shifts the imposition of an absolute from the level of the expressed, the propositions affirmed, to the unending, free, unjudged and unjudgeable status of conversation itself: anything may be said, but nothing must be said that would call into question this activity of unrestricted discourse and mark its limits against something that could perhaps reduce it to vanity and, in effect, end it. That would be a threat to the dialogue’s own unimpeachable power of self-validation. Higher powers, such as those revealed, at least purportedly, by apocalypse, must be leveled in the interest of this power of our own human Logos that we feel ourselves to be in command of, or that is, at any rate, relatively within our control. Of course, the “we” here depends on who is the most dialectically powerful, and its established not without struggle and conflict. 

Apocalyptic rhetoric has empirically been successful in motivating political change – the propensity of our advocacy to convince others that the cause is dire outweighs their nebulous link claims.

Doremus 2000 [Holly, Professor of law at UC Davis, 57 Wash & Lee L. Rev. 11]
Nature has long been viewed not only as the foundation of human subsistence, but also as a source of economically important resources. The quest for gold, spices, and other natural wealth drove the early exploration of the new world by Europeans. Hunger for land and riches brought many settlers to the new world, and carried them westward across the continent. 

Some early regulations were imposed in an attempt to conserve natural resources, especially timber, for particular uses. But at the time most natural resources seemed virtually inexhaustible. The pressing concern with respect to nature was extension of human control westward across the continent, not conservation.

By the middle of the nineteenth century, however, people realized that the continent's natural resources had limits. The forests, which were disappearing at a dramatic rate, were the earliest focus of concern. George Perkins Marsh, struck by the rapid destruction of forests in his home state of Vermont, articulated the beginnings of the conservationist position in his 1864 book Man and Nature. Although he recognized that some transformation of nature was an inescapable consequence of human existence, Marsh argued that reckless destruction of the forests threatened the future availability of natural resources essential to human prosperity and possibly to human survival.  

A few years later, the seeds Marsh had planted produced the conservation movement. Gifford Pinchot, a chief architect of that movement, described Marsh's book as "epoch-making." Like Marsh, Pinchot feared "the greatest, the swiftest, the most efficient, the most appalling wave of forest destruction in human history." He called for scientific forest management to ensure that forests could serve humanity both in the present and in the future. To Pinchot, the key service that forests provided was the supply of material resources. He described them as factories for producing wood, and he had no patience for those who would close them to logging.  

Unlike Marsh, Pinchot had no qualms about putting the government in charge of resource decisions. He believed that conservation and wise use of natural resources were critical to the nation's future. Unwilling to trust that future to actors motivated principally by the quest for private profit, Pinchot regarded natural resource control as a prime duty of the state. 

By the end of the nineteenth century, the idea that the government should retain ownership of substantial tracts of land in perpetuity in order to manage their natural resources for the material benefit of the public had overtaken the view that all lands ought to be distributed into private hands. Again this change began with the forests. The publication of Marsh's book triggered a series of proposals for national forest ownership and management, which were then debated over a period of many years. The argument in favor of national ownership concentrated on the material value of forests. For example, an 1874 report by the American Association for the Advancement of Science emphasized the "practical importance" of timber to the nation as well as the role of forests in controlling floods. Once the Division of Forestry was established in the Department of Agriculture, it also emphasized the material value of forests. Bernard Fernow, who became chief of the Division in 1886, shared Pinchot's view of forests. According to Fernow, "[t]he main service, the principal object of the forest has nothing to do with beauty or pleasure. It is not, except incidentally, an object of aesthetics, but an object of economics." 

In 1891, Congress gave the president the power to set aside nationally owned forest lands as "public reservations." It was not immediately clear whether that language permitted logging. The Secretary of the Interior, who controlled the reservations initially, thought not. Fernow disagreed. In 1897 Congress resolved this dispute in Fernow's favor when it enacted a law that set out three basic purposes for forest reserves: (1) to "improve and protect the forest;" (2) to ensure "favorable conditions of water flows;" and (3) "to furnish a continuous supply of timber."  

In this same era, the concern for nature as material resource played a key role in the adoption of early federal laws protecting wildlife against market hunting. Much of the pressure for regulation came from recreational hunters, who feared the loss of game species. Hunters and their political allies offered both esthetic and ethical arguments. But material arguments that centered on the economic value of sport hunting and the importance of insectivorous birds to agricultural production dominated the political debate. The House Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce justified its endorsement of the bill that became the Lacey Act on the basis of the economic boost insect-eating birds provided to farmers.  

Sportsmen were also at the vanguard of the campaign for federal regulation of waterfowl hunting. Migratory waterfowl often travel long distances, crossing many state boundaries. States had resisted imposing unilateral hunting restrictions, because they feared that unrestrained hunting in other states would undermine any conservation efforts. Sport hunters again rallied nature lovers to their cause. But again success did not come until they found additional economic allies. These allies included farmers, whose support was attracted by broadening the proposal to cover migratory insectivores, and manufacturers of firearms and hunting equipment, whose business depended on a robust recreational hunting industry.  

2. The Ecological Horror Story and Other Modern Variants         

George Perkins Marsh suggested in his 1864 book that unbridled human exploitation of nature could threaten human survival. After lying dormant for nearly a century, that suggestion surfaced at the dawn of the modern era in a powerful new form I call the ecological horror story. Rachel Carson's Silent Spring, a book credited with inspiring the modern environmental movement, contains the prototypical example of this story. Carson began her book with a chapter called "A Fable for Tomorrow." In her fable, tragedy struck a bucolic village that was once alive with flowers, crops, wildlife, songbirds, and fish. People sickened, livestock died, flowers withered, and streams became lifeless. The disappearance of the songbirds gave spring a strange stillness. By the end of the brief fable, overuse of chemical pesticides had transformed the village into a biotic wasteland. 

Nearly twenty years later, Paul and Anne Ehrlich conveyed their version of this story through another brief tale. They put the reader in the position of a horrified airline passenger watching a worker pry rivets out of the plane's wings. They characterized species as the rivets holding together the earth, a plane on which we are all passengers. Removing too many species, or perhaps just a single critical one, could disable the plane, precipitating an ecological catastrophe.  

Environmentalists repeated the ecological horror story in various forms through the 1960s and 1970s. Growing recognition of both the power of human technology, brought home by nuclear weapons programs, and the fragility of the earth, brought home by photographs of the earth from space, encouraged apocalyptic visions of the potential for human destruction of the biotic world. This story contributed to the passage of early federal endangered species legislation. In 1966, when the Endangered Species Preservation Act n52 was under consideration, the New York Times editorialized that "[i]f man refuses to follow wise conservation practices in controlling his economic affairs, the ultimate victim may be not natural beauty or birds and fish but man himself." In a 1968 report, Secretary of the Interior Udall characterized extinction as a sign of dangerously declining environmental health. Extinction, he wrote, was not important because of the anguish of the conservationists, but because bluebirds, Indian paintbrush, cardinals, and grizzly bears should be present - because there is something wrong with an environment in which bluebirds cannot live but where rat populations flourish. An environment that threatens these wild creatures is symptomatic of an environment which is going downhill - and taking man with it. 

Witnesses who testified in favor of the Endangered Species Conservation Act of 1969, which extended the reach of the Endangered Species Preservation Act, emphasized the ecological horror story. Some legislators explicitly indicated that they found this story a compelling justification for the legislation. In its formal report on the bill, the Senate Committee on Commerce did not directly endorse this apocalyptic approach, but did focus on the importance of nature as material resource. Explaining why species should be protected, the Committee noted that even species without known commercial value might in the future "prove invaluable to [hu]mankind in improving domestic animals or increasing resistance to disease or environmental contaminants."  

In 1973, the ecological horror story encouraged Congress to pass the Endangered Species Act. Legislators and witnesses warned against disrupting the balance of nature; many speculated that human survival was at risk. They also emphasized the potential economic costs of extinctions, even short of ecological collapse. The House Report noted that as species disappeared, so did potential cures for cancer. "Sheer self interest," it argued, compelled caution. Several legislators sounded the same theme. 

The ecological horror story remains a favorite theme of environmentalists today. n64 In particular, advocates of biodiversity protection commonly emphasize the possibility that Homo sapiens will fall victim to the current wave of extinctions, though few rely entirely on that argument. The story also retains political currency as a justification for endangered species protection. A few years ago, for example, Interior Secretary Babbitt told Congress, "[t]he Endangered Species is a warning light. When one species in an ecosystem's web of life starts to die out, all species may be in peril." 

heg

Aff /= environemtnal leadership, IL is preposterous anyway

Impact empirically denied

Busby, 12 [Get Real Chicago IR guys out in force, Josh, Assistant Professor of Public Affairs and a fellow in the RGK Center for Philanthropy and Community Service as well as a Crook Distinguished Scholar at the Robert S. Strauss Center for International Security and Law. http://duckofminerva.blogspot.com/2012/01/get-real-chicago-ir-guys-out-in-force.html] 
Is Unipolarity Peaceful? As evidence, Monteiro provides metrics of the number of years during which great powers have been at war. For the unipolar era since the end of the Cold War, the United States has been at war 13 of those 22 years or 59% (see his Table 2 below). Now, I've been following some of the discussion by and about Steven Pinker and Joshua Goldstein's work that suggests the world is becoming more peaceful with interstate wars and intrastate wars becoming more rare. I was struck by the graphic that Pinker used in a Wall Street Journal piece back in September that drew on the Uppsala Conflict Data, which shows a steep decline in the number of deaths per 100,000 people. How do we square this account by Monteiro of a unipolar world that is not peaceful (with the U.S. at war during this period in Iraq twice, Afghanistan, Kosovo) and Pinker's account which suggests declining violence in the contemporary period? Where Pinker is focused on systemic outcomes, Monteiro's measure merely reflect years during which the great powers are at war. Under unipolarity, there is only one great power so the measure is partial and not systemic. However, Monteiro's theory aims to be systemic rather than partial. In critiquing Wohlforth's early work on unipolarity stability, Monteiro notes: Wohlforth’s argument does not exclude all kinds of war. Although power preponderance allows the unipole to manage conflicts globally, this argument is not meant to apply to relations between major and minor powers, or among the latter (17). So presumably, a more adequate test of the peacefulness or not of unipolarity (at least for Monteiro) is not the number of years the great power has been at war but whether the system as a whole is becoming more peaceful under unipolarity compared to previous eras, including wars between major and minor powers or wars between minor powers and whether the wars that do happen are as violent as the ones that came before. Now, as Ross Douthat pointed out, Pinker's argument isn't based on a logic of benign hegemony. It could be that even if the present era is more peaceful, unipolarity has nothing to do with it. Moreover, Pinker may be wrong. Maybe the world isn't all that peaceful. I keep thinking about the places I don't want to go to anymore because they are violent (Mexico, Honduras, El Salvador, Nigeria, Pakistan, etc.) As Tyler Cowen noted, the measure Pinker uses to suggest violence is a per capita one, which doesn't get at the absolute level of violence perpetrated in an era of a greater world population. But, if my read of other reports based on Uppsala data is right, war is becoming more rare and less deadly (though later data suggests lower level armed conflict may be increasing again since the mid-2000s). The apparent violence of the contemporary era may be something of a presentist bias and reflect our own lived experience and the ubiquity of news media .Even if the U.S. has been at war for the better part of unipolarity, the deadliness is declining, even compared with Vietnam, let alone World War II. Does Unipolarity Drive Conflict? So, I kind of took issue with the Monteiro's premise that unipolarity is not peaceful. What about his argument that unipolarity drives conflict? Monteiro suggests that the unipole has three available strategies - defensive dominance, offensive dominance and disengagement - though is less likely to use the third. Like Rosato and Schuessler, Monteiro suggests because other states cannot trust the intentions of other states, namely the unipole, that minor states won't merely bandwagon with the unipole. Some "recalcitrant" minor powers will attempt to see what they can get away with and try to build up their capabilities. As an aside, in Rosato and Schuessler world, unless these are located in strategically important areas (i.e. places where there is oil), then the unipole (the United States) should disengage. In Monteiro's world, disengagement would inexorably lead to instability and draw in the U.S. again (though I'm not sure this necessarily follows), but neither defensive or offensive dominance offer much possibility for peace either since it is U.S. power in and of itself that makes other states insecure, even though they can't balance against it.
Pursuit = inevitable, environment isn’t stuff

Problem is inevitable

Wendt, 92 

(Alexander, Assistant Professor of Political Science at Chicago, “Anarchy is what States Make of it: The Social Construction of Power Politics, International Organization, VOl. 46, no. 2.)

Let us assume that processes of identity- and interest-formation have created a world in which states do not recognize rights to territory or existence—a war of all against all. In this world, anarchy has a “realist” meaning for state action: be insecure and concerned with relative power. Anarchy has this meaning only in virtue of collective, insecurity-producing practices, but if those practices are relatively stable, they do constitute a system that may resist change. The fact that worlds of power politics are socially constructed, in other words, does not guarantee they are malleable, for at least two reasons. The first reason is that once constituted, any social system confronts each of its members as an objective social fact that reinforces certain behaviors and discourages others. Self-help systems, for example, tend to reward competition and punish altruism. The possibility of change depends on whether the exigencies of such competition leave room for actions that deviate from the prescribed script. If they do not, the system will be reproduced and deviant actors will not.” The second reason is that systemic change may also be inhibited by actors’ interests in maintaining., relatively stable role identities. Such interests are rooted not only in the desire to minimize uncertainty and anxiety, manifested in efforts to confirm existing-beliefs about the social world, but also in the desire to avoid the expected costs of breaking commitments made to others—notably domestic constituencies and foreign allies in the case of states—as part of past practices. The level of resistance that these commitments induce will depend on the “salience” of particular role identities to the actor. The United States, for example, is more likely to resist threats to its identity as “leader of anticommunist crusades” than to its identity as “promoter of human rights.” But for almost any role identity, practices and information that challenge it are likely to create cognitive dissonance and even perceptions of threat, and these may cause resistance to transformations of the self and thus to social change.” For both systemic and “psychological” reasons, then, intersubjective understandings and expectations may have a self-perpetuating quality, constituting path-dependencies that new ideas about self and other must transcend. This does not change the fact that through practice agents are continuously producing and reproducing identities and interests, continuously “choosing now the preferences [they] will have later.” But it does mean that choices may not be experienced with meaningful degrees of freedom. This could be a constructivist justification for the realist position that only simple learning is possible in self-help systems. The realist might concede that such systems are socially constructed and still argue that after the corresponding identities and in have become institutionalized, they are almost impossible to transform.
2ac – top level

No prior questions—we get to weigh the plan, they can have a k but don’t get weigh ontology in a vacuum, best form of politics

David Owen, Reader of Political Theory at the Univ. of Southampton,  Millennium Vol 31 No 3 2002 p. 655-7

Commenting on the ‘philosophical turn’ in IR, Wæver remarks that ‘[a] frenzy for words like “epistemology” and “ontology” often signals this philosophical turn’, although he goes on to comment that these terms are often used loosely.4 However, loosely deployed or not, it is clear that debates concerning ontology and epistemology play a central role in the contemporary IR theory wars. In one respect, this is unsurprising since it is a characteristic feature of the social sciences that periods of disciplinary disorientation involve recourse to reflection on the philosophical commitments of different theoretical approaches, and there is no doubt that such reflection can play a valuable role in making explicit the commitments that characterise (and help individuate) diverse theoretical positions. Yet, such a philosophical turn is not without its dangers and I will briefly mention three before turning to consider a confusion that has, I will suggest, helped to promote the IR theory wars by motivating this philosophical turn. The first danger with the philosophical turn is that it has an inbuilt tendency to prioritise issues of ontology and epistemology over explanatory and/or interpretive power as if the latter two were merely a simple function of the former. But while the explanatory and/or interpretive power of a theoretical account is not wholly independent of its ontological and/or epistemological commitments (otherwise criticism of these features would not be a criticism that had any value), it is by no means clear that it is, in contrast, wholly dependent on these philosophical commitme

nts. Thus, for example, one need not be sympathetic to rational choice theory to recognise that it can provide powerful accounts of certain kinds of problems, such as the tragedy of the commons in which dilemmas of collective action are foregrounded. It may, of course, be the case that the advocates of rational choice theory cannot give a good account of why this type of theory is powerful in accounting for this class of problems (i.e., how it is that the relevant actors come to exhibit features in these circumstances that approximate the assumptions of rational choice theory) and, if this is the case, it is a philosophical weakness—but this does not undermine the point that, for a certain class of problems, rational choice theory may provide the best account available to us. In other words, while the critical judgement of theoretical accounts in terms of their ontological and/or epistemological sophistication is one kind of critical judgement, it is not the only or even necessarily the most important kind. The second danger run by the philosophical turn is that because prioritisation of ontology and epistemology promotes theory-construction from philosophical first principles, it cultivates a theory-driven rather than problem-driven approach to IR. Paraphrasing Ian Shapiro, the point can be put like this: since it is the case that there is always a plurality of possible true descriptions of a given action, event or phenomenon, the challenge is to decide which is the most apt in terms of getting a perspicuous grip on the action, event or phenomenon in question given the purposes of the inquiry; yet, from this standpoint, ‘theory-driven work is part of a reductionist program’ in that it ‘dictates always opting for the description that calls for the explanation that flows from the preferred model or theory’.5 The justification offered for this strategy rests on the mistaken belief that it is necessary for social science because general explanations are required to characterise the classes of phenomena studied in similar terms. However, as Shapiro points out, this is to misunderstand the enterprise of science since ‘whether there are general explanations for classes of phenomena is a question for social-scientific inquiry, not to be prejudged before conducting that inquiry’.6 Moreover, this strategy easily slips into the promotion of the pursuit of generality over that of empirical validity. The third danger is that the preceding two combine to encourage the formation of a particular image of disciplinary debate in IR—what might be called (only slightly tongue in cheek) ‘the Highlander view’—namely, an image of warring theoretical approaches with each, despite occasional temporary tactical alliances, dedicated to the strategic achievement of sovereignty over the disciplinary field. It encourages this view because the turn to, and prioritisation of, ontology and epistemology stimulates the idea that there can only be one theoretical approach which gets things right, namely, the theoretical approach that gets its ontology and epistemology right. This image feeds back into IR exacerbating the first and second dangers, and so a potentially vicious circle arises.
Ontology is a bad starting point for environment in particular – direct action is key to ever DO ANYTHING

Schatz, 2k12 (JL, Binghamton U, “The Importance of Apocalypse: The Value of End-of-The-World Politics While Advancing Ecocriticsm”, The Journal of Ecocriticism 4(2) July))
Beyond the question of discourse, some ecocritics place ontology at the forefront of their analysis. This approach criticizes those who call for action because of how the desire to fix the environment shapes one’s Being in managerial ways7. Here the issue is not fixing certain environmental practices. Instead the focus is on the way people enframe their sense of self to claim the transcendental authority to regulate life. As Ladelle McWhorter, Professor of Philosophy at Northeast Missouri State University, points out, We are inundated by predictions of ecological catastrophe and omnicidal doom. … Our usual response to such prophecies of doom is to … scramble to find some way to manage our problems[.] … But over and over again new resource management techniques … disrupt delicate systems even further, doing still more damage to a planet already dangerously out of ecological balance. Our ceaseless interventions seem only to make things worse[.] … In fact, it would appear that our trying to do things, change things, fix things cannot be the solution, because it is part of the problem itself. (7-8) The foundation behind ontological approaches such as McWhorter’s is that we should refrain from acting even when we are met with the possibility of extinction. To clarify, it is not that current practices aren’t destructive from this perspective. For such critics, acting to overcome such destruction participates is the same kind of violence because it causes us to forget our relationship with the environment as we become actors over it. “Heidegger speaks of what he sees as the danger of dangers … [in this] kind of forgetfulness, a forgetfulness that Heidegger thought could result not only in nuclear disaster or environmental catastrophe, but in the loss of what makes us the kind of beings we are, beings who can think and who can stand in thoughtful relationship to things” (McWhorter 10). Once we forget that we are also part of the environment we empty our Being of any meaning and deprive ourselves of the very relationships that give us value in the first place. The question arises, if we can’t act then how can we prevent environmental destruction? The answer for thinkers that center their criticism on ontology is to rethink the very basis of how we think in the first place. For instance, William Spanos, one of the world’s leading experts on Heideggerian thought, argues that there is an urgency of retrieving the unfinished post-structuralist ontological project to rethink thinking itself. By this I mean the need to dis-close, to open up, to think that which the triumphant metaphysical/calculative-technological-disciplinary logic of the imperial West has closed off and accommodated or repressed. To rethink thinking means, in short, to liberate precisely that relay of differential forces that the structuralizing and disciplinary imperatives of the ontotheological tradition has colonized in its final “anthropological” phase. (22) Once again, even for people like Spanos, placing ontology prior to politics does not deny that present actions are unquestionably destructive. Such an approach also acknowledges that acting is always inevitable because one is already situated within an environment. In this context even thinking is action since engaging in ontological examination produces new forms of thought that alters our will to act. Spanos elaborates that this project is important “not simply … for the sake of rethinking the question of being as such, but also to instigate a rethinking of the uneven relay of practical historical imperatives … [and] to make visible … the West’s perennial global imperial project” (29). He contends that, once we rethink the way we think, our actions will evolve because focusing on the way ontology grounds our representations alters the way we be-in-the-world. However, for this strategy to work one’s rethinking of thinking must still thoughtfully envision a positive future for us to evolve toward. We will be powerless to do anything besides produce new enframings of the world if our discussions only exist at the level of abstraction. For both Heidegger and revolutionary environmentalists, there exist possibilities for transformation despite the destructiveness of Enframing. In the midst of technological peril … there emerges a sense of solidarity of human with nonhuman beings. … It is precisely the experience of this solidarity which must be constantly rearticulated … in order to provide a historically and ontologically authentic break with the metaphysics of technical control and capitalist exploitation. Action will only be truly revolutionary if it revolves around engagement in solidarity with nature, where liberation is always seen both as human liberation from the confines of Enframing and simultaneously as liberation of animal nations and eco-regions from human technics. Anything less will always lapse back into … disciplinary control over humans, nonhumans, and the Earth. (Best and Nocella 82) As a result, the problem lies in the way one enframes other creatures as a standing reserve when they relate to politics, and not in action itself. A deep ecological perspective that recognizes the interconnectedness of all life could enable the possibility of acting without enframing. People like Ric O’Barry, who was Flipper’s trainer, serve as excellent examples of how to act while inhabiting such a perspective. Ric used his popularity to make an award-winning documentary, titled The Cove, which brought awareness to the horrors of dolphin killing and the similarities we share with these sentient creatures. It was even powerful enough to stir up debate in Japan about the practice of eating dolphin meat (Becker). It is not that Ric doesn’t use his notoriety to push for legislative change at the national and international level. He certainly does. However, he does so without giving up his personal commitment to directly change things in the same way as Watson does. This willingness to act directly alters the ontological representations around which such debates take place by reframing the metaphors 

to justify their legislative initiatives.

Debate over energy policy is uniquely constructive – the alt gets coopted and doesn’t have the tools for change

Hager 92 Carol J, Professor of political science at Bryn Mawr College, “Democratizing Technology: Citizen & State in West German Energy Politics, 1974-1990” Polity, Vol. 25, No. 1, p. 45-70
During this phase, the citizen initiative attempted to overcome its defensive posture and implement an alternative politics. The strategy of legal and technical challenge might delay or even prevent plant construction, but it would not by itself accomplish the broader goal on the legitimation dimension, i.e., democratization. Indeed, it worked against broad participation. The activists had to find a viable means of achieving change. Citizens had proved they could contribute to a substantive policy discussion. Now, some activists turned to the parliamentary arena as a possible forum for an energy dialogue. Until now, parliament had been conspicuously absent as a relevant policy maker, but if parliament could be reshaped and activated, citizens would have a forum in which to address the broad questions of policy-making goals and forms. They would also have an institutional lever with which to pry apart the bureaucracy and utility. None of the established political parties could offer an alternative program. Thus, local activists met to discuss forming their own voting list. These discussions provoked internal dissent. Many citizen initiative members objected to the idea of forming a political party. If the problem lay in the role of parliament itself, another political party would not solve it. On the contrary, parliamentary participation was likely to destroy what political innovations the extraparliamentary movement had made. Others argued that a political party would give the movement an institutional platform from which to introduce some of the grassroots democratic political forms the groups had developed. Founding a party as the parliamentary arm of the citizen movement would allow these groups to play an active, critical role in institutionalized politics, participating in the policy debates while retaining their outside perspective. Despite the disagreements, the Alternative List for Democracy and Environmental Protection Berlin (AL) was formed in 1978 and first won seats in the Land parliament with 7.2 percent of the vote in 1981.43 The founders of the AL were encouraged by the success of newly formed local green parties in Lower Saxony and Hamburg,44 whose evolution had been very similar to that of the West Berlin citizen move-ment. Throughout the FRG, unpopular administrative decisions affect-ing local environments, generally in the form of state-sponsored indus-trial projects, prompted the development of the citizen initiative and ecology movements. The groups in turn focused constant attention on state planning "errors," calling into question not only the decisions themselves, but also the conventional forms of political decision making that produced them.45 Disgruntled citizens increasingly aimed their critique at the established political parties, in particular the federal SPD/ FDP coalition, which seemed unable to cope with the economic, social, and political problems of the 1970s. Fanned by publications such as the Club of Rome's report, "The Limits to Growth," the view spread among activists that the crisis phenomena were not merely a passing phase, but indicated instead "a long-term structural crisis, whose cause lies in the industrial-technocratic growth society itself."46 As they broadened their critique to include the political system as a whole, many grassroots groups found the extraparliamentary arena too restrictive. Like many in the West Berlin group, they reasoned that the necessary change would require a degree of political restructuring that could only be accomplished through their direct participation in parliamentary politics. Green/alternative parties and voting lists sprang up nationwide and began to win seats in local assemblies. The West Berlin Alternative List saw itself not as a party, but as the parliamentary arm of the citizen initiative movement. One member explains: "the starting point for alternative electoral participation was simply the notion of achieving a greater audience for [our] own ideas and thus to work in support of the extraparliamentary movements and initia-tives,"47 including non-environmentally oriented groups. The AL wanted to avoid developing structures and functions autonomous from the citizen initiative movement. Members adhered to a list of principles, such as rotation and the imperative mandate, designed to keep parliamentarians attached to the grassroots. Although their insistence on grassroots democracy often resulted in interminable heated discussions, the participants recognized the importance of experimenting with new forms of decision making, of not succumbing to the same hierarchical forms they were challenging. Some argued that the proper role of citizen initiative groups was not to represent the public in government, but to mobilize other citizens to participate directly in politics themselves; self-determination was the aim of their activity.48 Once in parliament, the AL proposed establishmento f a temporary parliamentaryco mmissiont o studye nergyp olicy,w hichf or the first time would draw all concernedp articipantst ogetheri n a discussiono f both short-termc hoicesa nd long-termg oals of energyp olicy. With help from the SPD faction, which had been forced into the opposition by its defeat in the 1981 elections, two such commissions were created, one in 1982-83 and the other in 1984-85.49T hese commissionsg ave the citizen activists the forum they sought to push for modernizationa nd technicali nnovation in energy policy. Although it had scaled down the proposed new plant, the utility had produced no plan to upgrade its older, more polluting facilities or to install desulfurizationd evices. With proddingf rom the energyc ommission, Land and utility experts began to formulate such a plan, as did the citizen initiative. By exposing administrative failings in a public setting, and by producing a modernization plan itself, the combined citizen initiative and AL forced bureaucratic authorities to push the utility for improvements. They also forced the authorities to consider different technological solutions to West Berlin's energy and environmental problems. In this way, the activists served as technological innovators. In 1983, the first energy commission submitted a list of recommendations to the Land parliament which reflected the influence of the citizen protest movement. It emphasized goals of demand reduction and efficiency, noted the value of expanded citizen participation and urged authorities to "investigate more closely the positive role citizen participation can play in achieving policy goals."50 The second energy commission was created in 1984 to discuss the possibilities for modernization and shutdown of old plants and use of new, environmentally friendlier and cheaper technologies for electricity and heat generation. Its recommendations strengthened those of the first commission.51 Despite the non-binding nature of the commissions' recommendations, the public discussion of energy policy motivated policy makers to take stronger positions in favor of environmental protection. III. Conclusion The West Berlin energy project eventually cleared all planning hurdles, and construction began in the early 1980s. The new plant now conforms to the increasingly stringent environmental protection requirements of the law. The project was delayed, scaled down from 1200 to 600 MW, moved to a neutral location and, unlike other BEWAG plants, equipped with modern desulfurization devices. That the new plant, which opened in winter 1988-89, is the technologically most advanced and environmen-tally sound of BEWAG's plants is due entirely to the long legal battle with the citizen initiative group, during which nearly every aspect of the original plans was changed. In addition, through the efforts of the Alter-native List (AL) in parliament, the Land government and BEWAG formulated a long sought modernization and environmental protection plan for all of the city's plants. The AL prompted the other parliamentary parties to take pollution control seriously. Throughout the FRG, energy politics evolved in a similar fashion. As Habermas claimed, underlying the objections against particular projects was a reaction against the administrative-economic system in general. One author, for example, describes the emergence of two-dimensional protest against nuclear energy: The resistance against a concrete project became understood simul-taneously as resistance against the entire atomic program. Questions of energy planning, of economic growth, of understanding of democracy entered the picture. . . . Besides concern for human health, for security of conditions for human existence and protec-tion of nature arose critique of what was perceived as undemocratic planning, the "shock" of the delayed public announcement of pro-ject plans and the fear of political decision errors that would aggra-vate the problem.52 This passage supports a West Berliner's statement that the citizen initiative began with a project critique and arrived at Systemkritik.53 I have labeled these two aspects of the problem the public policy and legitima-tion dimensions. In the course of these conflicts, the legitimation dimen-sion emergd as the more important and in many ways the more prob-lematic. Parliamentary Politics In the 1970s, energy politics began to develop in the direction Offe de-scribed, with bureaucrats and protesters avoiding the parliamentary channels through which they should interact. The citizen groups them-selves, however, have to a degree reversed the slide into irrelevance of parliamentary politics. Grassroots groups overcame their defensive posture enough to begin to formulate an alternative politics, based upon concepts such as decision making through mutual understanding rather than technical criteria or bargaining. This new politics required new modes of interaction which the old corporatist or pluralist forms could not provide. Through the formation of green/alternative parties and voting lists and through new parliamentary commissions such as the two described in the case study, some members of grassroots groups attempted to both operate within the political system and fundamentally change it, to restore the link between bureaucracy and citizenry. Parliamentary politics was partially revived in the eyes of West German grassroots groups as a legitimate realm of citizen participation, an outcome the theory would not predict. It is not clear, however, that strengthening the parliamentary system would be a desirable outcome for everyone. Many remain skeptical that institutions that operate as part of the "system" can offer the kind of substantive participation that grass-roots groups want. The constant tension between institutionalized politics and grassroots action emerged clearly in the recent internal debate between "fundamentalist" and "realist" wings of the Greens. Fundis wanted to keep a firm footing outside the realm of institutionalized politics. They refused to bargain with the more established parties or to join coalition governments. Realos favored participating in institutionalized politics while pressing their grassroots agenda. Only this way, they claimed, would they have a chance to implement at least some parts of their program. This internal debate, which has never been resolved, can be interpreted in different ways. On one hand, the tension limits the appeal of green and alternative parties to the broader public, as the Greens' poor showing in the December 1990 all-German elections attests. The failure to come to agreement on basic issues can be viewed as a hazard of grass-roots democracy. The Greens, like the West Berlin citizen initiative, are opposed in principle to forcing one faction to give way to another. Disunity thus persists within the group. On the other hand, the tension can be understood not as a failure, but as a kind of success: grassroots politics has not been absorbed into the bureaucratized system; it retains its critical dimension, both in relation to the political system and within the groups themselves. The lively debate stimulated by grassroots groups and parties keeps questions of democracy on the public agenda. Technical Debate In West Berlin, the two-dimensionality of the energy issue forced citizen activists to become both participants in and critics of the policy process. In order to defeat the plant, activists engaged in technical debate. They won several decisions in favor of environmental protection, often proving to be more informed than bureaucratic experts themselves. The case study demonstrates that grassroots groups, far from impeding techno-logical advancement, can actually serve as technological innovators. The activists' role as technical experts, while it helped them achieve some success on the policy dimension, had mixed results on the legitimation dimension. On one hand, it helped them to challenge the legitimacy of technocratic policy making. They turned back the Land government's attempts to displace political problems by formulating them in technical terms.54 By demonstrating the fallibility of the technical arguments, activists forced authorities to acknowledge that energy demand was a political variable, whose value at any one point was as much influenced by the choices of policy makers as by independent technical criteria. Submission to the form and language of technical debate, however, weakened activists' attempts to introduce an alternative, goal-oriented form of decision making into the political system. Those wishing to par-ticipate in energy politics on a long-term basis have had to accede to the language of bureaucratic discussion, if not the legitimacy of bureaucratic authorities. They have helped break down bureaucratic authority but have not yet offered a viable long-term alternative to bureaucracy. In the tension between form and language, goals and procedure, the legitima-tion issue persists. At the very least, however, grassroots action challenges critical theory's notion that technical discussion is inimical to democratic politics.55 Citizen groups have raised the possibility of a dialogue that is both technically sophisticated and democratic. In sum, although the legitimation problems which gave rise to grass-roots protest have not been resolved, citizen action has worked to counter the marginalization of parliamentary politics and the technocratic character of policy debate that Offe and Habermas identify. The West Berlin case suggests that the solutions to current legitimation problems may not require total repudiation of those things previously associated with technocracy.56 In Berlin, the citizen initiative and AL continue to search for new, more legitimate forms of organization consistent with their principles. No permanent Land parliamentary body exists to coordinate and con-solidate energy policy making.57 In the 1989 Land elections, the CDU/ FDP coalition was defeated, and the AL formed a governing coalition with the SPD. In late 1990, however, the AL withdrew from the coali-tion. It remains to be seen whether the AL will remain an effective vehi-cle for grassroots concerns, and whether the citizenry itself, now includ-ing the former East Berliners, will remain active enough to give the AL direction as united Berlin faces the formidable challenges of the 1990s. On the policy dimension, grassroots groups achieved some success. On the legitimation dimension, it is difficult to judge the results of grass-roots activism by normal standards of efficacy or success. Activists have certainly not radically restructured politics. They agree that democracy is desirable, but troublesome questions persist about the degree to which those processes that are now bureaucratically organized can and should be restructured, where grassroots democracy is possible and where bureaucracy is necessary in order to get things done. In other words, grassroots groups have tried to remedy the Weberian problem of the marginalization of politics, but it is not yet clear what the boundaries of the political realm should be. It is, however, the act of calling existing boundaries into question that keeps democracy vital. In raising alternative possibilities and encouraging citizens to take an active, critical role in their own governance, the contribution of grassroots environmental groups has been significant. As Melucci states for new social movements in general, these groups mount a "symbolic" challenge by proposing "a different way of perceiving and naming the world."58 Rochon concurs for the case of the West German peace movement, noting that its effect on the public discussion of secur-ity issues has been tremendous.59 The effects of the legitimation issue in the FRG are evident in increased citizen interest in areas formerly left to technical experts. Citizens have formed nationwide associations of environmental and other grassroots groups as well as alternative and green parties at all levels of government. The level of information within the groups is generally quite high, and their participation, especially in local politics, has raised the awareness and engagement of the general populace noticeably.60 Policy concessions and new legal provisions for citizen participation have not quelled grassroots action. The attempts of the established political parties to coopt "green" issues have also met with limited success. Even green parties themselves have not tapped the full potential of public support for these issues. The persistence of legitima-tion concerns, along with the growth of a culture of informed political activism, will ensure that the search continues for a space for a delibera-tive politics in modern technological society.61

Permutation: Do the plan and say yes to the real of nature.

Perm: Do both.

Combinign production and consumption oriented approaches best

Bryant and Goodman 4 - * PhD in Politics from the School of Oriental and African Studies, **Professor of Communication Studies
Raymond and Michael, “Consuming Narratives: The Political Ecology of 'Alternative' Consumption,” Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers, New Series, Vol. 29, No. 3

The consumption practices of the conservation- and solidarity-seeking commodity cultures described here offer one alternative to the call for a politics of redistribution. In the end, these cultures offer a privileged notion of transnational 'commun- ity' given the relatively high cost of purchasing commodities such as organic cereal and fair trade coffee. True, commodities that 'speak' to 'altern- ative' consumers can possibly make them more aware of what is happening to tropical environ- ments and small-scale producers. And yet, only those that can afford to pay the economic premium can take part in this form of 'resistance'. Thus, 'moral' commodities may become 'alternative' in the larger sense by eschewing more progressive re- constructions of 'moral economy'. The creation of niche markets gives the North, albeit in geographi- cally variable ways, the ability to 'tune in but drop out' of both conventional global economies and more demanding forms of resistance to social injus- tice and environmental degradation. A field of political ecology oriented towards the conceptual- ization of production and consumption dynamics is uniquely situated to explore the ambiguities of North/South connections evinced by alternative consumption-related politics. Third, this paper builds on work that challenges dualistic thinking that has bedevilled human geo- graphy for some time. Examples of these schisms (and authors that challenge them) include those of nature/society (e.g. Murdoch 1997; Whatmore 2002), discursive/material (e.g. Cook and Crang 1996) and cultural/economic (e.g. Jackson 2002b; Sayer 2001). Considering together consumption and the commoditization of political ecology narrat- ives further complicates the 'hybrid' or 'mutant' notions of landscape change and development (Escobar 1999; Arce and Long 2000; Bebbington 2000). Breaking down the dualisms of production and consumption thus should provide critical space from which to examine the political ecologies of (alternative) development.9 In some ways, starting from processes of commoditization and associated narratives of development allows the researcher to go 'forward' into the processes and meanings of consumption as well as 'backwards' along the powerful socio-economic and ecological networks of production and development.

Permutation solves the impacts of technological thought while acknowledging its inevitability 

Dreyfus, 06 (Professor of Philosophy at the University of California, Berkeley (Hubert, "Nihilism, Art, Technology, and Politics", the Cambridge Companion to Heidegger)

Heidegger, however, sees that "it would be foolish to attack technology blindly. It would be shortsighted to condemn it as the work of the devil. We depend on technical devices; they even challenge us to ever greater advances."(DOT 53, G 24) Instead, Heidegger suggests that there is a way we can keep our technological devices and yet remain true to ourselves as receivers of clearings: We can affirm the unavoidable use of technical devices, and also deny them the right to dominate us, and so to warp, confuse, and lay waste our nature. (DOT 54, G 24-25) To understand how this might be possible, we need an illustration of Heidegger's important distinction between technology and the technological understanding of being. Again we can turn to Japan. In contemporary Japan traditional, nontechnological practices still exist alongside the most advanced high-tech production and consumption. The TV set and the household gods share the same shelf – the styrofoam cup co-exists with the porcelain tea cup. We thus see that the Japanese at least, can enjoy technology without taking over the technological understanding of being. For us to be able to make a similar dissociation, Heidegger holds, we must rethink the history of being in the West. Then we will see that although a technological understanding of being is our destiny, it is not our fate. That is, although our understanding of things and ourselves as resources to be ordered, enhanced, and used efficiently has been building up since Plato, we are not stuck with that understanding. Although the technological understanding of being governs the way things have to show up for us, we can hope for a transformation of our current cultural clearing. Only those who think of Heidegger as opposing technology will be surprised at his next point. Once we see that technology is our latest understanding of being, we will be grateful for it. This clearing is the cause of our distress, yet if it were not given to us to encounter things and ourselves as resources, nothing would show up as anything at all, and no possibilities for action would make sense. And once we realize -- in our practices, of course, not just as matter of reflection -- that we receive our technological understanding of being, we have stepped out of the technological understanding of being, for we then see that what is most important in our lives is not subject to efficient enhancement -- indeed, the drive to control everything is precisely what we do not control. This transformation in our sense of reality -- this overcoming of thinking in terms of values and calculation -- is precisely what Heideggerian thinking seeks to bring about. Heidegger seeks to make us see that our practices are needed as the place where an understanding of being can establish itself, so we can overcome our restricted modern clearing by acknowledging our essential receptivity to understandings of being.

consumption

1 – the aff is an impact to their consumption argument, the frame they criticize is inevitable, we need to find a way to make consumption clean or consign ourselves to a hothouse earth, the world will not respond to a moralistic scolding or calls to cease intervention in the environment for human gain, Robertson indicates only a unnatural bright green transformation can save us, technological optimism in the form of the IFR proves us a way out of the death trap, the alternative is pure utopniansm expecting the entirety of the world to magically cease burning coal without any proposed alternative to take its place, which means the altenrative is not a productive form of politics, 

Thompson indicates this incporation of economic incentives is key, studies of environmental movements show they only gain traction when change becomes economic, the alternatives forced energy austerity will be rejected. These argument are magnified by future energy demand, demographic trends and global modernization will drastically increase energy demand just to obtain food and water, that energy is coming from somewhere, coal or the ifr, that’s barton.

More evidence – increasing energy use is inevitable

Brook and Blees 11 (Barry Brook, Professor of Climate Change University of Adelaide, and Tom Blees, president of the Science Council for Global Initiatives and a board member of the UN-affiliated World Energy Forum, “The Guardian questions: thorium, shale gas, off-grid renewables, and much more…” 12/11/11) http://bravenewclimate.com/2011/12/11/guardian-energy-questions/
Q3. Why is there so much emphasis on fixing the supply side? To reach our targets we need to “simultaneously” reduce the kgCO2/kWh and reduce the total kWh used. Then the benefits will be multiplied and we’ll have a chance to make a real impact on emissions. Why aren’t government talking more about reducing the total demand for energy? Yes, we can do efficiency but it isn’t enough. We need conservation too. Could it be that reducing demand would go directly against their economic goals?

As a resident of California, I’ve been a beneficiary of the most effective energy efficiency policies in the USA. Per capita electricity demand in this state has remained fairly flat for the last three decades, though that statement must be qualified somewhat since some industries have left the state and so reduced the overall electricity demand. Nevertheless, energy efficiency is something that should always be a goal even if we develop virtually unlimited clean energy supplies, since we would still want to save the capital costs of building unnecessary power plants. By the way, you can read about one of the winners of this year’s Global Energy Prize, a man some call the Grandfather of Energy Efficiency, at this website.

But you are right, efficiency is not enough. It isn’t actually an energy source. Talking about conservation and reducing demand for energy is a luxury only allowed those of us in developed nations with already-high per capita energy use. All too often, purported solutions to climate change are trotted out that ignore the fact that the vast majority of people on this planet live in energy poverty. Even if everyone in the USA and the UK stopped using all energy tomorrow, global energy demand would still rise inexorably, for energy availability is inextricably bound to standard of living. This applies to both personal energy use and to the energy used by industries that contribute to high living standards.

If there is to be any egalitarianism and social justice in the world, those living today in poverty must be afforded the opportunity to raise their standard of living to levels enjoyed today in fully industrialized countries. This will be absolutely impossible without a massive increase in global energy supply, all the more so because the world’s population is expected to increase by another 2-3 billion people by mid-century.

But the raw numbers tell only part of the tale. Consider where the fresh water will come from for all those people, not just their personal water use but all the additional water needed to grow the food for such a tide of humanity. The only place where so much fresh water can come from will be from the sea, necessitating desalination projects on a scale hitherto unimagined. Those desalination projects (and the energy needed to move both the water and the salt to their ultimate destinations) will require staggering amounts of energy.

Hence the focus on fixing the supply side. We must consider the entire planet, not just the fortunate nations in which we might live. While ever-better energy efficiency is certainly something to strive for, the policies and technologies to provide virtually unlimited clean energy for the entire planet must be the focus if we are to leave a better and fairer world to our progeny. 

China is a strong example, the alternative cannot address coal dependence

Hart 12 (Melenie Hart, Policy Analyst for Chinese Energy and Climate Policy at the Center for American Progress, “Why China Is So Wary Of Ambitious International Climate Targets,” 12/10/12) http://theenergycollective.com/josephromm/153536/why-china-so-wary-ambitious-international-climate-targets?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=The+Energy+Collective+%28all+posts%29

From many perspectives, China is a global powerhouse. China is the world’s second largest economy in terms of gross domestic product, the world’s largest energy consumer, and a global leader in renewable energy investment. China is also the world’s biggest greenhouse gas emitter. It is no surprise, then, that when it comes to global climate change negotiations, such as the U.N. Framework Convention on Climate Change conference currently taking place in Doha, Qatar, many nations are looking for China to step up and play a role more in line with its global economic and emissions status. From a U.S. perspective, that means demanding that China play by the same rules in a future climate treaty that will be developed between now and 2015, rather than treating it as a developing country on par with Chad or the Congo. Some parties want a new treaty to require legally-binding emission reductions for all (though not the same amount for all parties). Thus far, China has refused to endorse this kind of legal framework, and instead is sticking to the interpretation of “common but differentiated responsibilities,” which creates a firewall between the obligations of developed and developing countries. This puts the United States and other developed nations in one bucket, puts China in a separate bucket along with the poorest countries in the world, and allows the latter to make only voluntary commitments to reduce their emissions (as opposed to the mandatory commitments requested of the developed countries). The United States has no problem allowing still-developing economies to make less-ambitious emission-reduction commitments. What the United States and other developed nations take issue with is allowing those countries to make commitments that are less binding at the international level than what is expected of developed countries. China, an upper-middle income country according to the World Bank, has a standing voluntary climate commitment under the 2009 Copenhagen Accord to reduce carbon intensity by 40 percent to 45 percent (based on 2005 levels) by 2020. The first phase of that commitment has been incorporated into China’s five-year economic plan and ratified by China’s National People’s Congress, so that commitment is legally binding in a domestic sense. Unfortunately, those types of commitments from China are not enough to get the rest of the world to sign on to a new global climate treaty. Developed countries in particular want China to upgrade this commitment in two ways: Switch from an emission-intensity reduction target (reducing the amount of carbon dioxide emitted per unit of GDP) to an absolute reduction target; Commit to that target via the same form of international mechanism that will be expected to bind all countries equally, regardless of development status. Negotiators have stated that the United States is unlikely to sign on to a new climate treaty until China commits to that treaty in the same way that everyone else does. But there is plenty keeping China from making a legally binding international commitment if that is what it takes to fulfill this expectation. Whereas the global community generally views China as an economic powerhouse with plenty of room to maneuver on climate issues, the view from Beijing is vastly different. From China’s perspective, the past 30 years of rapid economic growth in no way guarantees that they will be able to easily traverse the middle-income trap and actually make it up into the ranks of higher-income economies. Chinese leaders have a deep fear that instead of transitioning smoothly from lower-income to upper-income status, their economy could follow the path of Malaysia, Thailand and the Philippines and fall into a period of economic stagnation. China’s sluggish growth throughout 2012 clearly illustrates that the country is not immune to an economic slowdown, and it is important to remember that any major slump brings with it a very high risk that the Chinese Communist Party will lose public support and be forced to forfeit its authoritarian political power. Within that context, Chinese leaders are not yet willing to take on international climate commitments that could reduce their flexibility to keep the economy growing. That does not mean there is no room for negotiation. It does mean, however, that in the near term China will continue approaching international climate negotiations with more caution than leadership. The negotiators now meeting in Doha will need to keep this in mind as they spend the next three years hashing out the terms of a new treaty with the ambition that it be equally “applicable to all,” in the terms of the Durban Platform. Rising energy demand and consumption in China Here in the United States, energy consumption is relatively flat due to our sluggish economy and recent roll-outs of policies encouraging companies and consumers to use energy more efficiently (such as the Obama administration’s fuel efficiency standards). The U.S. energy mix is also changing for the better. Coal consumption is declining rapidly due to decreasing natural gas prices and recent Obama administration moves to regulate coal emissions under the Clean Air Act. Due to these developments, the U.S. Energy Information Administration reports that coal will account for just 37 percent of U.S. electricity generation in 2012, down from nearly 50 percent in 2008. Overall, energy efficiency is up in the United States, and coal is on its way out, which means it is getting increasingly easier for U.S. policymakers to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and meet global climate targets. Even without comprehensive climate legislation, U.S. emissions have declined over the past two years and the United States is actually on track to meet its Copenhagen goal of reducing emissions by 17 percent (based on 2005 levels) by 2020, especially if the Environmental Protection Administration goes forward with regulations on existing stationary power sources. Nearly the opposite trend is occurring in China. Whereas U.S. emissions are already on the decline, China’s emissions are projected to keep growing until 2030. That is because the Chinese economy as a whole is growing, and its growth is not climate efficient. China’s electricity demand is expected to double over the next decade and overall energy consumption is projected to grow a whopping 60 percent between now and 2035. Most importantly from a climate perspective is China’s heavy dependency on coal, something not likely to change in the near future. Coal currently accounts for 70 percent of China’s energy mix and coal consumption grew 9.7 percent in 2011, the biggest jump since 2005. China’s steadily rising coal—and overall energy use — translates into steadily rising greenhouse gas emissions, with a large chunk of those emissions coming from Chinese consumers. The first three decades of China’s economic growth focused primarily on industrial production and fixed-asset investments (such as high-speed rail and other large infrastructure projects). That has led to a major economic imbalance: Big industry and capital investors have gotten rich, but the Chinese consumers have been left behind. Household consumption accounts for around 30 percent of Chinese GDP, which is less than half the U.S. level (71 percent in 2010) and one of the lowest consumption rates in the world. This means Chinese citizens’ purchasing power is lagging behind the country’s overall economic growth. Chinese citizens have watched industrial and political elites get rich at the public’s expense, and they are demanding change. Going forward, Beijing absolutely must re-balance the economy and provide more benefits for their growing middle class. From a climate perspective, however, those changes will exacerbate the problem as more Chinese citizens aspire to live the type of lifestyle we have here in the United States: bigger homes with continuous climate control, more household appliances, and family cars. That type of consumption growth is already underway in China, and it is triggering a surge in household energy consumption and emissions. And there is plenty of room for growth: China consumes more energy than the United States at the national level, but China has over four times as many people, so per capita energy use is just 24 percent of U.S. levels. To be sure, the United States has its own energy and climate problems, and the U.S. model is not the model we would like to see China emulate. Ideally, China will follow the example of more carbon- and energy-efficient developed countries such as Japan or Germany. That is what Beijing aspires to, but that still entails a major consumption increase because Japanese and German citizens still consume over two times the energy per capita as the Chinese do. Therefore, even if Chinese leaders manage to reduce industrial emissions, they still face a continuing emissions boom on the consumer side. That is why China’s emissions are projected to keep increasing until 2030 and why China’s climate negotiators are so resistant to make commitments involving overall emission output as opposed to emission intensity. Market interference makes the shift from fossil fuels to renewables harder to achieve Ideally Beijing could keep China’s economy growing and satisfy middle-class consumption desires by expanding renewable energy to account for the new growth. That would enable the Chinese economy to keep growing while also moving the country more rapidly toward a peak and eventual decline in annual emissions.

They don’t get to defend some magical alternative – none of them work, make them specify what their solution to the energy system is

Adams 11 (Rod Adams, Pro-nuclear advocate with extensive small nuclear plant operating experience. Former Engineer Officer, USS Von Steuben. Founder, Adams Atomic Engines, Inc, “Nuclear Power Still The Energy of The Future After Fukushima,” 8/24/11) http://theenergycollective.com/rodadams/63716/nuclear-power-after-fukushima-it-still-energy-future
Any decision to slow down nuclear-energy development needs to be taken in full understanding that nuclear fission competes almost directly with fossil fuels, not with some idealized power source that carries no risk and causes no harm to the environment. The electricity that Germany has refused to accept from seven large nuclear plants that the government ordered closed after Fukushima has not been replaced by the output of magically spinning offshore wind turbines or highly efficient solar panels. It has been replaced by burning more gas from Russia, by burning more dirty lignite in German coal plants, and by purchasing electricity generated by nuclear-energy plants in France. People have learned to accept that burning coal, oil, and natural gas carries risks of fires, explosions, and massive spills, and causes continuous emissions of harmful fine particles and possibly deadly gases that are altering the atmospheric chemical balance. We accept those risks because we are acutely aware of the benefits of heat and mobility. With nuclear energy, the benefits are substantial and the risks, relative to all other reliable energy sources, are minor. Since Fukushima, there has been a remarkable void of pro-nuclear-energy advertising, which has been filled by efforts by the natural-gas industry to convince Americans that it has recently discovered a 100-year supply. In my opinion, something close to the worst-case scenario for nuclear power happened at Fukushima. By some calculations, the earthquake and tsunami together hit Japan with a force that was equivalent to several thousand nuclear weapons. Looking at the photos of the area around the Fukushima nuclear station makes me, a career military officer, whistle with wonder at the incredibly successful attack that nature launched. In the midst of all of the destruction, an important fact frequently gets lost: not a single member of the plant staff or a single member of the general public has been exposed to a sufficient dose of radiation to cause any harm. The highest dose to any of the workers involved in the recovery effort has been less than 250 millisieverts (25 rem), which is beneath the internationally accepted limit for people responding to a life-threatening accident.

Independent impact: Coal in America alone kills 50k per year

Richardson 9 (John H. Richardson, “Meet the Man Who Could End Global Warming,” 11/17/9) http://www.esquire.com/features/best-and-brightest-2009/nuclear-waste-disposal-1209

Next, you must also consider the magnitude of the problem he's solving: a looming series of biblical disasters that include global warming, mass starvation, financial collapse, resource wars, and a long-term energy crisis that's much more desperate than most of us realize. Barring any spectacular new discoveries, assuming current trends in population and economic growth prevail, all the conventional oil in the world will be gone in about forty years. We can get maybe ten more if we suck dry oil sands and shale. We have enough natural gas to last about fifty years, enough coal to last between 150 and 300 years. But these fuels carry a heavy price. The emissions of coal plants alone carry, along with massive amounts of CO2, thousands of pounds of beryllium, manganese, selenium, lead, arsenic, and cadmium. They are 180 times more radioactive than the U. S. government's permissible level for the emissions of nuclear power plants. If we were to burn enough coal to survive, the result would be acid rain and acidifying oceans and pollution that kills fifty thousand Americans each year through diseases like asthma, bronchitis, and emphysema.

complexity

<might just extend>

--bricmont – same as normal reasoning made more rigorous, extensionof “that food on the table is there”, there isn’t an alternative approach to knowledge and it empirically works, specifically  climate science avoids the worst absolutist disads to science and just claims to predict general directions, utilization of the scientific consensus allows environmental discourse to take hold and create change, that’s rice.

Climate science specifically good – there’s no other way to adequately justify mitigation

Jennifer Lea Rice, ‘9 (PHD in Phil Thesis, U of Arizona, “MAKING CARBON COUNT: GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE AND LOCAL  CLIMATE GOVERNANCE IN THE UNITED STATES”, http://arizona.openrepository.com/arizona/bitstream/10150/194452/1/azu_etd_10727_sip1_m.pdf#page=111)

In Seattle, the science of climate change has been framed in three distinct and important  ways. First, a science of consensus has been used as justification for implementation of  climate mitigation goals and targets. Repeated exposure to regionally-specific climate  science, combined with an impactful experience of an El Nino event in the late 1990s,  contributed to this discourse of science taking hold amongst decision-makers in the  Seattle community and the legitimacy of climate science more broadly. Secondly, a  science of calculation has been employed by City workers in Seattle, as they work to  assess and verify their contribution to global GHG concentrations. In effect, this practice  works to enclose the global atmosphere by engendering a sense of ownership and  responsibility over globally-mixed carbon molecules. Notions of leadership and leverage  have been the motivation for this action, which is otherwise not mandated by any formal  policy from the federal government. Lastly, a science of security is emerging in the  Seattle area. City employees are diligently working to assess community risks to climate  impacts because of a fear of failure to not be able to deliver reliable services, such as water and protection of vulnerable populations. Preparation for potential impacts and  precautionary principals are guiding this effort. The results case study presented here  demonstrate that climate science has been framed in multiple and diverse ways during  debates about urban governance in the Seattle area.  

But how are these close relations of science and policy negotiated within the  science and policy communities at large? Clearly, science and policy are being coproduced within Seattle’s efforts at climate governance. As policy-makers begin to assert  that climate change as an issue of central and urgent concern, the practice of scientific  inquiry is legitimated and advanced. More regionally-specific science is needed; newer  and more community-relevant GHG emission data are required; the creation of sitespecific risk assessment metrics becomes imperative. Simultaneously, as new facts about  the nature of climate change are produced and circulated by the scientific community,  new policy practices can be employed by government workers trying to mitigate GHG  emissions and prepare for climate impacts. 

 But, even as evidence that “science [is] a socially embedded practice interwoven  into the fabric of rule and authority” (Lovebrand et al. 2009, 8) is provided by this  analysis of science-policy interactions, political action has occurred in Seattle because of  widespread agreement that the scientific basis for these political actions is verifiable and  reliable. In essence, the role of the state is to sort through the best available knowledge,  while the role of science is to present the facts in the most objective and accurate way  possible. As a CIG scientist said about his interactions with policy-makers in the Puget Sound Region regarding the estimation of possible sea level rise provided in a regional  scientific report: 

“If you want a rough guide to how bad it [sea level rise] could really be over the next 100  years, here it is. At one point she [a coastal engineer] said, ‘You're frustrating me. Why  don't you just tell me the answer?’ You know better than that. You're not a politician. So  that's an example of how we were asked.”  

This statement suggests that the role of scientists should end at the door of the  decision-maker. Even though the practices of resource managers and city workers  legitimate and reinforce the importance of science, scientists cannot (and should not) act  as policy advisors. The presentation of science and policy as autonomous spheres of  practice, even though they are widely understood and accepted as intimately intertwined,  is the heart of the “science effect.” 

 The importance of this phenomenon is twofold. First, the nature of the “science  effect” is one where scientific fact serves as the basis for political action, meaning that  scientists are expected to appear politically neutral and objective in the presentation of  their results. In each of the three framings of science utilized for mitigation and  adaptation in Seattle, references to expert knowledge are foundational to their legitimacy.  This means that because formal knowledge is used to legitimate environmental policies,  and it must appear separate and autonomous from political influence. This has the effect  of putting climate scientists in a very difficult position, where they must balance the need  to present objective information, despite their desire to help provide pertinent information  needed for political action.  This extended quote from a regional research scientist in  Seattle captures this sentiment:                                                                                   

“I try to be very clear about the fact that we cannot predict the future specifically or  precisely, but we see the direction that we're headed, and that direction has some pretty  clear consequences. …Its really important for your credibility to keep that clear because  we have a year like this, the west coast as a whole has experienced something very  significant drought, yet in the Pacific Northwest we had this incredible snowpack... It is  something that you can't point at and say ‘this can't happen because global warming is  underway and is going to make this impossible.’ But you say ‘well, we've had an  exceptional year. It’s a pretty local phenomenon or regional phenomenon if you look at  the country as a whole. But it’s still possible that if the winds blowing the right way and  if you get the right kind of circulation set up, it’s likely to be less and less a part of our  future,’ And that’s just the way you have to be.” 

Importantly, I do not wish to claim that this is an inappropriate relationship.  Indeed, good environmental policies are based on sound scientific information. Rather,  the point here is that the “science effect” necessities a careful distinction between what is  scientific fact and what is the perception of politicians. Scientists, it seems, walk the line  of science and policy with great caution.  

Second, because of the need for objective and reliable scientific basis in climate  policy, only those that produce or utilize this type of information are relevant for political  practice. The City must go to great lengths to justify their environmental policies by  relying on a formal scientific basis. As Whitehead (2009, 217) states about government  workers in Britain during the early 1900s, “state officials, responsible for the day-to-day  government of the atmosphere, were routinely caught between scientific commitment to  objective observation and a governmental commitment to paternal supervision and  guidance.” In Seattle, city workers and elected officials have become particularly skillful  at this action of objectively verifying political practice that is often based on morally  relevant grounds. Furthermore, even where community members are engaged in decisionmaking processes, the “science effect” can intimidate “non-experts” from voicing their                                                                                     142  opinion. When groups like the Green Ribbon Commission are consulted, for example,  their opinions must be translated into objective items of action, the causes and  consequences of which can be independently verified.   

Importantly, the three framings of science in Seattle presented here have forged a  progressive response to climate change. Seattle has successfully reduced their greenhouse  gas emissions and is aggressively working to plan for predicted climate impacts. This is a  notable achievement, indeed. At the same time, however, Seattle’s experience illustrates  the dialectical and contentious relationship between the state and science—one where  scientists and policy-makers, though deeply integrated through the production and  circulation of environmental knowledge, must appear to remain separate for legitimacy.  But even when scientists wish to engage the political arena, entrenched ideologies  embedded in the “science effect” can often suggest that those scientists are no longer  truly objective. 

 Recently, some organizations have begun to integrate science and policy more  aggressively. These efforts are working to recast the relationship between science and  policy embedded in the “science effect,” though much work still remains to be done. The  National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), for example, has created  eight regionally focuses scientific outreach centers (referred to as Regional Integrated  Sciences and Assessment (RISA) programs). Researchers in these programs, including  the scientists quoted above in this section, specifically work at the interface of science  and policy as part of the RISA mission. As demonstrated by the quotes from scientists  provided here, however, these efforts often run up against the dialectical nature of science                                                                                     143  and the state in modern environmental governance. What is continually seen in the  personal interactions and experiences of climate scientist and decision-makers is  collective engagement of complex socio-ecological issues, but what is reflected in  institutional arrangements of their engagements, however, is one of separation and  independence. 

 Perhaps, the example provided by the City of Seattle and regional climate  scientists can provide the basis for understanding science and policy as co-constitutive.  Efforts to break down the divide, moreover, should not be seen as an attack on either, but  rather as a pathway to more comprehensive and collective efforts in addressing pressing  environmental concerns. At the same time, this may provide room for more democratic  negotiations of environmental policy, where many forms of expertise, from community  experiences to scientific inquiry, are incorporated into the making of climate policy.   

Its not chaotic – we can predict trends

Skeptical Science 10 (Skeptical Science, “Chaos theory and global warming: can climate be predicted?” 9/8/10) http://www.skepticalscience.com/chaos-theory-global-warming-can-climate-be-predicted.htm
Weather is chaotic but climate is driven by Earth's energy imbalance, which is more predictable. One of the defining traits of a chaotic system is 'sensitive dependence to initial conditions'. This means that even very small changes in the state of the system can quickly and radically change the way that the system develops over time. Edward Lorenz's landmark 1963 paper demonstrated this behavior in a simulation of fluid turbulence, and ended hopes for long-term weather forecasting. However, climate is not weather, and modeling is not forecasting. Although it is generally not possible to predict a specific future state of a chaotic system (there is no telling what temperature it will be in Oregon on December 21 2012), it is still possible to make statistical claims about the behavior of the system as a whole (it is very likely that Oregon's December 2012 temperatures will be colder than its July 2012 temperatures). There are chaotic components to the climate system, such as El Nino and fluid turbulence, but they all have much less long-term influence than the greenhouse effect. It's a little like an airplane flying through stormy weather: It may be buffeted around from moment to moment, but it can still move from one airport to another. Nor do climate models generally produce weather forecasts. Models often run a simulation multiple times with different starting conditions, and the ensemble of results are examined for common properties (one example: Easterling 2009). This is, incidentally, a technique used by mathematicians to study the Lorenz functions. The chaotic nature of turbulence is no real obstacle to climate modeling, and it does not negate the existence or attribution of climate change.

Turn: reductionist models necessary to support change

David Demerritt, '6 (Dept of Geography, King's College London, "The Construction of Global warming and the Politics of Science", www.unc.edu/courses/2006spring/geog/203/001/demerritt.pdf)

Still, blindness does have its benefits, even for a progressive environmental politics. Although it is fashionable in many circles to bemoan the reductionism of science as an unmitigated evil, it is important to recognize where we would be without it.7 Physically reductionist computer-simulation models have been crucial in identi-tying the physical effects of continued GHG emissions on the climate system. Their alarming red-orange visualizations of a future hothouse earth have played a vital role in bringing these risks to widespread public attention. To be sure, troubling exclusions are built into this epistemic community. The discipline and expertise required to participate meaningfully in its scientific debates restrict not only who is authorized to speak but also what and how things can be spoken about.8 Important as it is to be reflexive about the exclusions that abstraction necessarily entails, there can be no escaping them entirely, for knowledge is always situated, partial, and incomplete (Haraway 1991, 183-201). Thus a climate model, no matter how sophisticated, can only ever provide a partial window on a much more complicated reality that it must, as a form of abstract reasoning, reduce to some analytically simplified set of physical processes. One way to distinguish the practice of abstraction involved in this kind of physical reductionism from a more general sense of Reductionism is to say that Reductionism commits the "epistemic fallacy" (Bhaskar 1978, 36). It loses sight of the fact that its abstractions are merely analytical constructions, conveniently isolated from the flux of totality, and reduces reality to the terms of its own analytical abstractions.9

This distinction between pernicious Reductionism and the physical reductionism of science has occasionally been lost on science critics within cultural studies and critical human geography. All too often, social constructionist critiques of particular scientific abstractions come across, whether intended as such or not, as rejec-t ions of science and refutations of its specific knowledge claims. Such antiscience polemicism can be as sweep* ingly Reductionist as the very thing it opposes. Although the particular abstractions of global climate modeling may not tell us everything that we need to know, they deserve more credit than they sometimes receive from their critics.

Even if they win the environment is unpredictable you still vote aff

Hell Saarikoski 7 Economics and Management @ Helsinki '7 "Objectivity and the Environment — epistemic value of biases" Environmental Politics 16 (3) p. Informa
The suggestion that we could choose between knowledge claims on the basis of their truth value might sound objectionable to environmental constructivists who emphasise the thoroughly negotiated nature of knowledge. Szerszynski (1996: 117), for example, denies the existence of any extra-discursive reality to which we can resort in order to judge between different interpretations; the world and our understanding of it are unavoidably constituted through language and meaning. Therefore, he urges social scientists to abandon the 'the ghostly vestige of a "real’” in favour of a more antagonistic vision of cultural competition between competing discourses (Szerszynski, 1996: 117). Not all environmental constructivists are willing, however, to dispense with empirical evidence and scientific knowledge altogether. Hannigan (1995: 34) distinguishes between 'strict constructionists', who reject all notions of reality external to discourse, and 'contextual constructionists', who maintain that claims can be evaluated on the basis of empirical evidence. Hannigan (1995: 188) explicates the latter position by using an example of global warming. The constructionist claim that the issue of global warming is socially constructed does not imply that greenhouse gas" emissions do not exist or that they might not influence global climate. Instead, the argument is that the actual changes in global climate are rendered meaningful only through social processes of assembling and presenting environmental claims, visualising them, and mobilising support and acknowledgement for them. The 'contextual constructionists' position is compatible with a revised realist view of science put forward by Antony and Nelson. The world is indeed out there, imposing on us brute facts such as increased levels of atmospheric CO2 emissions or losses of bodiversity. What is more, it is possible to formulate theories which represent the outside world in the relevant respects, however, though empirical evidence can help us to evaluate the effects and their magnitude, it cannot decide whether the effects are 'serious' and 'harmful' and constitute a 'problem'. As Bluhdom (2000: 47) notes, the extent to which the undeniable changes in the physical environment can be described as environmental problems is always and.\ necessarily a social construction. He writes (2000: 46): '[Constructionists] emphasize that processes of political agenda-setting and environmental policy making respond first and foremost to socially constructed concerns rather than to the so-called objective empirical realities.

Simplifying things to c02 is key

David Demerritt, '6 (Dept of Geography, King's College London, "The Construction of Global warming and the Politics of Science", www.unc.edu/courses/2006spring/geog/203/001/demerritt.pdf)

Physical process modeling has certain undeniable advantages. For one thing, the physically reductionist abstractions that it involves render the world analytically manageable. Only by dramatically simplifying the messy social relations driving GHG emissions and focusing narrowly on their physical and chemical properties have scientists been able to understand the effects of increasing GHG concentrations on the climate system. Oversim-plistic as this way of seeing may be, it is still probably something that we cannot do without. Climate models provide one of the most important tools for exploring the physical relationships among GHG emissions, concentrations, and climate changes. The task, therefore, is to better appreciate the partial insights that these models provide without falling into Reductionism and losing sight of the limitations of physical process modeling.

The trouble with instrumental and interest-based critiques of reductionist climate science is that their exclusive focus on the uses of science downstream in the political arena ignores the ways in which the specific practices of science also involve a politics at the upstream end. In the next two sections, I explore the upstream politics of global climate modeling. First I consider the history of climate modeling and the social relations influencing the contexts of scientific discovery and the socially contingent form in which scientific knowledge of the climate has developed. Then I turn to the craft of model construction and the tacit assumptions and political commitments constructing the contexts of scientific justification and thus the specific content of scientific knowledge of global warming.

alt

And, the alt fails – thought is too engrained 

Riis 11—Carlsberg Research Fellow and Assistant Professor of Philosophy and Science Studies at Roskilde University, Ph.D. from Albert-Ludwigs-Universität Freiburg (Søren, 8 February 2011, “Towards the origin of modern technology: reconfiguring Martin Heidegger’s thinking,” RBatra)

** Gestell (or sometimes Ge-stell) is a German word used by twentieth century German philosopher Martin Heidegger to describe what lies behind or beneath modern technology.[1]
Moreover, Heidegger maintains: ‘‘Readiness-to-hand is the way in which entities as they are ‘in themselves’ are defined ontologico-categorially.’’47 According to Heidegger’s fundamental phenomenology, which he unfolds in detail in Being and Time and reaffirms a decisive part of in ‘‘The Question Concerning Technology,’’ nature is ‘‘primally’’ revealed in its ‘‘usability’’ and ‘‘serviceability-for-;’’ that is to say, ‘‘nature’’ is a resource long before the actual rise of modern and ancient technology, namely simultaneously with the very origin of human beings. That something is primordially revealed in its ‘‘usability’’ and ‘‘serviceability-for-’’ does not imply that it is actually used or serves accordingly, but that it is revealed as standing ready to be utilized in the corresponding context. As such, it is revealed as ‘‘standing-reserve.’’ This, for example, also corresponds to the empirical fact that prehistoric humans settled close to woods and rivers. In these areas they always had stockpiles of timber, power for transportation, and easy access to drinking water. Based on ‘‘The Question Concerning Technology’’ and completed through references to Being and Time, we now have an interpretation of the origin of the essence of modern technology, which traces back the characteristic revealing of das Gestell to the beginning of humankind.48 This does not imply that prehistoric technology is identical with contemporary technology; rather the third genealogy of the rule of das Gestell suggests that when ‘‘we still more primally’’ try to consider the origin of the challenging revealing characterizing the rule of das Gestell, we in fact rediscover that it is connected to being human. The rule of das Gestell has challenged humans as long as they have existed. In this sense, humans first and foremost exist under the rule of das Gestell.49 This also entails a revision and precision of Heidegger’s renowned formula characterizing the world-connectedness of human existence: being-in-the-world. Based on the comparison of ‘‘The Question Concerning Technology’’ and Being and Time, human existence is better described as being-under-the-spell-of-das-Gestell. Trying to understand the various more-or-less explicit accounts of the origin of the rule of das Gestell in ‘‘The Question Concerning Technology’’ and the resulting ambiguity is not just an exercise, nor only a way to criticize Heidegger. Rather, it is a way to better understand the nuances and layers in Heidegger’s thinking concerning technology and to warn against a short-sighted ‘‘saving’’ from an alleged danger. If the challenging revealing of nature, which characterizes the rule of das Gestell is taken seriously, then we cannot avoid it just by revolutionizing our technology, instead, we must revise our very human existence. 

Their opposition to action is coopted to support coal

King 9 - Host and Executive Producer of “White House Chronicle” — a news and public affairs program airing on PBS

After 40 Years, Environmentalists Start To See the Nuclear Light, Llewellyn King, November 25, 2009 – 8:47 pm 

Although very little happened, Nov. 24 was a red letter day for the nation’s nuclear power industry. No new nuclear reactors were purchased, no breakthrough in treating nuclear waste was announced, and the Obama administration did not declare that it would pay for new reactors.¶ Instead, the source of the industry’s happiness was The Washington Post leading Page One with an article that detailed how the environmental movement, after 40 years of bitter opposition, now concedes that nuclear power will play a role in averting further harm from global warming.¶ Mind you, not every environmental group has come around, but the feared and respected Natural Resources Defense Council has allowed that there is a place for nuclear power in the world’s generating mix and Stephen Tindale, a former anti-nuclear activist with Friends of the Earth in the United Kingdom, has said, yes, we need nuclear.¶ For the nuclear industry which has felt itself vilified, constrained and damaged by the ceaseless and sometimes pathological opposition of the environmental movement, this changing attitude is manna from on high.¶ No matter that the environmentalists, in opposing nuclear since the late 1960s, have critically wounded the U.S. reactor industry and contributed to the construction of scores of coal and gas-fired plants that would not have been built without their opposition to nuclear.¶ In short, the environmental movement contributed in no small way to driving electric utilities to the carbon fuels they now are seeking to curtail.¶ Nuclear was such a target of the environmental movement that it embraced the “anything but nuclear” policy with abandon. Ergo its enthusiasm for all forms of alternative energy and its spreading of the belief —still popular in left-wing circles — that wind and solar power, with a strong dose of conservation, is all that is needed.¶ A third generation of environmental activists, who have been preoccupied with global climate change, have come to understand that a substantial amount of new electric generation is needed. Also some environmentalists are beginning to be concerned about the visual impact of wind turbines, not to mention their lethality to bats and birds.¶ Of all of the deleterious impacts of modern life on the Earth, it is reasonable to ask why the environmentalists went after nuclear power. And why they were opposed to nuclear power even before the 1979 accident at Three Mile Island in Pennsylvania and the catastrophic 1986 Chernobyl reactor failure in Ukraine. Those deserved pause, but the movement had already indicted the entire nuclear enterprise.¶ Having written about nuclear energy since 1969, I have come to believe that the environmental movement seized on nuclear first because it was an available target for legitimate anger that had spawned the movement in the ’60s. The licensing of nuclear power plants gave the protesters of the time one of the only opportunities to affect public policy in energy. They seized it; at first timorously, and then with gusto.¶ The escalation in environmental targets tells the story of how the movement grew in confidence and expertise; and how it added political allies, like Ralph Nader and Rep. Ed Markey, D-Mass.¶ The first target was simply the plants’ cooling water heating up rivers and estuaries. That was followed by wild extrapolations of the consequences of radiation (mutated children). Finally, it settled on the disposition of nuclear waste; that one stuck, and was a lever that turned public opinion easily. Just mention the 240,000-year half-life of plutonium without mentioning how, as an alpha-emitter, it is easily contained.¶ It is not that we do not need an environmental movement. We do. It is just that sometimes it gets things wrong.¶ In the days of the Atomic Energy Commission, the environmental groups complained that it was policeman, judge and jury. Indeed.¶ But environmental groups are guilty of defining environmental virtue and then policing it, even when the result is a grave distortion, as in the nuclear imbroglio. Being both the arbiter of environmental purity and the enforcer has cost the environment 40 years when it comes to reducing greenhouse gases. 

Their rejection of environmental science is another link – conservatives win this fight

Kysar 8 (Douglas A. Kysar, Professor of Law, Yale University, June 1, 2008, “The Consultants' Republic”, Harvard Law Review, Vol. 121 Issue 8, p2041-2084, 44p)

Rather than scorn the unbridled relativism and will to power of this unnamed official, Nordhaus and Shellenberger instead urge environmentalists and liberals to embrace it, for they contend that the official’s account of post-Enlightenment truthmaking is “dead on” (p. 242). Still, what prospects for success does the politics of possibility really offer environmentalists once the “reality-based world” is left behind, once science is reduced to slogan, fact to frame, and constitutions to contingencies? What reasons do Nordhaus and Shellenberger have for believing that the competition for truth creation will favor environmentalists? If the relevant determinants of success in the consultants’ republic are marketing budget and psycholinguistic savvy, why should environmentalists be more successful than the beneficiaries of the status quo, who will likely invest mightily, and successfully, in its preservation?87 If policy goals are so amenable to cultural encoding — and cultural values so embedded in cognition and metaphor, rather than in reason and evidence — then what remains to distinguish Nordhaus and Shellenberger’s preferred policies from those that would promote plastic trees?88 Having rejected “limits” in favor of “possibilities,” having demoted science to a form of poetry, having determined not to “constrain” human activity but to “unleash” it (p. 120),89 with what are we actually left to guide us through the coming decades of climate instability, resource stress, and culture-rattling technological advance? Undoubtedly, environmentalists would be naive if they believed that simply by marshalling scientific evidence of humanity’s detrimental impact on nature, they would persuade the former to yield to the needs of the latter. Nordhaus and Shellenberger, however, are even more naive to believe that inspirational speech nuggets alone can safely and effectively guide environmental law and policy, once the intellectual basis for characterizing and communicating the significance of environmental issues has been left behind. More than two decades before Nordhaus and Shellenberger arrived on the scene, TVibe responded to Sagoff’s quite similar invocation of Romanticism and the importance of cultural history, aesthetics, and symbolism in the framing of environmental law and policy by noting that Sagoff “presents at best an argument against blacktopping the entire country.”90 Nordhaus and Shellenberger do not even provide this argument, for on their account an asphalted America could be boxed and branded no differently than Muir’s Yosemite. As Pierre Schlag has noted, deconstruction cannot be selectively deployed; it “must start everywhere at once.”91 Nor can it be reduced to a mere instrumentality, tucked alongside history, sociology, welfare economics, rhetoric, and other components of a pragmatic policy “toolbox.” Such a reduction would ensure that the instrument could be deployed by any interest, for any purpose: “If traditional legal discourse succeeds in transforming deconstruction into just another technique, just another theory, just another method for making arguments, then deconstruction will have no particular politics — which is to say that it will have the conservative effect of preserving the politics of the status quo.”92 Nordhaus and Shellenberger do not recognize this selfundermining aspect of their proposal. They argue that “[wjhat’s needed today is a politics that seeks authority not from Nature or Science but from a compelling vision of the future that is appropriate for the world we live in and the crises we face” (p. 142). Yet they fail to acknowledge that our understanding of “the world we live in and the crises we face” has been mediated through the very concepts and categories they aim to jettison. To embrace postmodernism and deconstruction only in an effort to better “frame” environmentalism is to expose the movement to the superior marketing of any other psycho-linguistic huckster. To promote the idea that postmodernism and deconstruction legitimate a kind of sloppiness about meaning is to give in to, indeed to affirmatively embrace, a politics of manipulation. Environmentalists on Nordhaus and Shellenberger’s approach would be left not with a politics, but a pornography of possibility, in which virtually any policy aim could be packaged and marketed to activate virtually any cultural worldview: Clear Skies. Healthy Forests.
The aff’s rejection of this agnostic stance solves

Crist 4 (Eileen, Professor at Virginia Tech in the Department of Science and Technology, “Against the social construction of nature and wilderness”, Environmental Ethics 26;1, p 13-6, http://www.sts.vt.edu/faculty/crist/againstsocialconstruction.pdf)

Yet, constructivist analyses of "nature" favor remaining in the comfort zone of zestless agnosticism and noncommittal meta-discourse. As David Kidner suggests, this intellectual stance may function as a mechanism against facing the devastation of the biosphere—an undertaking long underway but gathering momentum with the imminent bottlenecking of a triumphant global consumerism and unprecedented population levels. Human-driven extinction—in the ballpark of Wilson's estimated 27,000 species per year—is so unthinkable a fact that choosing to ignore it may well be the psychologically risk-free option.¶ Nevertheless, this is the opportune historical moment for intellectuals in the humanities and social sciences to join forces with conservation scientists in order to help create the consciousness shift and policy changes to stop this irreversible destruction. Given this outlook, how students in the human sciences are trained to regard scientific knowledge, and what kind of messages percolate to the public from the academy about the nature of scientific findings, matter immensely. The "agnostic stance" of constructivism toward "scientific claims" about the environment—a stance supposedly mandatory for discerning how scientific knowledge is "socially assembled"[32]—is, to borrow a legendary one-liner, striving to interpret the world at an hour that is pressingly calling us to change it.
The death drive is a fiction—their politics only justifies attachment to sadistic power apparatuses

Robinson, PhD in political theory at the University of Nottingham, 2005 [Andrew, “The Political Theory of Constitutive Lack: A Critique,” Theory & Event 8:1., Project Muse]

Guattari's critique of psychoanalysis makes clear the myths which underlie it.  'Psychoanalysis transforms and deforms the unconscious by forcing it to pass through the grid of its system of inscription and representation.  For psychoanalysis, the unconscious is always already there, genetically programmed, structured, and finalized on objectives of conformity to social norms'104.  Similarly, Reich has already exposed a predecessor of the idea of "constitutive lack" - the Freudian "death instinct" - as a denial that "I don't know".  It is, he says, a metaphysical attempt to explain as yet inexplicable phenomena, an attempt which gets in the way of fact-finding about these phenomena105.  He provides a detailed clinical rebuttal of the idea of the "death instinct" which is equally apt as an attack on Lacanians (who seem unaware of Reich's intervention).  In Reich's view, the masochistic tendencies Freud associates with the "death instinct" are secondary drives arising from anxiety, and are attributable to 'the disastrous effect of social conditions on the biopsychic apparatus.  This entailed the necessity of criticizing the social conditions which created the neuroses - a necessity which the hypothesis of a biological will to suffer had circumvented'106.  The idea of the "death instinct" leads to a cultural philosophy in which suffering is assumed to be inevitable, whereas Reich's alternative - to attribute neurosis to frustrations with origins in the social system - leads to a critical sociological stance107. 

The relevance of Reich's critique to the political theory of constitutive lack is striking.  The "death instinct" is connected to an idea of primordial masochism which, in the form of "aphanisis" or "subjective destitution", recurs throughout Lacanian political theory. Zizek in particular advocates masochism, in the guise of "shooting at" or "beating" oneself, as a radical gesture which reveals the essence of the self and breaks the constraints of an oppressive reality108, although the masochistic gesture is present in all Lacanian theorists.  The death instinct is typified by Zizek as a pathological (in the Kantian sense), contingent attitude which finds satisfaction in the process of self-blockage109.  It is identical with the Lacanian concept of jouissance or enjoyment.  For him, 'enjoyment (jouissance) is not to be equated with pleasure: enjoyment is precisely "pleasure in unpleasure"; it designates the paradoxical satisfaction procured by a painful encounter with a Thing that perturbs the equilibrium of the pleasure principle.  In other words, enjoyment is located "beyond the pleasure principle"'110.  It is also the core of the self, since enjoyment is 'the only "substance" acknowledged by psychoanalysis', and 'the subject fully "exists" only through enjoyment'111.  Primordial masochism is therefore central to the Lacanian concept of the Real, which depends on there being a universal moment at which active desire - sometimes given the slightly misleading name of the "pleasure principle" - is suspended, not for a greater or delayed pleasure, but out of a direct desire for unpleasure (i.e. a primary reactive desire).  Furthermore, this reactive desire is supposed to be ontologically prior to active desire.  Dominick LaCapra offers a similar but distinct critique to my own, claiming that Lacanian and similar theories induce a post-traumatic compulsion repetition or an 'endless, quasi-transcendental grieving that may be indistinguishable from interminable melancholy'112.

Reich has already provided a rebuttal of "primordial masochism", which, paradoxically given Zizek's claims to radicalism, was denounced by orthodox Freudians as communist propaganda.  In Reich's view, masochism operates as a relief at a lesser pain which operates as armouring against anxiety about an underlying trauma113.  Regardless of what one thinks of Reich's specific account of the origins of masochism, what is crucial is his critique of the idea of a death drive.  'Such hypotheses as are criticised here are often only a sign of therapeutic failure.  For if one explains masochism by a death instinct, one confirms to the patient his [sic] alleged will to suffer'114.  Thus, Lacanian metaphysics conceal Lacanians' encouragement of a variety of neurosis complicit with oppressive social realities.  Politically, the thesis of primordial masochism provides a mystifying cover for the social forces which cause and benefit from the contingent emergence of masochistic attachments (i.e. sadistic power apparatuses).  One could compare this remark to Butler's claim that Zizek 'defends the trauma of the real... over and against a different kind of threat'115.

Psychoanalysis is little more than placebo-effect categorized as science – it doesn’t hold up to criticism

Grunbaum ‘7 (Adolf, Prof. @ U. of Pittsburgh, “THE RECEPTION OF MY FREUD-CRITIQUE IN THE PSYCHOANALYTIC LITERATURE” Psychoanalytic Psychology, Vol. 24.3, pp. )

This slanted biographical remark, in turn, then leads him to a topsy-turvy misdepiction in which he wrongly inverted the order of how the behavior of bulk matter is actually explained in physics on the basis of laws governing its constituent atoms, rather than conversely, as he claims. Lothane offers his misdepiction, believing erroneously that he can contrast explanatory physical subsumption with psychoanalytic explanations focusing on individual persons. But the analyst Heinz Hartmann (1959, p. 9) pointed out nearly half a century ago that this contrast is indeed a pseudo-contrast: It is true . . . that most analytical knowledge has been gained in the psychoanalytic interview and that the concern with developmental problems refers primarily to the history of individuals. But this should not obfuscate the fact that the aim of these studies is (besides its therapeutic purpose) to develop lawlike propositions which then, of course, transcend indi- vidual observations [emphases added] (Hartmann, 1959, p. 9). More fundamentally, Lothane’s grandiloquent declamation about repression vis-a`-vis gravitation is undermined by an array of further blunders: A. For openers, Lothane disregards that in my 1984 Foundations book, which is his avowed target, I issued a very nuanced caveat concerning Freud’s concept of repression: Plainly, the very occurrence of repression—in the psychoanalytic sense of banishing a thought from consciousness and/or denying it entry (Freud, 1915/1957b, p. 147)—is a necessary condition for the cardinal and protean causal role that Freud attributed to it. Yet, it must not be overlooked that the bare existence of the psychic mechanism of repression—which was asserted speculatively before Freud by Herbart and Schopenhauer [references omitted]—is still a far cry from its Freudian role as a generic pathogen, as a dream-instigator, and as a begetter of parapraxes [italics in original] (Gru ̈nbaum, 1984, p. 188). Clearly, therefore, I incurred no inconsistency at all in doing both of the following: (1) Challenging the purported crucial role of unsuccessful repression in psycho-pathogenesis, dream-generation, and the begetting of sundry kinds of slips, and (2) declaring that “I find some empirical plausibility in the psychoanalytic theory of defense mechanisms [of which repression is, of course, the paragon], for example, denial and rationalization, reaction- formation, projection and identification,” each of which more or less employ repression (Gru ̈nbaum, 1986b, p. 281). Thus, I countenanced the mechanism of repression, though just qua agency that banishes ideas from consciousness. But Lothane rides roughshod over my careful distinction between the mere mechanism of repression and its supposed etiologic role. In the manner of demagogic journalism, he speaks fatuously of “. . .Gru ̈nbaum’s pharmacologically bound and positivistically reduc- tive philosophy,” and he trots out the red herring of “Gru ̈nbaum’s repudiation of repres- sion, the single most important contribution to psychology since Aristotle” (Lothane, 1999, p. 165). In items F and G of this section below, I shall deal with the charge that my philosophy is “pharmacologically bound,” which Lothane articulates. But he does nothing to elaborate on just how my philosophy is “positivistically reductive.” So I can only presume that he believes this epithet will sit well with other name-callers. And just before then, he had thundered histrionically: “Gru ̈nbaum declares war to the death on Freud’s discovery of a) repression, . . .” (p. 164). But this remark is also historically uninformed: Before Freud’s birth, the early 19th century philosopher Johann Herbart employed the notion of repression in his psychology, and Freud was exposed to it in a Herbartian textbook as a Gymnasium student. And, as Freud himself acknowledged, Schopenhauer was a precursor (Freud, 1914/1957, p. 15). B. As Lothane opined superciliously, I supposedly “forgot that we do not see gravitation any more than we see repression.” But here he just conflates the epistemological significance of invisibility, on the one hand, with the absence of cogent supportive evidence, on the other. He can hardly deny that Newton’s or Einstein’s theory of gravitation commands an abundance of such evidence; yet contrariwise—as I have argued meticulously—Freud’s etiologic theory of unsuccessful repression, qua cause of at least three sorts of compromise-formations, is woefully ill-supported (Gru ̈nbaum, 1984, chap. 3; 1997a, subsection B, pp. 338–344; 2002, pp. 124–128; 2006, pp. 269–274). But, besides conflating invisibility with lack of evidence, Lothane’s tu quoque rebuke to me “that we do not see gravitation any more than we see repression” is simply beside the point, if only because (a) I would, of course, never reason that x-rays, for example, (or other waves in the invisible portion of the electromagnetic spectrum) do not exist, merely because “we do not see” them in Lothane’s crude literal sense, and (b) a fortiori, nor is my skepticism concerning the repression-etiology based on the idiocy that “we do not see it [repression]” in the optical sense! In short, Lothane’s apparent complaint that I give no credence to the etiologic role of repression, merely because we cannot see it, is just a clumsy red herring. C. Relatedly, he surely ought to have known that I was in no need whatever to be admonished to heed the salutary imperative and familiar maxim that the methods for assessing the evidential probity of a theory are to be carefully tailored to the theory’s particular subject-matter. The repetitive deprecatory insinuation, by him and other Freud- ians, that I violated this injunction is of-a-piece with the canard that I misextrapolated the epistemology of physics to psychoanalysis. Even if my graduate education had been confined to physics, I would have been mindful of the platitude, for example, that its methods of observation and measurement are honed to its subject matter: For example, a mineralogist who is concerned to gauge the relative hardness of minerals uses the so-called scratch test to do so, but obviously not, say, Geiger counters or thermometers.  D. In his 1999 article, Lothane devoted a section (pp. 162–168) to “The Work of Adolf Gru ̈nbaum,” where he introduced me rather appreciatively to the reader, saying: “Widely known for his diligent reading of Freud, his prolific writing and fiery rhetoric on both sides of the Atlantic, he has spearheaded a movement, nay, an industry.. . . But I propose to show where Gru ̈nbaum is brilliantly euphonious but basically erroneous, due to an insufficient understanding of what Freud really meant.” It will be noted how well “euphonious” rhymes with “erroneous,” displaying Lothane’s poetic flair. As he reports most recently (Lothane, 2006, p. 298), he had disputed me “at a plenary panel held on May 9, 1998 at the X International Forum of Psychoanalysis in Madrid and in the published text” (Lothane, 2001). But in the latter 20-page article, he had eschewed his 2006 indignation, and struck a temperate, collegial note about me, though as my being “a representative” of psychoanalytic “iconoclasm.” Thus, in his Preamble, he declared: .. . . Grunbaum is a commentator supreme and his knowledge of Freud’s Standard Edition is encyclopedic and the envy of many a psychoanalyst.. . . As a debater he is brilliant and challenging, as an orator fiery and at times so confrontational that he infuriates those who see in him a sworn enemy of psychoanalysis. First, he was embraced by the “orthodox” analysts, nay, put on a pedestal, but he then proceeded to put psychoanalysis on a sort of intellectual trial (p. 113). Indeed, the “Concluding Remarks” of his entire article culminate in a quasi- encomium: “Gru ̈nbaum’s is a powerful voice of challenge and an inspiration to self- critical inquiry. For his effort and eloquence we [psychoanalysts] owe him an undying debt of gratitude” [italics added] (2001, p. 131). E. But let us turn to the nub of his aforecited very recent complaint that “the central argument” of my 1984 critique “is pharmaceutical rather than philosophical” (2006, p. 298). There, he quotes correctly, but altogether uncomprehendingly and out of context, the statement in my 1984 book that “the whole of the clinical psychoanalytic enterprise is haunted by the mortal threat from the very live possibility of placebo effect” (p. 180). And this quotation prompts the following grossly ill-conceived and painfully jumbled response from him, which issues in a deplorable fulmination: The word placebo is not to be found in Freud. As a ‘research professor of psychiatry,’ with ties to the heavily biologically oriented and antipsychoanalytic Department of Psychiatry and to the Department of Pharmacology at the Pittsburgh Medical School, Gru ̈nbaum crafted a euphonious but erroneous argument by analogy based on the difference between the “pure” active drugs and the “dirty” placebo or fake drugs. If the personal relationship between doctor and patient be classed as a placebo effect, then one cannot deny the role it plays in psychiatry, for the effect of administering true drugs cannot be disentangled from the allegedly “phony” admixture of placebo, certainly, not where the prescribed drug regimens is [sic] concerned. Freud was acutely aware of such contamination and was not Gru ̈nbaum’s fool (Lothane, 2006, p. 298). It behooves me, alas, to try to disentangle the components in this tissue of his arrant incomprehension of the role of the placebo concept in my argument: His unfortunate ignorance of the literature on the placebo concept and of my contributions to that literature, from his ad hominem psycho-diagnosis of the source of my purported error, from his terminological quibble, and from his patronizing canards. F. Ironically, starting in the 1960s, it was Lothane’s departmental colleague Arthur K. Shapiro at the Mount Sinai School of Medicine who wrote trail-blazing papers about the generalization of the placebo concept from its historical origin in pharmacology to across all of medicine and psychiatry. And, using Shapiro’s articles as a point of departure, I substantially revamped, corrected, and refined his explication of the generalized concept in my article “The Placebo Concept in Medicine and Psychiatry,” (1986a) which has since been reprinted in four books. Furthermore, in Chapter 3 of my 1993 psychoanalysis book, a volume in the IUP Psychological Issues Series that Lothane cites repeatedly in his two sets of References (1999, 2001), I enlarged upon my 1986 placebo article and wrote: It is a commonplace that the placebo concept . . . is a generalization of the traditional pharmacological notion. Yet just this more inclusive concept cries out for clarification: One need only look at the received jargon of the medical and psychiatric literature on placebo therapies to notice that it is conceptually bewildering to the point of being a veritable Tower of Babel, rife with confusions [as I then illustrate plentifully]” (Gru ̈nbaum, 1993, pp. 69–70). And I go on to say: “. . . it now behooves me to offer the desired elucidation of the family of notions consisting of placebo therapy, placebo effect, and placebo control. In so doing, I shall give some illustrations from psychoanalysis while ranging broadly over somatic medicine and psychiatry” (p. 70). As we shall see, contrary to Lothane’s commission of the genetic fallacy, there is nothing inherently pharmacologic in the generalized placebo concept, although the original concept arose in pharmacology! Similarly, students of elementary physics learn that, although the concept of energy as a temporally conserved quantity originated historically in the theory of motion under the action of a force, this conceptual ancestry does not militate, in the least, against the familiar generalized notions of, say, thermal or electromagnetic energy. In the case of a placebo therapy or treatment, my explication begins by taking note of the need to relativize that concept to a target disorder D, and to a therapeutic theory, among other things. Thus, intuitively speaking, the proverbial sugar pill is a placebo for certain sorts of pains, but not for hypoglycemia. A therapeutic theory T may recommend a particular treatment (intervention, modality) or therapy t for a particular target disorder D. Now, t has a spectrum of constituent factors among which I distinguish “characteristic” components from “incidental” ones, because T picks out the former as the defining characteristics of t. And the presence of the characteristic factors provides the main grounds on which T recommends the use of t to treat D. But if a treatment t for D succeeds therapeutically only in virtue of its incidental factors rather than because of its characteristic ones, then t qualifies as a generic placebo for D relatively to the therapeutic theory T: After all, in that case, T had recommended t in the mistaken belief that its characteristic factors are indeed efficacious, although it had allowed that the incidental ones may enhance that alleged efficacy. And if it thus succeeds placebogenically, the improvement in D wrought by it is denominated a “placebo effect.” Though the interested reader should consult my 1993 book (Chapter 3), it is evident from my Precis here that, as promised, there is nothing inherently pharmacologic in the generalized placebo concept, and that Lothane’s ad hominem account of my use of it is, alas, a travesty. In fact, if he had read the aforecited Introduction to that book by the noted psycho- analytic psychologist Philip Holzman, he would have seen Holzman’s declaration there, that, in that book, I “offer a new systematization of the theory of placebogenic phenomena not only in psychiatry but in medicine in general” (Holzman in: Gru ̈nbaum, 1993, p. xx). And, in a review of an anthology on philosophical issues in psychopathology in which my 1986 Placebo paper was reprinted, the reviewing physician P. R. Sullivan wrote: “Adolph [sic] Gru ̈nbaum’s paper, ‘The Placebo Concept in Medicine and Psychiatry’ should be read by any and every medical experimenter” (1996). G. We can now turn to the relevance I attributed to the rival hypothesis of placebo effect in my appraisal of Breuer’s and Freud’s logically two-tiered argument in the crux of their 1893 Preliminary Communication (Breuer and Freud, 1893/1955a, pp. 6 –7). First, let us be clear on the substance of their two-tiered argument. There, they argue for two crucial foundational claims—which I shall label (A) and (B) respectively—apropos of their cathartic treatment via hypnosis (Gru ̈nbaum, 2006, pp. 269–270). (A) The first, their therapeutic hypothesis, pertains to the process-dynamic that, they insist, is operative in achieving positive outcome by means of their treatment. And it asserts (Gru ̈ nbaum, 1984, pp. 177–180; 2006, pp. 269 –270) that the cathartic lifting of the repressions of traumatic memories of events that occasion symptoms—an insightful cathartic process that includes the patient’s verbalization of the negative affect accompanying the original trau- ma—is to be credited therapeutically with the disappearance of the symptoms. (B) Their second, historic foundational claim, their etiologic hypothesis, is in my wording: “An ongoing [unsuccessful!] repression, accompanied by affective suppression, is causally necessary for the initial pathogenesis and persistence of a neurosis” (Gru ̈nbaum, 2006, p. 270). Astonishingly, in Lothane’s endeavor to discredit my reasoning (Lothane, 1999, p.165), he obtusely turned a blind eye to Breuer’s and Freud’s explicit use of the word “evidence” (Breuer and Freud, 1893/1955a, p. 6), when they declared: “. . . we find the evidence for this [pathogenic action of the unsuccessfully repressed memory of the trauma] in a highly remarkable [therapeutic] phenomenon” [emphasis added] (ibid.), whereupon they reported in italics the therapeutic finding I have codified under (A) above. Now, in my 1984 book (p.178), I first paraphrased and then quoted their passages without singling out the word “evidence” itself separately by the use of quotation marks. But, four pages later, in paraphrasing these authors again, I placed just the word “evidence” in quotation marks, when I wrote: “. . .as they [Breuer and Freud] tell us (Breuer and Freud, 1893/1955a, p. 6), the ‘evidence’ for their epoch-making etiologic postulate was furnished by the remedial efficacy of [abreactively] lifting adult repressions having the specified affinity to the symptoms” (Gru ̈nbaum, 1984, p. 182). The innocent purpose of my thus placing the word “evidence” in quotation marks in that context, and also in my 2006 article (p. 270), was to remind the reader that I was being textually faithful in putting my finger on the epistemological nerve of the inductive etiologic inference drawn by our cathartic practitioners from their presumed therapeutic finding. But, in so doing, I left it open at that juncture, whether their reported therapeutic finding was good enough or cogent as evidence to sustain their etiologic inference, a question that I then answered very unfavorably only thereafter. Alas, Lothane, having a hypersuspicious mindset about my critique of Freud, rashly takes my use of quotation marks not to be neutrally descriptive but to bespeak my being sarcastic, and thereupon he mangles my reasoning beyond recognition: Gru ̈nbaum is wrong again to assert that the “evidence” (a double mockery, expressed by the quotation marks and by the fact [sic] that the word evidence is not found on page 6 [of Breuer and Freud, 1893/1955a, p. 6] but is insinuated by Gru ̈nbaum like “placebo” earlier) for repression has been furnished by lifting adult repressions (Lothane, 1999, p. 165). In a Freudian slip of the eye, Lothane mysteriously just failed to see Breuer’s and Freud’s use of the word “evidence” on their page 6, where it can incontestably be found. Nor was I engaged in “mockery” in citing it in quotation marks. Let me point out the rationale of my disapproving verdict on the founding etiologic inference drawn by the two pioneers. As we saw, Breuer’s and Freud’s presumed therapeutic finding is of the form (A) The removal of X issues causally in the disappearance of Y. And their etiologic hypothesis is of the form: (B) The presence of X is causally necessary for the presence of Y. Now, if (B) is granted, then (A) is validly deducible from it, so that (B) can rightly be held to explain (A). But the converse deducibility does not obtain: (A) does not entail (B). Indeed, more importantly, (A) does not even license (B) inductively. Thus, even if the attribution of the reportedly positive therapeutic outcome to the abreactive lifting of the patient’s repression in (A) is taken to be unproblematic, the inductive inference of the repression-etiology just does not get off the ground! Now, Lothane willfully grasps at polemical straws by irrelevantly questioning an essentially pedagogical example which I gave to drive home just my valid point that (A) does not inductively warrant (B). Lothane (2001, p. 129) quotes my example from my 1998 article (p. 189), but offers an objection in which the probative point of my analogy there was completely lost on him: I had plainly stated as the relevant “analogous fact,” that, in the example, the actual therapeuticity of aspirin for some tension headaches “does not lend any support” to the deliberately outlandish etiology I had cooked up, just as (A) does not license (B) inductively in the Breuer-Freud case. Thus, Lothane’s remarks about some disanalogies in the example are simply irrelevant. But worse, I plainly did not make the puzzling statement that “the evidence for repression has been furnished by lifting adult repressions,” which he misattributed to me (Lothane, 1999, p. 165). Instead, I reported the Breuer-Freud avowal that their presumably therapeutic lifting of the patient’s repression supports evidentially their etiologic hypothesis that repression is pathogenic, in the sense of (B) as I formulated it above and in my 2006 article (pp. 269–270). Why, I ask, does Lothane feel entitled to take public issue with me, when his reading is so patently undisciplined? Exasperatingly, he sneakily begs the etiologic question, as shown by my bracketed amplifications below, while chiding me fallaciously for supposed topsy-turvy logic. And he makes a hodge-podge both of the lucid Breuer-Freud exposition and of my exegetically faithful reconstruction of it, saying: It is the other way around, a different logic: because [the mechanism of] repression is a ubiquitous phenomenon and a dynamism of defense found on a continuum both in health and disease, the process of undoing repressions is a precondition for uncovering the repressed event, [that is, the repressed memory of the repressed trauma, the ASSUMED pathogen] the precipitating cause. Therefore [that is, given this postulated etiology], any method that will lift repression will be therapeutic inasmuch as it will make the repressed, that is, unconscious, available to consciousness and thereby [that is, by removing the PRESUMED cause (patho- gen)] dissolve the symptom [emphases added] (Lothane, 1999, p.165). In this clumsy, convoluted statement of his, my italic lettering exhibits his tacit question-begging assumption of the etiology. It thus becomes clear that he gives a statement only of how the assumed etiology can explain the therapeutic gain, but not of how—according to Breuer and Freud—that outcome inductively supports the etiology! As we saw in my direct citations from Breuer and Freud, and in my exegetically faithful reconstruction, they did not reason in Lothane’s jumbled way. Why then his conceit that he improved on their exposition, and that my reconstruction of it is logically topsy-turvy vis-a`-vis his (Lothane, 1999, p. 165)? Plainly, the shoe is on the other foot. H. Now that we are very clear on the substance (A) and (B) of Breuer’s and Freud’s two-tiered 1893 argument, we can proceed to consider my explicit reason for having deemed the hypothesis of placebo effect—in the generalized, trans-pharmacological but literal sense of the placebo concept, which I have articulated above—to be fundamentally relevant to the appraisal of their therapeutic claim (A). As we recall, (A) asserts (Gru ̈nbaum, 2006, pp. 269–270) that the cathartic lifting of the repressions of traumatic memories of events which occasion symptoms is to be credited therapeutically with the disappearance of the symptoms. Significantly, as cited in my 2006 article (p. 269), Breuer and Freud were very concerned to rule out a major challenge to their claim (A), when they wrote: It is plausible to suppose that it is a question here of unconscious suggestion: the patient expects to be relieved of his sufferings by this procedure, and it is this expectation, and not the verbal utterance [that is, the catharsis or insightful verbalization of the negative affect accompanying the original trauma], which is the operative factor. This, however, is not so (Breuer and Freud, 1893/1955a, p. 7). According to this stated challenge or rival hypothesis, treatment factors other than cathartic insight into the patient’s repressions, notably the doctor’s arousal of the patient’s expectation of symptomatic improvement, are responsible for that improvement (Gru ̈nbaum, 1993, p. 235; 1997a, pp. 343–344; 2006, p. 272). And, our founding fathers clearly appreciated that this rival hypothesis was ominous (Gru ̈nbaum, 1984, pp. 179– 180) For unless it could be cogently gainsaid, it would undermine their thesis (A), and would thereby totally abort their inductive inference of their repression-etiology (B) from (A), an inductive inference which they believed to be sound, as set forth in their (Breuer and Freud, 1893/1955a, p. 6). Thus, even if (B) were well-founded inductively on (A)—which it was not—the inability of (A) to trump the rival hypothesis as to the dynamic of the treatment-gains would undermine the etiology (B) by undermining its premise (A). And these considerations have great added significance, because as late as 1924, Freud paid tribute to the quasi-paradigmatic status of the cathartic method, declaring that the . . . cathartic method [of therapy and clinical investigation] was the immediate precursor of psychoanalysis; and, in spite of every extension of experience and of every modification of theory, is still contained within it as its nucleus (Freud, 1923/1924, p. 194). Moreover, as we know, in Freud’s “On the History of the Psychoanalytic Movement,” he enunciated further: “The theory of repression [notably its etiology of the psychoneu- roses] is the corner-stone on which the whole structure of psychoanalysis rests. It is the most essential part of it. . .” (Freud, 1914/1957, p. 16). And, in a later retrospect, he wrote importantly: The theory of repression became the corner-stone of our understanding of the neuroses. A different view had now to be taken of the task of therapy. Its aim was no longer to “abreact” an affect which had got on to the wrong lines but to uncover repressions and replace them by acts of judgment which might result either in the accepting or in the condemning of what had formerly been repudiated. I showed my recognition of the new situation by no longer calling my method of investigation and treatment catharsis but psycho-analysis [italics in original]. It is possible [fn. omitted] to take repression as a center and to bring all the elements of psycho-analytic theory into relation with it [italics added] (Freud, 1924/1925, p. 30). For these reasons alone, there is good reason to reject Charles Hanly’s (1988, p. 523) cavil that my “reading of Freud seems to be oddly preoccupied with Freud’s very early work.” Indeed, as we shall see later in some detail a` propos of Hanly’s further views, I took issue head-on for example, with Freud’s later etiologic theory of transference and of the transference neurosis (Gru ̈nbaum, 1993, pp. 152–158; 2006, pp. 272–274) not to speak of his 1937 paper “Constructions in Analysis” (Gru ̈nbaum, 1984, Chapter 10). Besides, Hanly offers no cogent evidence at all that Freud’s later formulations escape any of the sort of basic objections I raised against his early foundational ones. But, in 1893, in the face of the threat from the rival therapeutic hypothesis, Breuer and Freud offered an argument (Breuer and Freud, 1893/1955a, p. 7), which they thought had successfully discredited that portentous challenge. Yet, as I showed (1993, p. 238; 1997a, p. 340; 2006, p. 269), their argument simply does not pass muster. Now, the rival hypothesis had asserted, in effect, that treatment-factors other than psychoanalytic insight provided the therapeutic dynamic of cathartic intervention. And according to my explication of the generalized placebo concept, the rival hypothesis amounts to the claim that the patient-improvements after cathartic treatment constitute placebo effects in the literal sense with respect to that procedure’s underlying therapeutic theory, not—as Lothane charges (2006, p. 298)—in the sense of a pharmacologic metaphor by analogy. Evidently, my formulation of the rival therapeutic hypothesis fits my explication like a glove (Gru ̈nbaum, 1993, p. 235)! Thus, this placebo challenge stands unrefuted, and it undermines the etiology (B) by undermining its therapeutic premise (A). By the same token, precisely because the etiologic theory of repression is the avowed cornerstone of Freud’s edifice, there is good reason for my claim that “the whole of the clinical psychoanalytic enterprise is haunted by the mortal threat from the very live possibility of placebo effect” (Gru ̈nbaum, 1984, p. 180). Was I just parroting the pharmacologically prejudicial ethos of the Department of Psychiatry at my University, as Lothane would have it? Hardly. Against these conclusions, Lothane also raised a terminological quibble in a hollow salvo: “The word placebo is not to be found in Freud” (2006). But I retort with Shakespeare: “What’s in a name? That which we call a rose by any other word would smell as sweet” (Romeo & Juliet, Act II, Scene 2, 1–2). True, the term “placebo” had been coined in pharmacology as early as 1811, decades before Freud’s birth in 1856. Yet, during his lifetime, that word was not used trans-pharmacologically in the therapeutic literature of psychiatry. Thus, Lothane is making a dull, conceptually unavailing point by noting that it was not in Freud’s psychoanalytic discourse. The wrong-headedness of Lothane’s verbal point concerning Freud becomes very plain, when we note that precisely the locutions which Breuer and Freud used to state the rival therapeutic hypothesis that they were keen to reject are actually used nowadays in quotidian parlance to state a “placebo effect” in nationally syndicated articles in the lay press, such as the Sunday supplement magazine Parade. As we saw, the founding fathers spoke (unfavorably) of the “plausible,” supposition that “the [therapeutically] operative factor” is not the patient’s abreactive regimen, but rather his [her] “expectation” that he [she] will “be relieved of his [her] sufferings by this procedure” [italics added] (Breuer and Freud, 1893/1955a, p. 7). Specifically, in a very recent article “Does Acupuncture Really Work?” it is reported that “The expectation of relief alone may induce the same [beneficial] response in the brain [as endogenous opioids do].—the placebo effect” [emphases added] (Rosenfeld, 2006, p. 1). Again, in a discussion of the use of acupuncture wristbands to control nausea in cancer patients receiving chemotherapy, the same author wrote: “They [the researchers] discovered that the bands were more helpful to patients who believed [expected] that the devices would ease their nausea. This is a classic example of ‘the placebo effect’ in medicine” [emphases added] (Rosenfeld, 2004). So much for Lothane’s misbegotten triumphalist hurrah that “The word placebo is not to be found in Freud.” Here as everywhere else, Lothane is wide of the mark in claiming “to show where Gru ̈nbaum is . . . basically erroneous, due to an insufficient understanding of what Freud really meant” (1999, p. 162). We need only recall the difference between my documented exegesis of the Breuer-Freud therapeutic argument for their repression-etiology and the jumble that Lothane had made of it! (1999, pp. 162–163). But his dialectical malfeasance is not confined to the above blunders. He makes a further attempt to discredit my articulation of the placebo challenge. And he does so by wantonly transforming a patently conditional statement of mine into a categorical one that I had clearly not made. Toward that end, he slyly disfigured my pertinent assertion by excising from it my vital apodosis word “then,” and replacing it by three dots of omission, as if its omission were substantively innocuous. To boot, he further misleads the reader by not giving even a hint of the crucial antecedent context on which my conditional avowal was predicated. Before becoming specific, let me provide some relevant context. Freud had distinguished between a mere “symptom cure,” in which the neurotic symptoms were extinguished without resolution of the presumed underlying latent con- flict, on the one hand, and a radical cure, in which that conflict was eradicated via lifting its repression, on the other (Gru ̈nbaum, 1984, p. 156). Hence analysts expected that, if a symptom were merely extinguished “cosmetically,”—say by behavioristic desensitiza- tion— one or more new symptoms or compromise-formations would arise to take its place. This psychoanalytically expected process was called “symptom substitution.” But to the discomfiture of its partisans, such symptom substitution typically failed to materialize (pp.162–163). Now, in my 1984 book (p. 163), I gave an account of how analysts tried to cope with this difficulty for their theory of symptom-maintenance by introducing the so-called “ghost symptom hypothesis”: As Edward Erwin [reference omitted] has noted, some pro-Freudian writers have proposed to accommodate this dearth of symptom substitution, . . . by postulating that there are indeed remissions of neuroses without benefit of psychoanalytically mediated insight as follows: though all symptoms are initially generated defensively, in a good many cases their underlying conflicts are resolved by spontaneous ego maturation, and in such instances . . . the symptoms [can survive] as “ghosts” of the erstwhile neurosis. Hence, when a symptom is only a relic of a spontaneously conquered neurosis, the behavioristic extinction of the latter’s “ghost” ought not to issue in any substitute for it. Such replacement by a new symptom ought to occur only when the vanished one was a manifestation of an ongoing conflict, rather than a ghost. In order to develop the psychoanalytically untoward consequences of the ghost symptom hypothesis, I wrote (p. 164): Furthermore, note that the ghost-symptom hypothesis explains the low incidence of symptom substitution by the high prevalence of ghost symptoms. For just this reason, the hypothesis ironically provides theoretical grounds for deeming psychoanalytic therapy very largely superfluous, at least for all those nosologic categories of patients which featured the sparsity of symptom substitution. And, then I stated my pie`ce de re ́sistance, which Lothane grievously misrepresented: [Psycho-] Analysis is then reduced to being the treatment of choice for only that small minority of psychoneurotics who are now presumed to be afflicted by nonghost symptoms. In the great majority of cases, psychoanalysis must then be deemed a placebo therapy [emphasis added] (p. 165).
impact

Extinction comes first—it destroys being-in-the-world-with-others—turns the K

Kennedy, 2k7 (Greg, PhD U of Ottowa, An Ontology of Trash, pg. 170-1)

The phenomenon of extinction is the technological ersatz for death. But our being-toward-extinction can never be authentic because it occludes the mortal being-in-the-worldwith-others, whose resolute acceptance authenticity requires. Unlike death, extinction cannot summon authentic individuals to their possibilities. Rather it addresses isolationists and solipsists, for "the lack of others is the defining feature of extinction."14 So long as we exist toward this lack, we cannot exist as whole, as healthy. "Being human, we have, through the establishment of a common world, taken up residence in the enlarged space of past, present and future, and if we threaten to destroy the future generations we harm ourselves, for the threat we pose to them is carried back to us through the channels of the common world that we all inhabit together."15 We fail to be human as long as we project a hostile indifference onto the possibility of perpetuity. Here again, the ontologically inconsistent phenomenon of extinction undermines its own being, for it dismantles the temporal platform from which all projections are cast. "We need the assurance that there will be a future if we are to take on the burden of mastering the past—a past that really does become the proverbial "dead past," an unbearable weight of millennia of corpses and dust, if there is no promise of a future."16 Schell's use of Arendt's notion of a social and biological common world convincingly demonstrates how the phenomenon of human extinction stymies our careful being-in-the-world-with-others. It does not, however, manage to exhaust the structural totality of care: "the being of Dasein means being-ahead-of-oneself-already-in (the world) as being-together-with (innerworldly beings encountered)" (BT 180). Our being-with extends beyond other humans to encompass all innerworldly beings. Thus, the lack of others definitive of extinction must include a lack of beings in general. The being of trash is ontologically deficient to the pint of phenomenal disappearance. The more the common world fills up with disposable commodities, the more it becomes ontologically empty, hence worthless and dispensable. Consequently, a thorough interpretation of human extinction requires an ontology of trash. Schell moves toward this necessity without meeting it when he writes: Like death, extinction is felt not when it has arrived, but beforehand, as a deep shadow cast back across the whole of life... Extinction saturates our existence and never stops happening. If we want to find the meaning of extinction, accordingly, we should start by looking with new eyes at ourselves and the world we live in, and at the lives we live. The question to be asked then is no longer what the features and characteristics of extinction are but what it says about us and what it does to us that we are preparing our own extermination.17 In the technological era, the lives we live are lives of consumption, and the world we live in teeters on a mountain of trash high above an infernal abyss. The ontology of trash comes to its end in the discovery of the full meaning of extinction. The twin phenomena appear as one in the destruction of time, the extermination, that is, the detemporalization of human being. 

Affirming survival doesn’t devalue life – life is complex and malleable and can be celebrated even when it seems oppressive

Fassin, 10 - James D. Wolfensohn Professor in the School of Social Science at the Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton, as well as directeur d’études at the École des Hautes Études en Sciences Sociales, Paris. (Didier, Fall, “Ethics of Survival: A Democratic Approach to the Politics of Life” Humanity: An International Journal of Human Rights, Humanitarianism, and Development, Vol 1 No 1, Project Muse)

Conclusion

Survival, in the sense Jacques Derrida attributed to the concept in his last interview, not only shifts lines that are too often hardened between biological and political lives: it opens an ethical space for reflection and action. Critical thinking in the past decade has often taken biopolitics and the politics of life as its objects. It has thus unveiled the way in which individuals and groups, even entire nations, have been treated by powers, the market, or the state, during the colonial period as well as in the contemporary era.

However, through indiscriminate extension, this powerful instrument has lost some of its analytical sharpness and heuristic potentiality. On the one hand, the binary reduction of life to the opposition between nature and history, bare life and qualified life, when systematically applied from philosophical inquiry in sociological or anthropological study, erases much of the complexity and richness of life in society as it is in fact observed. On the other hand, the normative prejudices which underlie the evaluation of the forms of life and of the politics of life, when generalized to an undifferentiated collection of social facts, end up by depriving social agents of legitimacy, voice, and action. The risk is therefore both scholarly and political. It calls for ethical attention.

In fact, the genealogy of this intellectual lineage reminds us that the main founders of these theories expressed tensions and hesitations in their work, which was often more complex, if even sometimes more obscure, than in its reduced and translated form in the humanities and social sciences today. And also biographies, here limited to fragments from South African lives that I have described and analyzed in more detail elsewhere, suggest the necessity of complicating the dualistic models that oppose biological and political lives. Certainly, powers like the market and the state do act sometimes as if human beings could be reduced to “mere life,” but democratic forces, including from within the structure of power, tend to produce alternative strategies that escape this reduction. And people themselves, even under conditions of domination, [End Page 93] manage subtle tactics that transform their physical life into a political instrument or a moral resource or an affective expression.

But let us go one step further: ethnography invites us to reconsider what life is or rather what human beings make of their lives, and reciprocally how their lives permanently question what it is to be human. “The blurring between what is human and what is not human shades into the blurring over what is life and what is not life,” writes Veena Das. In the tracks of Wittgenstein and Cavell, she underscores that the usual manner in which we think of forms of life “not only obscures the mutual absorption of the natural and the social but also emphasizes form at the expense of life.”22 It should be the incessant effort of social scientists to return to this inquiry about life in its multiple forms but also in its everyday expression of the human.

Acting to reduce suffering via the 1ac creates meaning

Todd May 5, philo prof at Clemson, “To change the world, to celebrate life”, Philosophy & Social Criticism, vol 31, nos 5–6, 517–531

What are we to make of these references? We can, to be sure, see the hand of Heidegger in them. But we may also, and for present purposes more relevantly, see an intersection with Foucault’s work on freedom. There is an ontology of freedom at work here, one that situates freedom not in the private reserve of an individual but in the unfinished character of any historical situation. There is more to our historical juncture, as there is to a painting, than appears to us on the surface of its visibility. The trick is to recognize this, and to take advantage of it, not only with our thoughts but with our lives. And that is why, in the end, there can be no such thing as a sad revolutionary. To seek to change the world is to offer a new form of life-celebration. It is to articulate a fresh way of being, which is at once a way of seeing, thinking, acting, and being acted upon. It is to fold Being once again upon itself, this time at a new point, to see what that might yield. There is, as Foucault often reminds us, no guarantee that this fold will not itself turn out to contain the intolerable. In a complex world with which we are inescapably entwined, a world we cannot view from above or outside, there is no certainty about the results of our experiments. Our politics are constructed from the same vulnerability that is the stuff of our art and our daily practices. But to refuse to experiment is to resign oneself to the intolerable; it is to abandon both the struggle to change the world and the opportunity to celebrate living within it. And to seek one aspect without the other – life-celebration without world-changing, world-changing without life-celebration – is to refuse to acknowledge the chiasm of body and world that is the wellspring of both. If we are to celebrate our lives, if we are to change our world, then perhaps the best place to begin to think is our bodies, which are the openings to celebration and to change, and perhaps the point at which the war within us that I spoke of earlier can be both waged and resolved. That is the fragile beauty that, in their different ways, both MerleauPonty and Foucault have placed before us. The question before us is whether, in our lives and in our politics, we can be worthy of it.

The limitless violence they describe is confined to the theoretical, even if the aff somehow creates the possibility or justification for violence, they need to win causal claims to show its an actual result

Specifically, future military interventions are unnecessary

Heroux 3/19 (Paul Heroux, senior analyst at the Institute for Defense and Disarment Studies, Master's in International Relations from the London School of Economics and a Master's from the Harvard School of Government, “The Aftermath of Iraq: A Cautious West in Iran, Syria and Afghanistan,” 3/19/12) http://www.huffingtonpost.com/paul-heroux/the-aftermath-of-iraq-a-c_b_1363368.html
The aftermath of the war in Iraq has resulted in a more cautious approach to U.S. military engagements overseas. No longer do Americans think that the U.S. can or should become involved in military operations overseas unless our national security is directly at risk. Even then, there is ample room for debate on what is our national security interest. In the wake of the war in Iraq, the U.S. is reluctant to become involved in the humanitarian crisis going on in Syria and anxious to get out of Afghanistan for fear of getting bogged down. But with Iran, the lesson from Iraq seems to be that there is a new standard of what constitutes 'evidence' of a nuclear weapons program. Iran The West does not trust Iran on its word that it is not pursuing a nuclear weapons program. However, there is no hard evidence of such a program. At present, the concern is not if Iran is constructing a nuclear weapon, but over the concern that Iran is building a nuclear weapon capability. Israel recognizes this important distinction. There are many steps that Iran would have to take to signal to the world that it is pursuing a nuclear 'weapons' program. So long as the IAEA has the ability to monitor their program, we will know if Iran is going to construct a nuclear weapon. In the aftermath of Iraq, the West is far more hesitant about preemptive attacks on another nation suspected of pursuing a nuclear weapons program. Israel is working on a much shorter timeline for a strike on Iran than the U.S. Such a premature and perhaps needless attack could have serious consequences for the U.S. and the world. From the U.S. point of view, if diplomacy, sanctions and covert action fails in Iran, the prospect of military intervention becomes almost inevitable. On the one hand, the argument can be made that the U.S. won't get a WMD program wrong a second time. On the other hand, there is a heightened level of skepticism of what the U.S. knows and what it should or should not get involved with. The aftermath of Iraq has made the U.S. wary of preemptive attacks against other nations, and rightly so. Syria With over a year of violence between the Syrian government and its people, talk of ethnic cleansing has entered the fray. Ethnic cleansing is a crime against humanity per the International Criminal Court. The question is: Do hostilities against the Sunni Muslims at the hands of Alawite Muslims constitute ethnic cleansing? If so, should the U.S. intervene, and if so, how -- boots on the ground, sanctions, diplomacy, a combination of all of the above? We can use successful examples of humanitarian intervention as a guide but we do so with limitations. We intervened in 1995 in Bosnia and Herzegovina under the Dayton Accords, but this is not 1995, it is not the Balkans, and this is not yet at the point where anyone is talking about genocide. Russia and China have been obstructing efforts to bring hostilities to an end, and the Arab League has not exhausted all of its own options. Finally, with some reason to believe that terrorist groups may be opposing the al Asad regime, how does the U.S. not support the rebels but not support the terrorist groups? If there were an easy answer, it would not be in the news and we would not be talking about it. The aftermath of Iraq has made us wary to intervene in a humanitarian crisis at the hands of a dictator. Afghanistan With the recent killing of 16 Afghan civilians allegedly at the hands of a U.S. soldier, this incident has brought our attention to the issue of what are we still doing in Afghanistan. The U.S. entered Afghanistan for the right reasons. Now that the Taliban has been removed from power, Osama bin Laden is dead, and with Afghanistan's president essentially saying that the U.S. has overstayed their welcome, the debate is in full gear about our role in that country. Should we leave earlier than planned, or should we stay the course and finish what is called our mission? The aftermath of Iraq has made us wary to remain in any country for a prolonged period of time. Looking Forward In the wake of Iraq, we may be left with a heightened sense of cautiousness about getting involved overseas. This may be a good thing, but taken too far, it may cripple our ability to get involved when it may be necessary.
***1AR OCTOS USC***

heg thing

None of this is key – we’re going to dominate anyway

Kagan 12 (Robert Kagan,  senior fellow in foreign policy at the Brookings Institution and a columnist for The Washington Post, “Not Fade Away,” 1/11/12) http://www.tnr.com/article/politics/magazine/99521/america-world-power-declinism?passthru=ZDkyNzQzZTk3YWY3YzE0OWM5MGRiZmIwNGQwNDBiZmI&utm_source=Editors+and+Bloggers&utm_campaign=cbaee91d9d-Edit_and_Blogs&utm_medium=email
The answer is no. Let’s start with the basic indicators. In economic terms, and even despite the current years of recession and slow growth, America’s position in the world has not changed. Its share of the world’s GDP has held remarkably steady, not only over the past decade but over the past four decades. In 1969, the United States produced roughly a quarter of the world’s economic output. Today it still produces roughly a quarter, and it remains not only the largest but also the richest economy in the world. People are rightly mesmerized by the rise of China, India, and other Asian nations whose share of the global economy has been climbing steadily, but this has so far come almost entirely at the expense of Europe and Japan, which have had a declining share of the global economy. Optimists about China’s development predict that it will overtake the United States as the largest economy in the world sometime in the next two decades. This could mean that the United States will face an increasing challenge to its economic position in the future. But the sheer size of an economy is not by itself a good measure of overall power within the international system. If it were, then early nineteenth-century China, with what was then the world’s largest economy, would have been the predominant power instead of the prostrate victim of smaller European nations. Even if China does reach this pinnacle again—and Chinese leaders face significant obstacles to sustaining the country’s growth indefinitely—it will still remain far behind both the United States and Europe in terms of per capita GDP. Military capacity matters, too, as early nineteenth-century China learned and Chinese leaders know today. As Yan Xuetong recently noted, “military strength underpins hegemony.” Here the United States remains unmatched. It is far and away the most powerful nation the world has ever known, and there has been no decline in America’s relative military capacity—at least not yet. Americans currently spend less than $600 billion a year on defense, more than the rest of the other great powers combined. (This figure does not include the deployment in Iraq, which is ending, or the combat forces in Afghanistan, which are likely to diminish steadily over the next couple of years.) They do so, moreover, while consuming a little less than 4 percent of GDP annually—a higher percentage than the other great powers, but in historical terms lower than the 10 percent of GDP that the United States spent on defense in the mid-1950s and the 7 percent it spent in the late 1980s. The superior expenditures underestimate America’s actual superiority in military capability. American land and air forces are equipped with the most advanced weaponry, and are the most experienced in actual combat. They would defeat any competitor in a head-to-head battle. American naval power remains predominant in every region of the world.

By these military and economic measures, at least, the United States today is not remotely like Britain circa 1900, when that empire’s relative decline began to become apparent. It is more like Britain circa 1870, when the empire was at the height of its power. It is possible to imagine a time when this might no longer be the case, but that moment has not yet arrived.

at: its only electricity

Electricity is the foundational thing to solve to reduce emissions

Brook et al 9 (Barry Brook, Professor of Climate Change University of Adelaide, Tom Blees, George Stanford, nuclear reactor physicist, retired from Argonne National Laboratory, and GLR Cowan, “Response to an Integral Fast Reactor (IFR) critique,” 2/21/9) http://bravenewclimate.com/2009/02/21/response-to-an-integral-fast-reactor-ifr-critique/
6. Ignoring the potential for renewables to produce baseload, intermediate- and peak-load power (see Mark Diesendorf’s paper on this topic at www.energyscience.org.au. Also ignoring the fact that 70-80+% of greenhouse emissions arise from sectors other than electricity generation – so Kirsch’s claim that IFR’s could be the “holy grail in the fight against global warming” is stupid.

[TB] Almost 80% of greenhouse gas emissions come from nuclear-capable countries anyway, so even if we just deployed them there we could make tremendous strides, though it would still be wise to create some sort of international oversight organization as I propose in the book.

[BWB] This is at best grossly disingenuous (not to mention insulting to call Kirsch stupid). You need to solve the electricity carbon problem to fix the vehicular fuels problem, space heating and embedded energy in building and manufactured goods, and Tom has a solution for MSW [municipal solid waste] also. About half of agricultural emissions can also be solved if you have a zero-carbon energy source. Then you just need to worry about the ruminant methane and carbon from deforestation. But the bottom line is, if you fix electricity, every else will quicktly start to fall into place.

If we don’t stop coal in places like China and India, we’re hosed, irrespective of what we might do in the US and Oz (and even if we could do with without advanced nuclear, which we very likely cannot). I do wonder, what is Jim Green’s plan is for replacing the 484 GW of coal-fired power stations already installed in China, and the further 200 or so plants in the planning or construction pipeline?

Military doing biofuels

Todd Woody, Forbes, 9/6/2012, "The U.S. Military's Great Green Gamble Spurs Biofuel Startups," www.forbes.com/sites/toddwoody/2012/09/06/the-u-s-militarys-great-green-gamble-spurs-biofuel-startups/
Sapphire has yet to earn a dime from the Pentagon; the company’s government funding comes from the Departments of Energy and Agriculture. But since the days when the startup’s scientists were still tinkering in the lab, they’ve been sending their biofuel for evaluation to the Defense Department, the deepest-pocketed client of them all. “There’s no other entity that has the capacity, the planning, the commitment and the policy drivers to make technologies real and create a market,” says Zenk.  The U.S. military, the nation’s single largest oil consumer, wants to wean itself from petroleum, and is deploying its immense buying power and authority to commercialize nascent technologies deemed to be in the national interest.  The Navy, which aims to get half of its energy from renewable sources by 2020, has been buying biofuels in small but expensive quantities, as in four times the cost of conventional fuels. Earlier this year the Pentagon invoked the Defense Production Act to solicit proposals to build at least one integrated biorefinery with $210 million in government funding. The biofuel buy has outraged some congressional Republicans, who are attempting to bar the military from purchasing any fuel that costs more than petroleum.  It will be years before we know if the military’s biofuels bet is a multibillion-dollar folly – or if the armed forces have planted the seeds of another global industry, as it did with nuclear power, semiconductors and the Internet. This much is certain: The Pentagon’s largesse is already spurring the entrepreneurial zeal of startups like Sapphire that seek potential riches in shaping green technology to meet military needs.
too late

its too late” is a faulty frame – reductions in emmissions make catastrophic change less likely

Bosetti et al 11 (Valentina Bosetti,  EuroMediterranean Center for Climate Change, Sergey Paltsevb Massachusetts Institute of Technology, John Reilly Massachusetts Institute of Technology,  Carlo Carraro University of Venice, CEPR, CESifo, Fondazione Eni Enrico Mattei, and EuroMediterranean Center for Climate Change, “Climate Impacts and Policies. An Economic Assessment,” 9/16/11) http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2027881

 Emission pathways consistent with a “likely” chance of meeting the 2°C limit generally peak before

2020, have emission levels in 2020 around 44 GtCO2e (range: 39-44 GtCO2e), have steep emission reductions afterwards and/or reach negative emissions in the longer term. Hence, the ranges implied by Copenhagen pledges do not necessarily rule out the 2°C target, as the two ranges are not severely distant from one another. However, as previously discussed, the larger the overshoot will be, the faster the decarbonization in the second half of the century will be needed, with all the implications that we have discussed above. The consideration that the 2° C target could be out of reach should not be a reason to inaction. Even limited actions towards reducing GHG concentrations result in a substantial reduction in risk of exceeding a certain temperature threshold. Table 2 (adapted from Webster et al, 2009) illustrates the benefits of at least some mitigation actions in comparison to the no-action scenario. For example, stabilization at 800 ppm reduces the probability of exceeding 4°C in 2100 to 7 percent from 85 percent in the no-policy scenario. Therefore, even a limited action directed at GHG reductions by a subset of regions will appreciably reduce the probability of more extreme levels of temperature increase. 

Even if its inevitable – reducing emissions stops impacts

Dye 12 (Lee Dye, ABC News, “It May Be Too Late to Stop Global Warming,” 10/26/12) http://abcnews.go.com/Technology/late-stop-global-warming/story?id=17557814#.ULWiWofoQUt

Two scientists who believe we are on the wrong track argue in the current issue of the journal Nature Climate Change that global warming is inevitable and it's time to switch our focus from trying to stop it to figuring out how we are going to deal with its consequences. "At present, governments' attempts to limit greenhouse-gas emissions through carbon cap-and-trade schemes and to promote renewable and sustainable energy sources are probably too late to arrest the inevitable trend of global warming," Jasper Knight of Wits University in Johannesburg, South Africa, and Stephan Harrison of the University of Exeter in England argue in their study. Those efforts, they continue, "have little relationship to the real world." What is clear, they contend, is a profound lack of understanding about how we are going to deal with the loss of huge land areas, including some entire island nations, and massive migrations as humans flee areas no longer suitable for sustaining life, the inundation of coastal properties around the world, and so on ... and on ... and on. That doesn't mean nations should stop trying to reduce their carbon emissions, because any reduction could lessen the consequences. But the cold fact is no matter what Europe and the United States and other "developed" nations do, it's not going to curb global climate change, according to one scientist who was once highly skeptical of the entire issue of global warming.

warming real

Radiation measurements prove its c02

Nuccitelli 12 ( Dana Nuccitelli, environmental scientist at a private environmental consulting firm in the Sacramento, California area. He has a Bachelor's Degree in astrophysics from the University of California at Berkeley, and a Master's Degree in physics from the University of California at Davis, “ The human fingerprint in global warming,” 1/17/12) http://www.skepticalscience.com/its-not-us-advanced.htm
Increase in downward longwave radiation Anthropogenic global warming is caused by an increase in the amount of downward longwave infrared radiation coming from greenhouse gases in the atmosphere. Philipona et al. (2004) measured the changes and trends of radiative fluxes at the surface and their relation to greenhouse gas increases and temperature and humidity changes measured from 1995 to 2002 at eight stations of the Alpine Surface Radiation Budget (ASRB) network. They concluded as follows. "The resulting uniform increase of longwave downward radiation manifests radiative forcing that is induced by greenhouse gas concentrations and water vapor feedback, and proves the "theory" of greenhouse warming with direct observations." Evans et al. (2006) took it a step further, performing an analysis of high resolution specral data which allowed them to quantitatively attribute the increase in downward radiation to each of several greenhouse gases. The study went as far as to conclude, "This experimental data should effectively end the argument by skeptics that no experimental evidence exists for the connection between greenhouse gas increases in the atmosphere and global warming." Decrease in upward longwave radiation As the concentration of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere increases, we expect to see less infrared radiation escaping at the top of the atmosphere. Satellite observations have confirmed that the decrease in upward longwave radiation matches well with model predictions, including in Harries 2001, Griggs 2004, and Chen 2007, the latter of which concluded: "Changing spectral signatures in CH4, CO2, and H2O are observed, with the difference signal in the CO2 matching well between observations and modelled spectra." Figure 8: Increased greenhouse effect from 1970 to 2006. Black line is satellite observations. Red line is modeled results (Chen 2007) Increased top of the atmosphere energy imbalance This increase in downward and decrease in upward infrared radiation is expected to create an enery imbalance. Trenberth et al. (2009) used satellite data to measure the Earth's energy balance at the top of the atmosphere (TOA) and found that the net imbalance was 0.9 Watts per square meter. (Wm-2) This figure is consistent with the calculations in Hansen et al. 2005 using ocean heat data. "The predicted energy imbalance due to increasing greenhouse gases has grown to 0.85 ± 0.15 W/m2" Figure 9: TOA Radiation (Trenberth 2009) Murphy et al. (2009) obtained a similar result. "About 20% of the integrated positive forcing by greenhouse gases and solar radiation since 1950 has been radiated to space. Only about 10% of the positive forcing (about 1/3 of the net forcing) has gone into heating the Earth, almost all into the oceans. About 20% of the positive forcing has been balanced by volcanic aerosols, and the remaining 50% is mainly attributable to tropospheric aerosols. After accounting for the measured terms, the residual forcing between 1970 and 2000 due to direct and indirect forcing by aerosols as well as semidirect forcing from greenhouse gases and any unknown mechanism can be estimated as 1.1 ± 0.4 Wm-2." Figure 10: Cumulative energy budget for the Earth since 1950 (Murphy 2009) This is an impressively wide variety of global and regional climate change observations strongly matching the changes predicted by climate models and providing clear fingerprints of human-caused climate change.

wrong about mars

Mars isn’t warming – we have no data – sun isn’t heating anyway

Wayne 10 (Graham Wayne, citing peer reviewed studies, “Global warming on Mars, ice caps melting,” 8/21/10) http://www.skepticalscience.com/global-warming-on-mars.htm
The broadest counter argument depends on a simple premise: we know so little about Mars that it's impossible to say what trends in climate the planet is experiencing, or why changes occur. We do have information from various orbiting missions and the few lander explorations to date, yet even this small amount of data has been misunderstood, in terms of causal complexity and significance. There are a few basic points about the climate on Mars that are worth reviewing: Planets do not orbit the sun in perfect circles, sometimes they are slightly closer to the sun, sometimes further away. This is called orbital eccentricity and it contributes far greater changes to Martian climate than to that of the Earth because variations in Mars' orbit are five times greater than the Earth. Mars has no oceans and only a very thin atmosphere, which means there is very little thermal inertia – the climate is much more susceptible to change caused by external influences. The whole planet is subject to massive dust storms, and these have many causal effects on the planet’s climate, very little of which we understand yet. We have virtually no historical data about the climate of Mars prior to the 1970s, except for drawings (and latterly, photographs) that reveal changes in gross surface features (i.e. features that can be seen from Earth through telescopes). It is not possible to tell if current observations reveal frequent or infrequent events, trends or outliers. A picture is worth a thousand words, but only if you understand what it is saying The global warming argument was strongly influenced by a paper written by a team led by NASA scientist Lori Fenton, who observed that changes in albedo – the property of light surfaces to reflect sunlight e.g. ice and snow – were shown when comparing 1977pictures of the Martian surface taken by the Viking spacecraft, to a 1999 image compiled by the Mars Global Surveyor. The pictures revealed that in 1977 the surface was brighter than in 1999, and from this Fenton used a general circulation model to suggest that between 1977 and 1999 the planet had experienced a warming trend of 0.65 degrees C. Fenton attributed the warming to surface dust causing a change in the planet's albedo. Unfortunately, Fenton’s conclusions were undermined by the failure to distinguish between climate (trends) and weather (single events). Taking two end points – pictures from 1977 and 1999 – did not reveal any kind of trend, merely the weather on two specific Martian days. Without the intervening data – which was not available – it is impossible to say whether there was a trend in albedo reduction, or what part the prodigious dust storms played in the intervening period between the first and second photographs. Indeed, when you look at all the available data – sparse though it is – there is no discernable long term trend in albedo. At this time, there is little empirical evidence that Mars is warming. Mars' climate is primarily driven by dust and albedo, not solar variations, and we know the sun is not heating up all the planets in our solar system because we can accurately measure the sun’s output here on Earth.

1ar - framework

Don’t be an academic—their framework dooms the alt

Gitlin 5 (Todd Gitlin formerly served as professor of sociology and director of the mass communications program at the University of California, Berkeley, and then a professor of culture, journalism and sociology at New York University. He is now a professor of journalism and sociology and chair of the Ph.D. program in Communications at Columbia University.  “The Intellectuals and the Flag”, http://www.ciaonet.org.proxy2.cl.msu.edu/book/git01/git01_04.pdf
Yet the audacious adepts of “theory” constitute themselves the equivalent of a vanguard party—laying out propositions to be admired for their audacity rather than their truth, defending themselves when necessary as victims of stodgy and parochial old-think, priding themselves on their cosmopolitan majesty. “Theory” dresses critical thought in a language that, for all its impenetrability, certifies that intellectuals are central and indispensable to the ideological and political future. The far right might be firmly in charge of Washington, but Foucault (and his rivals) rules the seminars. At a time of political rollback, intellectual flights feel like righteous and thrilling consolations. Masters of “theory,” left to themselves, could choose among three ways of understanding their political role. They could choose the more-or-less Leninist route, flattering themselves that they are in the process of reaching correct formulations and hence (eventually) bringing true consciousness to benighted souls who suffer from its absence. They could choose the populist path, getting themselves off the political hook in the here and now by theorizing that potent forces will some day, willy-nilly, gather to upend the system. Or they could reconcile themselves to Frankfurt-style futilitarianism, conceding that history has run into a cul-de-sac and making do nevertheless. In any event, practitioners of “theory” could carry on with their lives, practicing politics by publishing without perishing, indeed, without having to set foot outside the precincts of the academy. As the revolutionary tide has gone out, a vanguard marooned without a rearguard has made the university into an asylum. As many founders and masters of “theory” pass from the scene, the genre has calcified, lost much of its verve, but in the academy verve is no prerequisite for institutional weight, and so the preoccupation and the style go on and on. 

consumption paradox

Rebound effect of efficiency is overrated

Kahn 10 (Matthew Kahn, UCLA, “Rebound Redux: Have we moved past Jevons on efficiency?” 12/22/10) http://www.greatenergychallengeblog.com/2010/12/22/rebound-redux-have-we-moved-past-jevons-on-efficiency/
In my undergraduate environmental economics class at UCLA, I ask my students to discuss whether buying a Prius could increase their gasoline consumption and thus increase their greenhouse gas production. David Owen would argue that it certainly could. Suppose that I used to drive a vehicle that achieved only 25 MPG. If gasoline is priced at $3 per gallon, then I used to pay 12 cents per mile of driving. If I now purchase a Prius that achieves 50 MPG, and gas prices continue to be $3 per gallon, then I will now pay a price of 6 cents per mile of driving. This 50% reduce in the price of driving is likely to encourage me to drive more. But, will my overall gasoline consumption actually rise? It only would if I respond to this reduction in the price per mile of driving by more than doubling my mileage. Why? Suppose I used to drive my 25 MPG vehicle 10,000 miles per year. I would need to buy 400 gallons of gasoline for this driving. If I now drive my Prius 25,000 miles per year (more than double) then indeed David Owen would be right as he would observe that my gasoline consumption has increased to 500 gallons per year. No empirical economist believes that the demand for driving is so responsive to this incentive effect. In the case of car driving, remember that somebody has to drive the car! Suppose that you can drive at 30 miles per hour in your city. To drive 10,000 miles per year will require 333 of your precious hours. While to drive a Prius 25,000 miles would require over 800 hours. Remember that time is money! Suppose that for every hour you drive that you could have worked and earned a wage of $20 per hour. Will owning the Prius really increase your driving? A mile of driving a Prius costs you 6 cents of fuel and at 30 miles per hour costs you 2 minutes of time which valued at 33 cents a minute (20/60) equals 66 cents. So the total cost per mile is 72 cents. A mile of driving of your old MPG vehicle costs you 12 cents of fuel and 66 cents in lost time so the total cost is 78 cents. This reduction in total cost from 78 cents to 72 cents is tiny. As shown by this arithmetic, the “rebound effect” is swamped by the value of time. While I enjoyed reading David Owen’s piece and I’m a full fan of rediscovering old economists such as Jevons (in fact I hope that in the year 2300 that my current work such as Climatopolis will be rediscovered), Owens exaggerates the importance of the “rebound effect”. Recall that the rebound effect makes the counter-intuitive claim that increases in energy efficiency increase energy consumption. For products that require our time to use (such as driving) or for which we have limited demand (refrigerators), I do not believe that the rebound effect is an important issue. Consider another example, building energy codes. In California, new construction has faced more stringent energy efficiency standards. In this case, there is no “rebound effect”. No Don Trump builds a bigger building because energy efficiency per square foot has increased.

***FULLERTON NOTE***

Two of the 2ac’s are missing, apologies, having difficulty finding the speech docs. There shouldn’t be anything in those 2ac’s that wasn’t read some other time, they weren’t unusual debates (security k in 1 and the politics da in another).
***1AR RD1 FULLERTON***
tech works

Fast reactor technology has been proven to work multiple times – their example bad

Brook et al 9 (Barry Brook, Professor of Climate Change University of Adelaide, Tom Blees, George Stanford, nuclear reactor physicist, retired from Argonne National Laboratory, and GLR Cowan, “Response to an Integral Fast Reactor (IFR) critique,” 2/21/9) http://bravenewclimate.com/2009/02/21/response-to-an-integral-fast-reactor-ifr-critique/
2. They don’t exist. Long history of theoretically attractive reactors / fuel cycles which either haven’t been developed or have been highly problematic (e.g. breeders).

[BWB] See above for a comment showing that they (ALMR, pyroprocessing) do exist. Just saying they are fairytales won’t make the reality of them go away.

[GS] The problems with fast reactors (‘breeders’) have been non-fundamental. Examples:
– The Monju reactor was undamaged by the fire (rated 1 on a scale of 0 to 7, with 7 being the most serious accident), and has been kept shut down for political reasons. I think it has been given the go-ahead to start up.

– The EBR-II fast reactor worked flawlessly for many years.

– The Phenix fast reactor in France has been on-line for decades.

– The Superphenix reactor was shut down for political reasons, after it finally had its problems behind it and was working well.

– The Russian BN-600 has been working well for decades.

sodium

Sodium is safe – passive safety has been tested

Archambeau et al 11 (Charles Archambeau, Geophysicist, PhD from Caltech, taught at the University of Colorado and CalTech, Randolph Ware, Cooperative Institute for Research in Environmental Sciences, Tom Blees, president of the Science Council for Global Initiatives, Barry Brook, Climate Professor at University of Adelaide, Yoon Chang, B.S. in Nuclear Engineering from Seoul National University, Korea; an M.E. in Nuclear Engineering from Texas A&M University; and his Ph.D. in Nuclear Science from The University of Michigan. He also holds an M.B.A. from The University of Chicago, Chair of IAEA’s Technical Working Group on Nuclear Fuel Cycle Options and Spent Fuel Management,  awarded the U.S. Department of Energy’s prestigious E.O. Lawrence Award,  Jerry Peterson, University of Colorado, Robert Serafin, National Center for Atmospheric Research, Joseph Shuster, Evgeny Velikhov, Russian Academy of Sciences, Tom Wigley, National Center for Atmospheric Research, “The Integral Fast Reactor (IFR): An Optimized Source for Global Energy Needs,” 2011)

LWRs operate with water under pressure, hence the concern about pressure vessel leaks, coolant system leaks, and steam explosions. There is also the industrial bottleneck of only a single foundry in the world (though more are being built) capable of casting LWR pressure vessels. Fast reactors, on the other hand, usually use liquid sodium at or near atmospheric pressure, obviating the need for pressure vessels. Because the boiling point of sodium is quite high, fast reactors can operate at a considerably higher temperature than LWRs, with outlet temperatures of about 550ºC which is also much higher than the 320ºC of Generation III reactors. Figure 4 shows a simplified rendering of a sodium-cooled fast reactor which illustrates the basic design features employed in an IFR. As can be seen from the figure, the heat exchanger loop contains non-radioactive sodium which is piped to a heat exchanger, in a separate structure, where it gives up its heat in a water/steam loop that drives a conventional turbine. This system assures that in the unlikely event of a sodium/water interaction, caused by undetected breaching of the double-walled heat exchanger, no radioactive material would be released and the reactor vessel itself would be unaffected. Such an event, however unlikely, would probably result in the cessation of flow through the intermediate loop and thus an inability of the system to shed its heat. In a worst-case scenario, where such an event happened with the reactor at full power and where operators, for whatever reason, failed to insert the control rods to scram the reactor, the passively-safe system, involving the active features of metallic fuel, would nevertheless shut the reactor down safely. Further, the large amount of sodium coolant in the reactor vessel would allow the heat from the core to be dissipated. The shutdown happens because overheating of the reactor core also overheats the metal fuel and results in neutron leakage which rapidly terminates the chain reaction. Therefore, a reduction in neutronatom interactions due to a fuel density decrease from heating produces an effective passive shutdown response without operator action or electronic feedback from external sensors. The passive safety characteristics of the IFR were tested in an EBR-II reactor on April 3, 1986. Two of the most severe accident events postulated for nuclear power plants were imposed. The first test (the Loss of Flow Test) simulated a complete station blackout, so that power was lost to all cooling systems. The second test (the Loss of Heat Sink Test) simulated the loss of ability to remove heat from the plant by shutting off power to the secondary cooling system. In both of these tests, the normal safety systems were not allowed to function and the operators did not interfere. The tests were run with the reactor initially at full power. In both tests, the passive safety features simply shut down the reactor with no damage. The fuel and coolant remained within safe temperature limits as the reactor quickly shut itself down in both cases. Relying only on passive characteristics, the EBR-II smoothly returned to a safe condition. The same features responsible for this performance of EBR-II are to be incorporated in the design of all future IFR plants. 

cochran

Cochran is funded by the fossil fuel lobby, anti nuke people are equally biased

Adams 10 (Rod Adams, “Cooperative Effort is Required to Build Large New Nuclear Power Plants and Allow Those Projects to Create Jobs,” 9/5/10) http://theenergycollective.com/rodadams/42834/cooperative-effort-required-build-large-new-nuclear-power-plants-and-allow-those-proj
One of the bludgeons that the organized opposition uses to discourage new nuclear power plant construction is the charge that the if the effort was really worth it, "Wall Street" would be financing the plants. That charge presupposes the notion that only the bankers on Wall Street have the smarts to run numbers and make prudent investments. As a life long resident of the South and a half Georgian by birth, I resent and reject that notion. Recent economic performance evidence should also suggest that the bankers' business acumen leaves much to be desired in terms of recognizing risks, planning for the long term, and making prudent decisions. Though the below video from CleanSkies.com titled Financing a New Nuclear Reactor With the Government's Help was produced in May 2010 and does not provide any "news", it is worth watching. Every once in a while it is important to recall that intelligent and dedicated investors have made choices about building new nuclear power plants that are markedly different from the dismissive reactions provided in a small segment of Manhattan inhabited by financiers who demand a quick return on their investments. Perhaps part of the reason for the stark difference in decision outcomes between Georgia and Wall Street is that the people making the Vogtle decision realize that money is just a tool. They also recognize that financial performance is only one of many measures of the value of an activity. The large organizations listed as investors listed in this video have a responsibility to provide reliable electricity; they know how important that commodity product is to the economy's ability to function smoothly. They are also, unlike most Wall Street investors, spending money that is closer to being their own. It is not the "funny money" that Wall Street bankers use for their gambles. Of course, some observers realize that much of Wall Street's money is really the accumulated savings of many small investors that have been packaged into the holdings of banks or mutual funds. Though I tend towards the libertarian point of view and do not favor government giveaways to already wealthy corporations, I think that the only way that a country becomes strong is to work together to accomplish important tasks. This sometimes puts the government - as OUR representative - into the role of being an enabler that provides access to the capital resources required for large projects. It is time to fight back against those who use philosophical arguments for the "free market" as a weapon against the intelligent cooperation that will produce a resuscitation of the nuclear plant construction industry. I have spent parts of the last several days thinking about the presentations given to the Reactor and Fuel Cycle subcommittee of the Blue Ribbon Commission on America's Nuclear Future. One in particular led me to go back and find the above video documenting the nature of the cooperative effort at Vogtle and the example that it sets for many other projects that are waiting in the wings for additional loan guarantees to be granted. The Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC), an organization that has never been known as a free market proponent or a libertarian think tank, sent Dr. Tom Cochran to the subcommittee meeting with a presentation full of talking points that sounded just like those used by Jerry Taylor of the Koch brothers funded CATO Institute. 

It is becoming increasingly clear to me that opposition to nuclear energy is not rooted in normal ideology; it is rooted in economics that recognizes that the disruptive nature of fission will change the alignment of the world's power structures - both physical and political. Its massive potential for making clean energy the cheap alternative will eventually put those people whose wealth and power comes from selling dirty and/or expensive energy out of business. That prospect makes most of us happy, but it frightens the establishment folks - like the NRDC donors - who will be the economic losers.

nrc

NRC is fine – about private perception

Domenici and Meserve, 10 – senior fellow at the Bipartisan Policy Center, and President of Carnegie Institution (Pete V. and Richard, 4/6. Letter to Gregory B. Jaczko, Chairman of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. http://bipartisanpolicy.org/sites/default/files/NRC%20Licensing%20Review.pdf)
We are writing in response to your request that the Bipartisan Policy Center conduct a review of the NRC licensing process for new reactors. You asked that we examine whether there have been unnecessary delays in the licensing process for new nuclear plants caused either by the NRC or by the nuclear industry. In short, we did not find any evidence that either the NRC or industry has needlessly delayed or extended the licensing process. You also asked for a report on any findings and recommendations to improve the process going forward. This letter constitutes our response to your request. To accomplish this task, we interviewed NRC staff and former NRC commissioners, representatives of reactor vendors, applicants for Combined Operating Licenses (COLs), nuclear engineering firms, and representatives of environmental and other organizations that have actively engaged in the licensing process. We also hosted a half-day forum to which we invited a broad group of stakeholders to discuss issues raised during the individual interviews and to elicit additional views and comments. General Themes/Issues In summary, we found that, while many of the stakeholders have encountered some problems in maneuvering through the licensing process, there was a near-unanimous view that all parties have acted appropriately and in good faith to resolve any problems. The NRC was not seen to have needlessly delayed or extended the licensing process. Based on our interviews, we believe that the difficulty of obtaining financing is a bigger obstacle to nuclear plant construction at the moment than licensing issues.

workforce

Plan action solves workforce

Unistar, 10

(January, This UniStar Issue Brief is a publication of UniStar Nuclear Energy, a joint venture of Constellation Energy and EDF Group, “Rebuilding the Nuclear Energy Workforce,” http://www.unistarnuclear.com/IB/workforce.pdf)

The decades-long hiatus in construction of new nuclear energy facilities has contributed to this workforce decline, of course. As the marketplace became less interested in nuclear energy, fewer students entered the discipline, reducing enrollment and forcing the closure of university and skills-based programs. Reversing this trend will require building confidence among individuals in the target demographic that the nuclear renaissance is real and long term. Washington Must take a stand The nuclear energy industry can only go so far in making critical workforce investments without a clear signal from the Federal government. Spurred by both industry and political considerations, President Obama and Secretary of Energy Steven Chu have begun the task of promoting green and high-tech jobs in the U.S. In August 2008, while still the director of the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, Dr. Chu and other National Laboratory Directors signed a statement calling for a federal commitment. “For example, the government should establish and fund a nuclear energy workforce development program at universities and colleges to meet the expected [workforce] need.” 11 As the American Nuclear Society stated, “America’s university-based [nuclear science and engineering] programs cannot continue to be leaders in the field without an active [NRC] university program.” Both the total number of nuclear engineering programs and the enrollment in those programs has fallen precipitously since the 1980s. 12 the tiMe is noW Increasing the use of nuclear energy—building new facilities and expanding or relicensing existing ones—will maintain or create tens of thousands of high-paying jobs for American workers. But two key ingredients for a true nuclear energy renaissance are missing. First, the federal government must demonstrate a long term commitment to a resurgent nuclear energy industry. This means expanding the NRC university program, funding and issuing loan guarantees, and other concrete actions. If we want people to stake their education and career choices on nuclear expansion, they deserve a clear signal that the government supports the industry with more than just words. Second, companies must commit to a continued investment in their own workforces, through research to understand the laborsupply environment, through training, and through partnerships with organized labor. Ultimately, the government and industry must act together to both provide career opportunities and also ensure that a trained workforce will be available to fill the demand.

public

Nuclear energy expansion is popular – fukushima irrelevant

NEI 12 (Nuclear Energy Institute, “Majority U.S. Public Support for Nuclear Energy Has Stabilized, New Survey Shows,” 2/23/12) http://www.nei.org/newsandevents/newsreleases/majority-us-public-support-for-nuclear-energy-has-stabilized-new-survey-shows/
WASHINGTON, D.C.—Nearly a year after the Fukushima Daiichi accident in Japan, a strong majority of Americans—81 percent—views nuclear energy as important to meeting the nation’s future electricity needs. Moreover, a solid majority of Americans believes nuclear power operations in the United States are safe and secure, according to a new national public opinion survey that reveals that popular support for nuclear energy has stabilized. Overall, 64 percent of Americans favor the use of nuclear energy in the United States, according to the Feb. 17-19 telephone survey of 1,000 U.S. adults conducted by Bisconti Research Inc. with GfK Roper. The survey has a margin of error of plus or minus three percentage points. When Bisconti Research/GfK Roper last conducted a national survey of energy attitudes for the Nuclear Energy Institute in September 2011, 62 percent of Americans voiced support for nuclear energy. The survey shows the strength of support for views on the future importance of nuclear energy. While 81 percent of Americans express that view today, 80 percent of those surveyed last fall said they believe nuclear energy will be important to meeting America’s electricity needs in the years ahead. Eighty-one percent of those surveyed recall hearing or reading about the Fukushima Daiichi nuclear plant accident in Japan that resulted from the March 11, 2011, earthquake and tsunami. Nearly a year later, 74 percent of Americans believe that “nuclear power plants operating in the United States” are safe and secure. Eighty-two percent of Americans believe that lessons learned from the Fukushima accident should be applied to existing operations and that the United States should continue to develop nuclear energy plants to meet growing electricity demand. “Attitudes toward nuclear energy stand at approximately the level seen in a large number of the surveys in the past decade, but a bit below a pre-Fukushima peak,” said Ann Bisconti, president of Bisconti Research. “The weight of public opinion toward nuclear energy and the building of new nuclear power plants continues to be favorable.” The new survey shows that two-thirds (65 percent) of Americans would find a new reactor operating at the site of the nearest nuclear energy facility acceptable. This support was highest in the Midwest and Southeast—69 percent and 68 percent respectively. But solid majorities also hold that view in the West and Northeast—61 percent each. A near-consensus 82 percent of poll respondents say that U.S. energy policy ought to “take advantage of all low-carbon energy sources, including nuclear, hydro, and renewable energy.” Eighty two percent of Americans also support renewing the licenses of nuclear power plants that continue to meet federal safety standards, according to the research. Additionally, 58 percent of Americans believe that the United States “should definitely build more nuclear plants in the future.” On the subject of managing used nuclear fuel, the survey found that a strong majority of Americans (76 percent) would like to see the by-product of nuclear energy production consolidated at one or two storage facilities at volunteer host sites. While the federal government by law was obligated to begin removing used fuel from reactor sites in 1998, it has not met its obligation and used fuel continues to be stored at plant sites. A recent presidential commission on used nuclear fuel management recommended that a new federal corporation be created to manage the fuel, and pursue volunteer interim storage sites while also developing a permanent repository. An overwhelming majority of Americans (80 percent), the poll found, support the federal government developing a final disposal facility for used nuclear fuel as long as it meets U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission requirements. 

exports

We’re reforming the export process

Domenici and Miller 12 (Senator Pete and Dr. Warren, Former US Senator and BPC Fellow, Former Department of Energy Assistant and Secretary for Nuclear Energy,  "Maintaining U.S. Leadership in Global Nuclear Energy Markets," Bipartisan Policy Center, September, bipartisanpolicy.org/sites/default/files/Nuclear%20Report.PDF)

In an attempt to ameliorate current competitive ¶ disadvantages, the Obama administration recently created ¶ a new position within the National Security Council ¶ to coordinate civilian nuclear policy. We support the ¶ creation of this new position to improve coordination of ¶ executive branch policy for nuclear energy policy and ¶ international affairs. We believe continued efforts to ¶ improve coordination between government and industry ¶ stakeholders and to more efficiently apply federal export ¶ regulations will allow U.S. companies to compete more ¶ effectively in the global nuclear marketplace.
IFR possesses such advantages that people will want to buy it

Kirsh 11 (Steven T. Kirsh, Bachelor of Science and a Master of Science in electrical engineering and computer science from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, “Why Obama should meet Till,” 9/28/11) http://bravenewclimate.com/2011/09/28/why-obama-should-meet-till/
The MIT report ignores what other countries are doing. Obama wants the US to be a leader in clean energy technology. You do that 

by building the most advanced nuclear designs and refining them. That’s the way you learn and improve. MIT would have us stuck on old LWR technology for a few decades. Does anyone seriously think that is the way to be the world leader? There is virtually no room for improvement in LWR technology. IFR technology is nearly 100 times more efficient, and it emits no long term nuclear waste. If you are a buyer of nuclear power in China, which nuclear reactor are you going to pick? The one that is 100 times more efficient and generates no waste? Or the one that is 100 times less efficient and generates waste that you better store for a million years? Wow. Now that’s a real tough question, isn’t it. Gotta ponder that one. I’m sure Apple Computer isn’t taking advice from Moniz. If they were, they’d still be building the Apple I. Ernie should get a clue. The reason Apple is a market leader is because they bring the latest technology to market before anyone else, not because they keep producing old stuff and spend decades doing R&D to see if they can come up with something better. Other countries are not hampered by MIT’s report. France and Japan recently entered into an agreement with the US DOE whereby we’re giving them the IFR technology for them to exploit. Even though we are stupid, they aren’t stupid. The Chinese are ordering inferior oxide fueled fast reactors from Russia. If the US were building metal-fueled fast reactors with pyroprocessing, it’s a good bet the Chinese would be buying from us instead of the Russians. But if we take Moniz’s advice to not build the world’s best advanced nuclear technology we already have, then there is no chance of that happening. By the time we get to market with a fast reactor, it will be all over. We’ll arrive to the market decades late. Another great American invention that we blew it on.

barnett

No impact—last recession proves econ doesn’t determine conflict or instability

Barnett 2009 – senior managing director of Enterra Solutions LLC and a contributing editor/online columnist for Esquire magazine, columnist for World Politics Review (8/25, Thomas P.M. “The New Rules: Security Remains Stable Amid Financial Crisis,” World Politics Review, http://www.aprodex.com/the-new-rules--security-remains-stable-amid-financial-crisis-398-bl.aspx, WEA)

When the global financial crisis struck roughly a year ago, the blogosphere was ablaze with all sorts of scary predictions of, and commentary regarding, ensuing conflict and wars -- a rerun of the Great Depression leading to world war, as it were. Now, as global economic news brightens and recovery -- surprisingly led by China and emerging markets -- is the talk of the day, it's interesting to look back over the past year and realize how globalization's first truly worldwide recession has had virtually no impact whatsoever on the international security landscape.

None of the more than three-dozen ongoing conflicts listed by GlobalSecurity.org can be clearly attributed to the global recession. Indeed, the last new entry (civil conflict between Hamas and Fatah in the Palestine) predates the economic crisis by a year, and three quarters of the chronic struggles began in the last century. Ditto for the 15 low-intensity conflicts listed by Wikipedia (where the latest entry is the Mexican "drug war" begun in 2006). Certainly, the Russia-Georgia conflict last August was specifically timed, but by most accounts the opening ceremony of the Beijing Olympics was the most important external trigger (followed by the U.S. presidential campaign) for that sudden spike in an almost two-decade long struggle between Georgia and its two breakaway regions.

Looking over the various databases, then, we see a most familiar picture: the usual mix of civil conflicts, insurgencies, and liberation-themed terrorist movements. Besides the recent Russia-Georgia dust-up, the only two potential state-on-state wars (North v. South Korea, Israel v. Iran) are both tied to one side acquiring a nuclear weapon capacity -- a process wholly unrelated to global economic trends.

And with the United States effectively tied down by its two ongoing major interventions (Iraq and Afghanistan-bleeding-into-Pakistan), our involvement elsewhere around the planet has been quite modest, both leading up to and following the onset of the economic crisis: e.g., the usual counter-drug efforts in Latin America, the usual military exercises with allies across Asia, mixing it up with pirates off Somalia's coast). Everywhere else we find serious instability we pretty much let it burn, occasionally pressing the Chinese -- unsuccessfully -- to do something. Our new Africa Command, for example, hasn't led us to anything beyond advising and training local forces.

So, to sum up:

No significant uptick in mass violence or unrest (remember the smattering of urban riots last year in places like Greece, Moldova and Latvia?);

The usual frequency maintained in civil conflicts (in all the usual places);

Not a single state-on-state war directly caused (and no great-power-on-great-power crises even triggered);

No great improvement or disruption in great-power cooperation regarding the emergence of new nuclear powers (despite all that diplomacy);

A modest scaling back of international policing efforts by the system's acknowledged Leviathan power (inevitable given the strain); and

No serious efforts by any rising great power to challenge that Leviathan or supplant its role. (The worst things we can cite are Moscow's occasional deployments of strategic assets to the Western hemisphere and its weak efforts to outbid the United States on basing rights in Kyrgyzstan; but the best include China and India stepping up their aid and investments in Afghanistan and Iraq.)

Sure, we've finally seen global defense spending surpass the previous world record set in the late 1980s, but even that's likely to wane given the stress on public budgets created by all this unprecedented "stimulus" spending. If anything, the friendly cooperation on such stimulus packaging was the most notable great-power dynamic caused by the crisis.

Can we say that the world has suffered a distinct shift to political radicalism as a result of the economic crisis?

Indeed, no. The world's major economies remain governed by center-left or center-right political factions that remain decidedly friendly to both markets and trade. In the short run, there were attempts across the board to insulate economies from immediate damage (in effect, as much protectionism as allowed under current trade rules), but there was no great slide into "trade wars." Instead, the World Trade Organization is functioning as it was designed to function, and regional efforts toward free-trade agreements have not slowed.

Can we say Islamic radicalism was inflamed by the economic crisis?

If it was, that shift was clearly overwhelmed by the Islamic world's growing disenchantment with the brutality displayed by violent extremist groups such as al-Qaida. And looking forward, austere economic times are just as likely to breed connecting evangelicalism as disconnecting fundamentalism.

At the end of the day, the economic crisis did not prove to be sufficiently frightening to provoke major economies into establishing global regulatory schemes, even as it has sparked a spirited -- and much needed, as I argued last week -- discussion of the continuing viability of the U.S. dollar as the world's primary reserve currency. Naturally, plenty of experts and pundits have attached great significance to this debate, seeing in it the beginning of "economic warfare" and the like between "fading" America and "rising" China. And yet, in a world of globally integrated production chains and interconnected financial markets, such "diverging interests" hardly constitute signposts for wars up ahead. Frankly, I don't welcome a world in which America's fiscal profligacy goes undisciplined, so bring it on -- please!

Add it all up and it's fair to say that this global financial crisis has proven the great resilience of America's post-World War II international liberal trade order.

Do I expect to read any analyses along those lines in the blogosphere any time soon?

Absolutely not. I expect the fantastic fear-mongering to proceed apace. That's what the Internet is for.

***2AC RD3 FULLERTON***

exclusion

Professor Bernard J. Hibbitts, 94 (University of Pittsburgh School of Law16 Cardozo Law Review 229 (1994); reprinted by permission of the Cardozo Law Review)

[1.9] Modal metaphors can have an especially strong impact on how we think and what we do. If, for example, I call "thought" itself "reflection," I am figuratively characterizing thought as a visual enterprise. Insofar as reflection literally presumes a visual subject, the metaphor may subtly encourage thinkers to believe that they should look for intellectual stimulation, rather than listen for it; in other words, the metaphor may affect their epistemological orientation. The same visual metaphor may alternatively imply that only individuals from visually biased backgrounds can properly engage in thought, prompting individuals from other traditions that prize other senses to be dismissed (or not to regard themselves) as legitimate or competent participants in intellectual inquiry. In this context, the "casual" choice of a "simple" metaphor may have profoundly divisive social implications. Describing thought as "reflection" may even induce thinkers to behave in a manner considered appropriate to a visual process: for example, the metaphor may suggest that thinkers should passively watch the world, rather than become actively engaged with it.

2ac – accessibility/code switching

Our advocacy in particular resolves communication issue – technological optimism can be a narrative advice for getting people to address global warming

Kahan et al. 11 – (2011, Dan, Elizabeth K. Dollard Professor of law at Yale Law School, Maggie Wittlin, Yale University Law School, Ellen Peters, Psychology Department, Ohio State University, Decision Research, University of Oregon, Paul Slovic, Decision Research, Department of Psychology, University of Oregon, Lisa Larrimore Ouellette, Yale Law School Information Society Project, Donald Braman, Cultural Cognition Project, George Washington University Law School, Gregory N. Mandel, James E. Beasley School of Law, Temple University, “The Tragedy of the Risk-Perception Commons: Culture Conflict, Rationality Conflict, and Climate Change,” ssrn) 

Our study results belie the conventional view that controversy over policy-relevant science is rooted in the public’s lack of scientific knowledge and its inability to engage in technical reasoning. As ordinary people learn more science and become more proficient in modes of reasoning characteristic of scientific inquiry, they do not reliably converge on assessments of climate change risks supported by scientific evidence. Instead they more form beliefs that are even more reliably characteristic of persons who hold their particular cultural worldviews. Indeed, far from a symptom of how poorly equipped ordinary individuals are to reach rational conclusions on the basis of complex scientific data, disputes over 

issues like climate change, we’ve argued, are evidence of how remarkably well equipped they are to discern what stances toward such information satisfy their expressive interests. The high degree of rationality individuals display in forming risk perceptions that express their cultural values can itself inhibit collective welfare rationality by blocking citizens from converging on the best available scientific evidence on how to secure their common interests in health, safety, and prosperity. 

Resolving controversies over climate change and like risk issues requires dispelling this tragedy of the risk-perception commons (Hardin 1968). A strategy that focuses only on improving transmission of sound scientific information, it should be clear, is highly unlikely to achieve this objective. The principal reason people disagree about climate change science is not that it has been communicated to them in forms they cannot understand. Rather, it is that positions on climate change convey values—communal concern versus individual self-reliance; prudent self-abnegation versus the heroic pursuit of reward; humility versus ingenuity; harmony with nature versus mastery over it—that divide them along cultural lines. Merely amplifying or improving the clarity of information on climate change science won’t generate public consensus if risk communicators fail to take heed of the cues that determine what climatechange risk perceptions express about the cultural commitments of those who form them.

In fact, such inattention can deepen polarization. Citizens who hold hierarchical and individualistic values discount scientific information about climate change in part because they associate the issue with antagonism to commerce and industry. That association is aggravated when a communication identifies carbon-emission limits as the exclusive policy remedy for climate change (Kahan in press). Individuals are prone to interpret challenges to beliefs that predominate with their cultural community as assaults on the competence of those whom they trust and look to for guidance (Kahan, Braman, Cohen, Gastil & Slovic 2010). That implication—which naturally provokes resistance—is likely to be strengthened when communicators with a recognizable cultural identity stridently accuse those who disagree with them of lacking intelligence or integrity. 

Public controversy over climate change science cannot be pinned entirely on mistakes in science communication. But it would be a mistake not to recognize that communicators’ disregard of citizens’ cultural outlooks has made things worse. 

It would also be a mistake, at this point, for information communicators not to take care to avoid accentuating the cues that sustain cultural factionalization. It isn’t the case, of course, that carbon emission controls are the only policy response to climate change risks; technologies that furnish a substitute for and that offset the effects of greenhouse-gas-producing energy sources can contribute, too. Many of these alternatives, such as nuclear power and geo-engineering, are likely to convey cultural resonances that affirm rather than threaten hierarchical and individualist confidence in the power of human ingenuity to overcome environmental constraints on economic production. There are also many hierarchical and individualistic people who believe in the need to take action, of one form or another, to address climate change risks, and who can be counted on to make the case for doing so in terms that appeal to rather than alienate members of the public who share their outlooks (Kahan 2010). The cultural richness of the full range of potential policy responses and available advocates are narrative resources for opening minds (Jones & McBeth 2010; Verwij et al. 2006). It would be irrational for actors committed to disseminating sound scientific information not to make use of them.

Authenticity tests shut down debate– it’s strategically a disaster, extend debate stuff, analysis, way to check and reform and make the state

SUBOTNIK 98

Professor of Law, Touro College, Jacob D. Fuchsberg Law Center.

7 Cornell J. L. & Pub. Pol'y 681

Having traced a major strand in the development of CRT, we turn now to the strands' effect on the relationships of CRATs with each other and with outsiders. As the foregoing material suggests, the central CRT message is not simply that minorities are being treated unfairly, or even that individuals out there are in pain - assertions for which there are data to serve as grist for the academic mill - but that the minority scholar himself or herself hurts and hurts badly.

An important problem that concerns the very definition of the scholarly enterprise now comes into focus. What can an academic trained to  [*694]  question and to doubt n72 possibly say to Patricia Williams when effectively she announces, "I hurt bad"? n73 "No, you don't hurt"? "You shouldn't hurt"? "Other people hurt too"? Or, most dangerously - and perhaps most tellingly - "What do you expect when you keep shooting yourself in the foot?" If the majority were perceived as having the well- being of minority groups in mind, these responses might be acceptable, even welcomed. And they might lead to real conversation. But, writes Williams, the failure by those "cushioned within the invisible privileges of race and power... to incorporate a sense of precarious connection as a part of our lives is... ultimately obliterating." n74

"Precarious." "Obliterating." These words will clearly invite responses only from fools and sociopaths; they will, by effectively precluding objection, disconcert and disunite others. "I hurt," in academic discourse, has three broad though interrelated effects. First, it demands priority from the reader's conscience. It is for this reason that law review editors, waiving usual standards, have privileged a long trail of undisciplined - even silly n75 - destructive and, above all, self-destructive arti [*695]  cles. n76 Second, by emphasizing the emotional bond between those who hurt in a similar way, "I hurt" discourages fellow sufferers from abstracting themselves from their pain in order to gain perspective on their condition. n77

 [*696]  Last, as we have seen, it precludes the possibility of open and structured conversation with others. n78

 [*697]  It is because of this conversation-stopping effect of what they insensitively call "first-person agony stories" that Farber and Sherry deplore their use. "The norms of academic civility hamper readers from challenging the accuracy of the researcher's account; it would be rather difficult, for example, to criticize a law review article by questioning the author's emotional stability or veracity." n79 Perhaps, a better practice would be to put the scholar's experience on the table, along with other relevant material, but to subject that experience to the same level of scrutiny.

If through the foregoing rhetorical strategies CRATs succeeded in limiting academic debate, why do they not have greater influence on public policy? Discouraging white legal scholars from entering the national conversation about race, n80 I suggest, has generated a kind of cynicism in white audiences which, in turn, has had precisely the reverse effect of that ostensibly desired by CRATs. It drives the American public to the right and ensures that anything CRT offers is reflexively rejected.
In the absence of scholarly work by white males in the area of race, of course, it is difficult to be sure what reasons they would give for not having rallied behind CRT. Two things, however, are certain. First, the kinds of issues raised by Williams are too important in their implications  [*698]  for American life to be confined to communities of color. If the lives of minorities are heavily constrained, if not fully defined, by the thoughts and actions of the majority elements in society, it would seem to be of great importance that white thinkers and doers participate in open discourse to bring about change. Second, given the lack of engagement of CRT by the community of legal scholars as a whole, the discourse that should be taking place at the highest scholarly levels has, by default, been displaced to faculty offices and, more generally, the streets and the airwaves.

DEBATE roleplay specifically activates agency

Hanghoj 8

http://static.sdu.dk/mediafiles/Files/Information_til/Studerende_ved_SDU/Din_uddannelse/phd_hum/afhandlinger/2009/ThorkilHanghoej.pdf

 Thorkild Hanghøj, Copenhagen, 2008 
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 Thus, debate games require teachers to balance the centripetal/centrifugal forces of gaming and teaching, to be able to reconfigure their discursive authority, and to orchestrate the multiple voices of a dialogical game space in relation to particular goals. These Bakhtinian perspectives provide a valuable analytical framework for describing the discursive interplay between different practices and knowledge aspects when enacting (debate) game scenarios. In addition to this, Bakhtin’s dialogical philosophy also offers an explanation of why debate games (and other game types) may be valuable within an educational context. One of the central features of multi-player games is that players are expected to experience a simultaneously real and imagined scenario both in relation to an insider’s (participant) perspective and to an outsider’s (co-participant) perspective. According to Bakhtin, the outsider’s perspective reflects a fundamental aspect of human understanding: In order to understand, it is immensely important for the person who understands to be located outside the object of his or her creative understanding – in time, in space, in culture. For one cannot even really see one's own exterior and comprehend it as a whole, and no mirrors or photographs can help; our real exterior can be seen and understood only by other people, because they are located outside us in space, and because they are others (Bakhtin, 1986: 7). As the quote suggests, every person is influenced by others in an inescapably intertwined way, and consequently no voice can be said to be isolated. Thus, it is in the interaction with other voices that individuals are able to reach understanding and find their own voice. Bakhtin also refers to the ontological process of finding a voice as “ideological becoming”, which represents “the process of selectively assimilating the words of others” (Bakhtin, 1981: 341). Thus, by teaching and playing debate scenarios, it is possible to support students in their process of becoming not only themselves, but also in becoming articulate and responsive citizens in a democratic society. 

Audience / adjustment – obviously I don’t spread when talking to my parents, or someone on the street, but there are different audiences, can adjust later, even if they win the 1ac is unaccessible to someone outside this room that isn’t a reason to vote neg, always fosing on the audience you WANT to be talking to causes hyperconservatism b/c you ignore the audience in front of you.

2ac – localism disad

The politics of the alternative are one’s incapable of coming to grips with the catastrophic climate change

Impersonal, global, consequentialism is necessary to motivate action on the cliamte

Grasso 12 – (10/12, Marco, Senior Lecturer (Tenured Assistant Professor) in Economic and Political Geography Department of Sociology and Social Research, Università degli Studi di Milano-Bicocca, “Climate ethics: with a little help from moral cognitive neuroscience,” Environmental Politics, taylor and francis)

Ultimately, in this article, I simply assume the fundamental, and less controversial, result of Greene et al.'s fMRI studies, namely, that impersonal harm-related moral dilemmas are based on reflective, cognitive moral processes that prompt consequentialist moral thinking, whereas moral dilemmas associated with personal harm activate automatic emotional processes that lead to deontological reasoning. In fact, this finding thoroughly addresses the harm-related nature of climate ethics, as discussed in the previous section, making it possible to shape a more acceptable approach (consequentialist, in fact) to the relevant moral dilemmas. A discussion of Greene et al.'s anti-deontological arguments is, therefore, far beyond the scope of the article. What implication does the dual-process theory have for climate ethics? To put it plainly, this approach highlights the impersonal nature of the harm found in moral dilemmas similar to those of climate change and the resultant necessity of addressing them through consequentialist moral reasoning, and, on the other hand, the lack of the kind of personal threat that would activate the (predominantly) emotional response upholding the deontological approaches invoked by mainstream climate ethics. In other words, human morality does not envision climate change as a deontological moral issue. However, this does not mean that the moral brain cannot construe climate change as a moral issue tout court. In particular, the dual-process theory suggests that avoiding/preventing harm, the ultimate moral dilemma of climate change, originates from a relatively impersonal moral violation. Therefore, climate change is a moral issue, one to which we can therefore usefully apply consequentialist moral reasoning because of its consistency with human morality, and perhaps because of its possibly greater political feasibility.

2. The aff’s focus on individual ethical engagement and personal experience is the wrong methodology for confronting climate change – instead we need to develop a global, planetary identity – key to effective warming solutions – AND we need rapid tech development – both are key

Morgenstern 11 – (2011, Richard, PhD in economics, University of Michigan, Senior Fellow, Resources for the Future,  “Addressing competitiveness in US climate policy,” in The Ethics of Global Climate Change, Ed. David G. Arnold, p. 170-1)

Our chapter identifies a critical requirement for progress: the widespread development of moral imagination, in order for many more individuals to develop a planetary identity that augments their other loyalties. We defend a fresh formulation of equitable allocation of responsibility. We argue for the merits of accounting rules that focus on the world’s individuals first and its countries second. Such an accounting would treat equally all individuals whose contributions to global emissions are the same, irrespective of whether they live in the USA or in Bangladesh. This accounting would therefore reflect individual lifestyles, as well as the institutions in each country that mediate lifestyles to create environmental impacts.

The next few decades are a crucial time to develop common values and aspirations through dialog. There is a need, for example, to discuss the desirability of a totally managed planet with many species of plants and animals found only in botanical gardens and zoos, versus a world with greater randomness and wildness. Philosophers have a major role here. Their professional assignment has long been to think about and help others think about what it means to be human.Our chapter argues that they now have an additional task: to help us think about what we as human beings should strive to accomplish during the millennia that lie ahead.

We are mindful that most of our analysis is predicated on the future bringing only modest changes in the globally dominant conceptualization of the good life. Given such a premise, the global targets endorsed at Copenhagen will be very hard to reach. Therefore, our chapter necessarily takes a positive view of the promise of technology to lead the way to an environmentally safer world. We argue for a nuanced view of technology that presumes that the implementation of every option can be done badly or well.

Returning to our original point, attaining the ultimate goal of long-term CO2 stabilization will require not only a technological but also a moral transformation: one that, we argue, necessitates cultivating a planetary identity using the tool of moral imagination. This moral transformation can and should be fostered now. Realistically, however, it will be slower to take root than a technological transformation. Both the immediate technological transformation and the fundamental moral transformation are essential.

3. Climate change exceeds individuals as mroal agents, the consequences and causes are so spatially and temporally macro that a global focus is necessary
Callicott 11 – (Oct. 2011, J. Baird, University Distinguished Research Professor and a member of the Department of Philosophy and Religion Studies and the Institute of Applied Sciences at the University of North Texas, “The Temporal and Spatial Scales of Global Climate Change and the Limits of Individualistic and Rationalistic Ethics,” Royal Institute of Philosophy Supplement, Volume 69, October 2011, pp 101-116, cambridge journals) 

The temporal scale of this proposed moral ontology – moral considerability for human civilization per se – is proportionate to the spatial and temporal scales of global climate change. Global human civilization thus appears to be the appropriate moral patient for global-climate-change ethics. What about the appropriate moral agent? Global climate change moralists often end their sermons with a list of things that each Jack and Jill of us can individually and voluntarily do to shrink our individual carbon footprints: replace halogen with compact fluorescent light bulbs, drive less, bike more, insulate, turn down the thermostat in winter and turn it up in summer … The Jack-and-Jill ethical paradigm is so ingrained in our thinking that we seem to suppose that duty-driven voluntary change in individual behavior is all that global-climate-change ethics is about. If so, catastrophic global climate change and the likely demise of human civilization is all but inevitable, due to the familiar free-rider problem. If there is a chance at averting climate catastrophe it lies in scaling up the moral agent as well as the moral patient.

The identity of that moral agent is no mystery: the world's several governments acting in concert to create policy and law that will effectively drive changes in individual behavior. The manufacture of halogen light bulbs might be discontinued through international agreement. A steep excise tax on gas-guzzling SUVs might be globally imposed. A transnational carbon tax might be imposed or an international cap-and-trade market might be instituted. Research on alternative fuels might be lavishly subsidized. And so on and so forth. My purpose here is not to provide an inventory of actions that governments can take, but to identify the effective moral agent for an ethics of global climate change.

Nor do I mean to reject altogether out of hand the efficacy of voluntary individual effort to stem the tide of global climate change. When one see others undertake lifestyle changes, especially if such changes, as they often do, entrain other personal benefits – such as better fitness attendant upon biking, better nutrition attendant upon the consumption of local foods, the economic savings of lower domestic energy consumption – there is a contagious effect. That, in turn, leads to self-organizing communities to promote such things as car pools, urban gardens, and reforestation projects, not to mention organizing for greener policies and laws. After all, in a democracy, change in policy and law must have some degree of support by individual citizens in order to be enacted. And once enacted into law, the ethical status of the newly mandated behavioral changes is reinforced. Now that it is against the law, submitting others to second-hand smoke or endangering infants by not restraining them in rear-facing car seats, is considered to be quite wrong and irresponsible as well as illegal.

Unfortunately, there is a limit to this contagious effect. Environmentalism has created a backlash among certain segments of society who feel that their lifestyles are threatened – the mechanized recreationalist, for example. Even more unfortunately, environmentalism has become entangled in partisan politics, associated in the US with ‘liberal’ as opposed to ‘conservative’ political allegiance. Thus in the end, whether we would wish it or not, achieving the changes in human behavior and lifestyle necessary to meet the challenge of global climate change will require changes in policy and law, because a significant sector of society is likely to resist such changes as one dimension of a complex political struggle sometimes characterized as ‘the culture war’.

I now conclude. This essay has not been about practical ethics, but about ethical theory. Or to say the same thing in different words, it has been about moral philosophy, not normative morality. We most certainly have moral obligations to distant future generations. However, we cannot – for the reasons I have given here – conceive of those obligations as obligations to future individuals particularly and severally. Rather, we must conceive of those obligations as obligations to future generations collectively. In short, the hyper-individualism that has characterized the ethical theory dominating Jack-and-Jill moral philosophy for more than two centuries now becomes incoherent when we contemplate our obligations to future generations on the temporal scale – calibrated in centuries and millennia, not years and decades – of global climate change. Implied by the abandonment of an individualistic ontology for an ethics of global climate change is the abandonment of ethical rationalism. Both Kantian deontology and utilitarianism derive our moral obligations from the most fundamental law of logic, the law of non-contradiction or self-consistency. Both the spatial and temporal scales of global climate change and the billions of individuals, who have intrinsic value and/or equal interests with our own, swamp our capacity to treat all individual persons, living now and in the future, as ends in themselves, and/or our capacity to give equal weight to their equal interests. More deeply, shifting from an individualistic to a holistic moral ontology, persons are not conceived as externally related social atoms. Our internal relationships – the relationships that make us the persons that we are – are multiple and various, each kind of which plays differently on our finely tuned moral sentiments. Thus we may be passionately concerned for the global climate of the near future because our loved ones, for whom we passionately care, will have to live in it. We may be passionately concerned about the global climate of the far-flung future because the now contingent and thus indeterminate individual members of distant future generations will be heirs and custodians of human civilization, for which we passionately care. Moreover, we cannot effectively act, as individual moral agents, in such a way as to significantly benefit or harm near-term future generations or to conserve human civilization in the long term. The colossal moral problem presented by the prospect of global climate change demands a shift from ethical individualism to ethical holism in regard to moral agency as well as to patiency. The only moral agents commensurate with the spatial and temporal scales of global climate change are national governments and for them to be effective in mitigating global climate change, they must act in concert.

Expert knowledge is necessary to challenge the hierarchy of power relationships within local populations—the aff’s egalitarian accessibility epistemology empiricaly cedes the political to those in power and results in climate deniers having equal argumentative weight

Porter and Shortall, 2k8 (Sam, School of Nursing and Midwifery  and Sally, School of Sociology and Social Work—both at Queen’s University Belfast, “Stakeholders and Perspectivism in Qualitative Policy Evaluation: A Realist Reflection”, Public Administration Vol. 87 No. 2)

An example: ‘ Gender proofi ng CAP reforms ’ The study in question was entitled ‘ Gender Proofi ng CAP Reforms ’ (Shortall and Kelly 2001) and was commissioned by a rural development organization (RDO) in the north of Ireland. The central objective was to assess whether or not CAP reforms had a differential impact on men and women on farms and in rural areas. The possibility of ‘ gender proofing ’ CAP reforms was to be explored, and actionable policy recommendations were sought in particular, recommendations that could be acted on by the Department of Agriculture and Rural Development for Northern Ireland, by farmers ’ unions, rural development organizations, the Equality Commission, and rural women ’ s networks. The substance of the report is not the central question here; rather, it is the involvement of stakeholders. The formal power enjoyed by stakeholders in this research was considerable, in that they constituted a ‘ partnership ’ that was established to oversee and ‘ take ownership ’ of the research. The RDO that commissioned the study formed a partnership of 22 people to oversee the research. The research was seen as one component of an overall programme, with the other major element being the formation and operation of the partnership. The RDO itself had three members on the partnership. Other members were drawn from farmers ’ unions and organizations, the Department of Agriculture and Rural Development, women ’ s networks and organizations, rural development organizations, and the Equality Commission. It was clearly stated in the governance documentation that the partners were the ‘ owners ’ of the research, and that the partnership was democratic – stakeholders were ‘ empowered ’ by participation and all had an equal say. The researchers were not members of the partnership, but attended meetings to present and discuss research progress. The project reported here encountered the problems identifi ed by Doherty and Rispel (1995) in relation to stakeholders as interest groups and the distortion of stakeholder accounts. However, because the balance of power between the stakeholders and researchers was weighted even more in favour of the stakeholders, the capacity of the researchers to adopt strategies to maintain the integrity of the research was considerably constrained. The formation of the partnership, its brief, and its view of qualitative research, led to a continuous battle to ensure robust and valid research was carried out. These efforts were further undermined by two forms of rhetoric, which purported to promote democratic values, but in reality undermined them: • The adoption of relativist perspectivism : this allowed some stakeholders to portray the researchers ’ methods and results as ‘ stories ’ that were no more valid than the stories the stakeholders wished to tell. • The portrayal of stakeholding as egalitarian : this provided a smokescreen behind which the power of vested interest groups could be exercised within the partnership. Stakeholders as interest groups An intrinsic feature of the partnership was that it was comprised of stakeholders who would in some way be informed by the research and for whom the research would make policy recommendations. Indeed, almost all of the partner organizations were interviewed as part of the study. Throughout the research project, this meant that fi ndings and recommendations were being presented about the organizations the stakeholders represented. At various points throughout the research, tensions and power struggles occurred as stakeholders tried to ensure their agendas were reinforced by the research fi ndings, as the example that follows demonstrates. This example concerns the RDO which commissioned the research. As part of the study, two interviews were conducted with representatives from this organization. Despite the rhetoric of equal partnership which it publicly espoused, as the commissioning body, this organization held a different power position to all others since it controlled the fi nancial resources. There was a certain amount of confl ict between this RDO and the women ’ s networks. It was clear from the interview with the director of the RDO that he did not view the women ’ s networks as rural developmental organizations, but rather as rural women ’ s groups. This was recounted in the fi nal report, with illustrations from the interview. The director was extremely displeased with this presentation, and made several attempts to state an antithetical position. When the research team refused to rewrite interview material, he insisted it be removed from the document. Given this RDO ’ s role as a funding organization for community initiatives, and given that it sat on committees that directly impacted on the future of the women ’ s networks, this omission compromised the ability of the research to fully inform rural policy, and to generate a transparent and democratic debate about the role of the women ’ s networks. The distortion of stakeholder accounts Stakeholders’ attempts to infl uence research outcomes also led to the distortion of stakeholder accounts as a result of junior members of stakeholder organizations being constrained by their seniors, as this example demonstrates. One of the positive features of the partnership was that stakeholders sometimes offered advice on who would be the most appropriate people within their organization to interview with regard to particular aspects of the study. While this was helpful, it also proved to be problematic. In one case a stakeholder group was unhappy with the fi ndings and the recommendations presented at one partnership meeting. A couple of weeks later, the research team was called to the organization to have a meeting with the stakeholder who sat on the partnership. She had contacted each of the three people interviewed, all more junior within the organization than she was, and questioned them at length about what they had said during their interview. In contrast to Doherty and Rispel ’ s (1995) experience (where junior personnel were insulated from their seniors), because the senior staff member involved here was a stakeholder, and thus owned the research, she was able to use the access that this afforded to breach such insulation. Thus, the rhetoric of democratic accountability became a tool of occupational surveillance, compromising interviewees ’ anonymity and exposing them to reprimand by a senior member of their organization for participating in the study. In terms of research ethics, this was extremely problematic. The adoption of relativist perspectivism As well as the emphasis placed on the importance of stakeholders ‘ owning ’ the research, a great deal of weight was attached to the notion that all voices were equal. As a result, a situation developed whereby it became a constant struggle to establish the skills and expertise of the research team. The researchers were seen as other equal voices, and their training, skills and experience did not appear to be acknowledged by stakeholders. This devaluation was reinforced by stakeholders ’ views of qualitative research, which was seen as lacking the incontrovertible validity and reliability of statistical analysis. Their attitude was that qualitative research was merely about hearing and constructing stories, an aptitude that was seen as being universally possessed. This devaluation of qualitative research is not unique. Doherty and Rispel experienced similar challenges to their methodological credibility. They noted that ‘ in some cases clients may not feel that researchers are in fact experts because, at least initially, they simply gather opinions rather than provide answers ’ (1995, p. 414). The assumption that everyone ’ s knowledge had equal validity obstructed the process of conducting rigorous research and on many occasions served to threaten the robustness of the research itself. To return to the example of the senior stakeholder berating her juniors for providing information that she deemed they should not have provided, the level of distress that this generated for those at the receiving end was apparent in their desperate attempts to distance themselves from the research. One of the people questioned even denied having ever been interviewed, despite the fact that the interview had been taped and transcribed with their informed consent. The stakeholder tried to use her position of power to undermine the research process in order to generate what she perceived as more positive evidence to support her organization ’ s agenda. Her denial of the interviewees having said what they were taped as saying suggests that she believed the presentation of the fi ndings came down to her word against that of the researchers. The view communicated was that qualitative research involved recounting stories, and that researchers could easily either get the story wrong or not remember it correctly. Others saw researchers as getting it wrong because the empirical evidence they presented did not fi t the stakeholder ’ s theory. One example of this was the question of transport for women in rural areas. The women ’ s networks had long maintained that poor public transport services in rural areas had a greater negative impact on women than on men. All of the discussions in group interviews refuted this premise, with women saying that poor public transport was an issue for those on low income, rather than a gender issue, in that where a household had access to transport, it was negotiated by need, rather than by gender. The women ’ s networks viewed reports of this fi nding as an ideological threat, and the research team were asked if reporting this perspective on transport might limit concern about gender issues and transport. The evidence that suggested poor public transport presents problems for those on low incomes, regardless of gender, seemed to have little authoritative value alongside an ingrained ideological position. Stakeholders did not merely react to the fi ndings of the researchers. As owners of the research, they were involved in decisions about research design. This, of course represents a far more insidious form of intervention, in that it sets the possibilities and limitations of the research from the outset. This is not to say that discussions with stakeholders were always unfruitful. However, problems arose from the fact that some stakeholders had little knowledge of qualitative methodological strategies, and at the same time did not believe that such knowledge was necessary. For example, when the research team presented group interview questions to the stakeholders, the stakeholders wished to add numerous questions to refl ect their interests. When it was explained that the rationale of focus groups precludes an endless list of questions and that some of the proposed questions were intrinsically problematic, the response suggested that the research team were ‘ diffi cult ’ , ‘ not good team players ’ , and ‘ not hearing the stakeholders ’ . The starkest example of stakeholder interference occurred subsequent to an unforeseen event that arose during the research project and before the completion of the group interviews, namely the outbreak of Foot and Mouth Disease (FMD) in the north of Ireland. The Department of Agriculture and Rural Development prohibited movement in rural areas, and the holding of unnecessary meetings. They specifi cally advised the research team to cease focus groups until further notice. After fi ve weeks of this restriction, the methodology was redesigned, and taped telephone interviews were conducted as an alternative means of gathering the required information to complete the study. When the travel ban was temporarily waived, for necessary travel only, the commissioning RDO contacted the research team and advised that they were keen that the remaining group interviews should be conducted. The research team argued that the social context had now changed, and it would be fruitless to try to compare group interviews conducted pre- and post-FMD. Given the situation rural dwellers had to face, which included worries about cross-contamination, there were also ethical considerations with continuing group interviews. The commissioning RDO, however, felt under severe pressure to ‘ tick appropriate boxes ’ in the fi nal evaluation to demonstrate that the terms and conditions of the programme had been completed. When the research team refused to conduct additional focus groups on ethical and methodological grounds, the RDO decided to commission facilitators to conduct two focus groups in rural areas with non-farming men. The facilitators used their own focus group questions rather than those used in the pre-FMD group interviews. A short stand-alone report was written on these two focus groups. The following are some quotes from this document: The meetings were held at the peak of the foot and mouth crisis, at a time when the outbreak was at its worst in England, Scotland and Wales, and when there was great concern in the farming community over Northern Ireland ’ s status. (p. 3) There was little voluntary discussion on the subject of rural initiatives … with participants preferring to discuss farming issues. … Despite reminders from facilitators of the questions at hand, participants returned constantly to the crisis of farming as the main issue of concern. (p. 4) [With regard to women and work outside of the home] … participants in the ‘ men in rural areas ’ focus groups [during FMD] focused on farm women, whereas participants in the ‘ women in rural areas ’ focus groups [pre-FMD] focused on rural women not on farms. (p. 5) These quotations all indicate problems in relation to the compatibility of the evidence. In relation to the fi nal quote, it is not unreasonable to assume that had the group interviews with women in rural areas not on farms been carried out during the FMD crisis they too would have focused more on the situation women on farms were facing. Of central relevance here is the extent to which a stakeholder had the power to override the research team to generate the required ‘ evidence ’ , and to present the supplementary information they gathered as information of equal status. The portrayal of stakeholding as egalitarian As can be seen from the above example, one particular stakeholder was able to wield considerable infl uence in order to satisfy vested interests. Yet this exercise of sectional power was masked by an ideology of egalitarianism. The rhetoric of the partnership was predicated upon the assumption that all stakeholders had an equal say at partnership meetings. However, this entailed an ahistorical picture of the emergence of the partnership, masking the different power bases of members. The partnership was drawn together by the RDO that commissioned the research, and only those people they invited to become stakeholders had the option to do so. So, for example, while every farming organization had a representative on the partnership, some community and voluntary sector groups were omitted and not surprisingly disgruntled by this omission. Power differentials within the partnership also existed, with, for example, the views of government stakeholders being more infl uential in debates than the views of the community and voluntary sector. The upshot of these masked differentials in power was that what was presented as a broad-based and inclusive partnership was actually a vehicle for the pursuance of sectional vested interests by a small number of powerful stakeholders.

The incorporation of perspectivism cannot entail the rejection of policy expertism—the alternative is policy driven by STAKEHOLDERS which have empiricaly failed

Porter and Shortall, 2k8 (Sam, School of Nursing and Midwifery  and Sally, School of Sociology and Social Work—both at Queen’s University Belfast, “Stakeholders and Perspectivism in Qualitative Policy Evaluation: A Realist Reflection”, Public Administration Vol. 87 No. 2)

This paper is concerned with the combined effects on programme and policy-oriented research of two interrelated factors – the practice of stakeholder involvement and the standpoint of perspectivism. Our argument is that if stakeholders are involved in research under the assumption that all perspectives on the policy being examined carry equal epistemological weight, there will be a tendency for the vacuum created by the dismissal of knowledge-based arbitration to be fi lled by arbitration on the basis of power. Given that policy responses to research may support or undermine the position of stakeholders within the systems affected by the policy, stakeholders have a vested interest in infl uencing the research in their favour. Where the exercise of power can reinforce that infl uence, there will be the temptation to use it. The empirical basis of our argument is a qualitative study conducted in the north of Ireland into the gendered effects of the European Union ’ s Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) reforms and how these might be ameliorated by local policies. In describing the power relations that pertained between those involved in the research, we hope to show both how they were overdetermined by the standpoint of perspectivism, and how their exercise threatened the integrity of the research. However, it is fi rst necessary to situate stakeholders in policy-oriented research; to defi ne what we mean by the term ‘ perspectivism ’ ; and to map out the connections between stakeholding and perspectivism. STAKEHOLDING IN EVIDENCE-BASED POLICY The last decade has seen considerable changes in the approach to policy formation. At the centre of these changes has been the rise of evidence-based policy, which has come to permeate all areas of policy evaluation and development. It has become central to European Union programmes, but has gained particular status in the UK due to the advent of a Labour government with a pragmatic, anti-ideological stance ( Solesbury 2002 ). One of the central facets of this new approach is the requirement to generate evidence that takes adequate account of the insights of those involved in, and affected by, the implementation of a policy: Rather than defending policies, government should lead a debate on improving them. This means developing new relationships between Whitehall, the devolved administrations, local government and the voluntary and private sectors; consulting outside experts, those who implement policy and those affected by it early in the policy making process so we can develop policies that are deliverable from the start. (Cabinet Offi ce 1999 , p. 16) In this statement, the British government is clearly signalling that, rather than relying on its own lights, it is going to embrace the differing perspectives of a myriad of stakeholders. The benefi ts of stakeholder inclusion These governmental developments have largely been supported by the literature on stakeholder participation in policy-oriented research. It is a literature that is overwhelmingly positive, identifying the benefi ts that can fl ow from stakeholder involvement, including the capacity to: (1) improve the quality of the research (for example, Nie 2004 ); (2) provide stakeholders with new information and skills (for example, Papineau and Kiely 1996 ); (3) integrate technical and democratic decision-making (for example, Bryson et al. 2002 ); (4) promote compromise and ameliorate adversarial approaches (for example, Brinkerhoff 2002 ); (5) ensure acceptance of policy initiatives (for example, Burger et al. 2005 ); and (6) empower groups whose voices might otherwise be unheard in the development of policy (for example, Nie 2004 ). All these fi ndings, combined with a tendency to neglect problems relating to stakeholder involvement ( Knox and McAlister 1995 ), reinforce governmental assumptions that the involvement of stakeholders in policy research will intrinsically improve its quality. This is not to say that the literature has neglected problems. Those addressed include epistemological concerns about the involvement of stakeholders. In relation to user stakeholders, Knox and McAlister (1995) point to the subjective nature of their knowledge, and its vulnerability to distortion by exogenous infl uences and previous experiences. Conversely, Pelletier et al. (1999) explore how the process of involvement in policy analysis can distort stakeholders ’ viewpoints in a way that is contrary to their own interests. Perspectivism The assertion of the importance of stakeholders ’ perspectives suggests the adoption of the epistemological position of perspectivism. It is therefore important to understand what we mean by this term. While clear in itself, the Oxford English Dictionary defi nition of perspectivism, as ‘ the theory that knowledge of a subject is inevitably partial and limited by the individual perspective from which it is viewed ’ , hides a complex intellectual history. Since its development in the philosophy of Friedrich Nietzsche, the nature and implications of perspectivism have been interpreted in numerous ways. Within these interpretations, two main strands can be identifi ed, each emphasizing a different aspect of the Nietzschean position, a position that is outlined in the following excerpt: Let us guard against the snares of such contradictory concepts as ‘ pure reason ’ , ‘ absolute spirituality ’ , ‘ knowledge in itself ’ : these always demand that we should think of an eye that is completely unthinkable … in which the active and interpreting forces … are supposed to be lacking … There is only a perspective seeing, only a perspective ‘ knowing ’ ; and the more affects we allow to speak about one thing, the more eyes, different eyes, we can use to observe one thing, the more complete will our ‘ concept ’ of this thing, our ‘ objectivity ’ be. ( Nietzsche 1969 , p. 119, emphasis in original) The fi rst interpretation of perspectivism concentrates on the opening part of this statement, where Nietzsche warns about pure reason and knowledge-in-itself. The belief that truth is actively constructed by ‘ interpreting forces ’ , rather than being independent of interpreters and amenable to external, objective criteria, has reached its apotheosis in the postmodernist movement, and the relativist scepticism of writers such as Lyotard (1984) , who dismiss the possibility of determining whether different systems of understanding the world are more or less valid than others. Because this variant of perspectivism entails the assumption that there can be no way of judging whether one perspective involves better or worse understanding than another, we term it ‘ relativist perspectivism ’ . However, acceptance of perspectivism does not inevitably entail the rejection of truth criteria. Thus, Mannheim (1960) argues that perspectivism ’ s acceptance of the ‘ social connectedness ’ of ideas is an essential prerequisite to getting to grips with the problem of truth and falsity. An alternative interpretation of perspectivism emphasizes the closing part of Nietzsche ’ s statement that ‘ the more eyes … we can use to observe one thing, the more complete will our … “ objectivity ” be ’ . This theme has been developed in Ortega y Gasset ’ s (1962) philosophy of ‘ vital reason ’ which asserts that truth is to be obtained from the sum of perspectives. Refl ecting the assumption that the more perspectives that are trained on a particular object, the more complete knowledge of that object will be, we term this variant ‘ incremental perspectivism ’ . We will contend here that, while incremental perspectivism provides the basis for improving knowledge about policies through the inclusion of stakeholders, relativist perspectivism has the effect of undermining knowledge. Qualitative research and relativist perspectivism One of the consequences of the centrality of stakeholders ’ perspectives to the production of policy research, is that policy research is obliged to adopt methods which best uncover those perspectives. There is therefore an implicit requirement for policy research to use qualitative research methods ( Kelly and Maynard-Mooney 1993 ). What we wish to argue here is that this articulation between policy research and qualitative methodologies has opened the door for the infi ltration of relativist perspectivism into policy research, in that within the ranks of qualitative methodologists, there are those who have taken a robust relativist position, denouncing the expert status of the social researcher, whose perspective is regarded as having no more legitimacy than any other (see, for example, Guba and Lincoln 1989 ). This rejection of authorial certainties and their replacement by a robust scepticism would appear to severely constrain the role of qualitative research in the formulation or evaluation of public policy. Whose perspectives on policy should be chosen, and by what criteria could those perspectives be assessed? For those who have accepted the death of the expert, the answers to these questions are: ‘ the perspectives of stakeholders ’ and ‘ by their own criteria ’ . For example, Guba and Lincoln (1987) assert that the policy analyst must accept ‘ at face value ’ (1987, p. 212) stakeholders ’ insights, while Kelly and Maynard-Moody contend that ‘ [t]he policy analyst is not an expert but a facilitator ’ (1993, p. 137). Stakeholders, confl ict and power There are some indications from the literature that this transfer of power from researchers to stakeholders has had deleterious consequences, such as the potential for confl ict ( Folkman and Rai 1997; Duram and Brown 1999; Nichols 2002 ) and the promotion of vested interests by stakeholders (see, for example, Papineau and Kiely 1996; Folkman and Rai 1997; Ray 1999 ). However, scholarly refl ection on this problem tends to be limited. An exception is Doherty and Rispel ’ s (1995) account of policy research into primary health care services in post-apartheid South Africa. While Doherty and Rispel are in no doubt of the overall benefi ts of stakeholder participation, they append a cautionary discussion on how power relations between stakeholders and policy researchers can threaten the integrity of the research. From Doherty and Rispel (1995) , we can distil two interlinking aspects of power relations: • Stakeholders as interest groups : this relates to how power relations may be played out between different groups involved in the research process: ‘ Individual parties may try to use researchers to further their own political agenda. Alternatively, certain groups may feel that the participatory research process is subversive as it allows the expression of ideas which undermine their power ’ (1995, p. 414). • The distortion of stakeholder accounts : this relates to how power relations are played out within particular groups involved in the research process: ‘ In some discussions certain individuals may not feel free to express their opinions. This is particularly the case when more senior or powerful people are present in the discussion ’ (1995, p. 414).

The affirmative solves – a focus on technology and creating activism for said technology is necessary

Karlsson 12 – (Nov. 2012, Rasmus, PhD, lecturer at Hankuk University of Foreign Studies in Seoul, South Korea, “Individual Guilt or Collective Progressive Action? Challenging the Strategic Potential of Environmental Citizenship Theory,” Environmental Values 21 (2012): 459–474, ingenta)

In terms of its performative content, environmental citizenship theory tends to overlook the fundamental difference between individual and collective action. While an individual can presumably stop doing a particular activity (like driving), it nearly always takes a collective effort to provide a meaningful alternative (like public transportation). This difference seems to be especially pronounced when considering more radical strategies for sustainability like the difference between the individual action of not eating meat (because of its environmental impact) and the collective action of launching a new ‘Manhattan-project’ to develop artificial meat (Edelman et al. 2005) as a humane, safe and environmentally beneficial alternative to traditional meat production (Datar and Betti 2010). Thinking further about this difference, one could argue that environmental citizenship theory provides a deceptively simple answer to a complex question when it holds that justice primarily requires us to reduce our own individual ecological footprint. This line of criticism becomes especially powerful if we have reason to believe that there are indeed accelerating technological paths to sustainability on a global level but that these paths are dependent on radical political action and a serious commitment to investment in the present (Mandle 2008). Under such circumstances, the environmental movement’s resistance to an innovation-driven future (Cohen 2006) becomes ethically problematic since it is precisely those activists that are needed to not only persuade mainstream politicians about the urgency of the ecological crisis but also to build public support for radical investments in breakthrough technologies. Recent paleoclimatological evidence suggests that in order to avoid reaching the tipping level for catastrophic climatic effects, the CO2 level in the atmosphere will need to be reduced from its current 385 ppm to at most 350 ppm, but likely even less than that (Hansen et al. 2008). However, with both India and China on a carbon-intensive path of rapid industrialisation with hundreds of new coal-fired plants currently under construction (Fairley 2007; Peng 2010), even optimistic calculations will see the atmospheric CO2 level approach 550 ppm in the coming decades (Sheehan et al. 2008). To achieve the reductions needed for climate stability will require a Herculean effort. With this in mind, it seems as if the foremost duty of people in rich countries would be to develop the kind of new energy technology that would make this industrial rise possible without causing irreversible environmental damage. Only if such technologies are substantially ‘faster, cleaner, and cheaper’ (Shellenberger et al. 2008) can we expect them to be implemented on a sufficient scale. By individualising the site of political change, we risk losing the collective force necessary to pursue such Herculean projects. Instead of offering a progressive vision of universal affluence that can bring together diverse (national) interests, the future becomes marked by scarcity and dependent on individual moral betterment. If we are right to assume that many people will be unable to meet the stringent demands of its moral code, then we can expect environmental citizenship theory to be more likely to feed defeatism and resignation than meaningful action (Butler 2010: 183). While some may hope for the market economy to autonomously provide the kind of technologies needed for global sustainability (Beckerman 1995), others, and even once staunch ‘deniers’ like Bjørn Lomborg, are now calling for political intervention and radical investments to meet the challenges of environmental change (Lomborg 2010).

2ac – warming o/w

Anthropogenic extinction has to be the baseline for ethics

Bosworth et al. 11 (Andrew, Chair of the working group of the Ethics and Climate Change in Asia and the Pacific Project, Napat Chaipraditkul, Ming Ming Cheng, Kimberly Junmookda, Parag Kadam, Darryl Macer, Charlotte Millet, Jennifer Sangaroonthong, Alexander Waller “Ethics and Biodiversity”, Ethics and Climate Change in Asia and the Pacific Project)

Why should we be concerned with the loss of a species? How does extinction as a result of human activity change our ethical understanding? Ethics of extinction is an ominous topic and it may elicit feelings associated with catastrophe or inescapable demise depending on one’s temperament and view of evolution. From an environmentalist standpoint, the extinction of a species may be invoked to highlight what are considered ethical failures on the part of humans and are often accompanied by demands for change. There have been great extinction events in the past, as seen 250 million years ago at the end of the Palaeozoic era where nearly 90% of all organisms and 99% percent of animals went extinct, and 65 million years ago nearly two thirds of species and 80% of individuals disappeared (Courtillot, 1999). Although these occurred, they were caused by natural occurances, such as an asteroid impact. 

However, the ethical issue is about human responsibility and a common ethic across cultures to protect species. One example is that of the Yangtze River dolphin, which died off under the gaze of environmentalists and as a result of apathy. Some have accused those involved of political games and general lack of resilience in protecting a threatened species. The lack of clear data as the species diminished has been cited as an excuse towards the preventable conclusion and as a result the precautionary principle applied to biology has gained credence (Turvey, 2009). Summarized by feelings towards pro-active protection such as, “Do not wait until you have all the facts before you act—you will never have all you would like. Action is what brings change, and saves endangered animals, not word” (Merton, 1992). 

Such attitudes may resonate with compassionate individuals, yet our ethos is not universal as to what the human responsibility is towards non-human species. Qualifying this statement is the theme of this report, which is the necessity of biodiversity to the wellbeing of humans and non-humans alike. That ethos suggests that preventing anthropogenic extinction drivers is the least we can do normatively, and ethically our awareness must grow as a result of the increased effect we have on other species.  It is clear is that anthropogenic effects have altered extinction rates, but may not be the only factor during this Holocene period as summarized by Russell et al. (1998), “Holocene mammal and bird extinctions occurred at a significantly elevated rate, but taxa containing disproportionately few species are both disproportionately threatened with extinction today.” The denotations of that statement lead objective thinkers to desire more information, emphatically stated, “We need more work on the relationship between feature diversity and phylogenetic diversity. We also need more work on the use and non-use values of each” (Mooers, 2009). 

Remembering that after each of the previous mass extinction events life on earth rebounded, adds to the ethical obscurity of the ethics of extinction. Objectively, we can say that the human species will not remain to the end of this event (unless they physically destroy the entire planet) but life in some form will continue to evolve. In the short term, over a few hundred years for example, we may find that humans survive but our actions cause the extinction of many species. According to the moral principle of avoiding harm, the less species that human action causes to become extinct, the less moral harm, and this is a basis for conservation efforts.
Climate change is the unforgivable sin – ethical

Shue 11 – (2011, Henry, Senior Research Fellow at Merton and Professor of Politics and International Relations, Merton College, Oxford, “Human rights, climate change, and the trillionth ton,” in The Ethics of Global Climate Change, Ed. David G. Arnold, p. 298-9)

The practical implication of this rather mind-boggling conclusion is this: Once CO2 is emitted into the atmosphere, it stays there over any period of time of interest to humans; and once more CO2 is emitted, more stays there. Or in other words, at whatever level of CO2 the atmospheric concentration peaks, that concentration will stay for a long, long time – multiple generations at a bare minimum. This makes the duration of climate change like few other problems, except perhaps the generation of nuclear waste, which is also extraordinarily persistent, and the manufacture of the most persistent toxic chemicals. And of course the pervasiveness of climate change is incomparably greater than nuclear waste or any toxics about which we so far know. While it is always good for rights-protecting institutions to be enduring, for them to deal specifically with the dangers of climate change no other option is possible.

When I was a small boy in rural Virginia in the 1940s, traveling evangelists would pitch their tent for a week in our county and attempt to convert us (although most of us thought we had signed up locally). One of their standard ploys was to try to terrorize us by preaching on the final evening about the “unforgivable sin”: It was essential to convert before you committed it – later would be too late because on this one there was no going back. I used to lie awake after returning home from the tent meeting, worrying that I might have committed the “unforgivable sin” already without having realized it at the time, since the evangelist’s account of it was as vague as it was ominous, and so be eternally damned before I had even gotten a good start on life (or had much fun). Adolescence, of course, brought other worries, and I gave up on the “unforgivable sin,” coming to doubt that there was any such thing. Now, however, I sometimes think the atmospheric scientists may have figured out what the “unforgivable sin” is after all: emitting so much CO2 that uncountable generations face a severely disrupted and worsening climate that blights their lives from the beginning! The penalty is not quite the promised eternal damnation, but bad enough, and, worse, the penalty falls not on the unforgiven sinners/emitters but on their innocent descendants, dooming them from the start.

Turns accessibility and equality - Using carbon is MUCH worse for those who lack power– need immediate transition to alternative energies to be fair and equitable

Shue 11 – (2011, Henry, Senior Research Fellow at Merton and Professor of Politics and International Relations, Merton College, Oxford, “Human rights, climate change, and the trillionth ton,” in The Ethics of Global Climate Change, Ed. David G. Arnold, p. 308-9)

The next step in the argument will not be obvious, but it seems to me to be the only prudent approach, given how dangerous extreme climate change will be and how vital it therefore is to enforce a relatively low cap on total cumulative emissions (such as 1 Tt C) by the time fossil fuel use is eliminated completely (in order to avoid a temperature rise exceeding 2°C above pre-industrial levels). We do not know for how long the remaining budget consisting of the second 0.5 Tt C of possibly ‘tolerable’ emissions – 0.5 Tt C have already been emitted as of now38 – will have to supply the for-the-meantime-unavoidable carbon-emission needs of many of the poor. As things are going now, the budget consisting of the second half of the total of 1 Tt C will likely be exhausted in less than 40 years – well before 2050.39 The longer that many of the poor people on the planet must rely for survival on carbon emissions within a dominant fossil-fuel energy regime, the longer they will need to draw from whatever remains of this budget at any given time. If we are serious about not making the lives of the market-dependent poor impossible, and we accept the science, we must, in effect, reserve enough of the remaining budget of “tolerable” emissions for the fossil-fuel market dependent poor to use to maintain themselves at a decent level of existence for the duration of the period during which they must depend on the fossil-fuel regime. Obviously, the longer they are dependent on fossil fuels, the longer they will need to draw upon the budget and the more of it that will be needed strictly for them. On the one hand, the remaining budget of carbon emissions could be enlarged only by allowing warming beyond 2°C above pre-industrial levels, which is yet more dangerous. On the other hand, the time period of the dependence of the poor on carbon emissions can be shortened by making affordable alternative energy without carbon emissions available to them sooner, which is one of the actions most urgent to be taken, for this and other reasons.

There can be no authentic acceptance of extinction, it outweighs

Kennedy, 2k7 (Greg, PhD U of Ottowa, An Ontology of Trash, pg. 170-1)

The phenomenon of extinction is the technological ersatz for death. But our being-toward-extinction can never be authentic because it occludes the mortal being-in-the-worldwith-others, whose resolute acceptance authenticity requires. Unlike death, extinction cannot summon authentic individuals to their possibilities. Rather it addresses isolationists and solipsists, for "the lack of others is the defining feature of extinction."14 So long as we exist toward this lack, we cannot exist as whole, as healthy. "Being human, we have, through the establishment of a common world, taken up residence in the enlarged space of past, present and future, and if we threaten to destroy the future generations we harm ourselves, for the threat we pose to them is carried back to us through the channels of the common world that we all inhabit together."15 We fail to be human as long as we project a hostile indifference onto the possibility of perpetuity. Here again, the ontologically inconsistent phenomenon of extinction undermines its own being, for it dismantles the temporal platform from which all projections are cast. "We need the assurance that there will be a future if we are to take on the burden of mastering the past—a past that really does become the proverbial "dead past," an unbearable weight of millennia of corpses and dust, if there is no promise of a future."16 Schell's use of Arendt's notion of a social and biological common world convincingly demonstrates how the phenomenon of human extinction stymies our careful being-in-the-world-with-others. It does not, however, manage to exhaust the structural totality of care: "the being of Dasein means being-ahead-of-oneself-already-in (the world) as being-together-with (innerworldly beings encountered)" (BT 180). Our being-with extends beyond other humans to encompass all innerworldly beings. Thus, the lack of others definitive of extinction must include a lack of beings in general. The being of trash is ontologically deficient to the pint of phenomenal disappearance. The more the common world fills up with disposable commodities, the more it becomes ontologically empty, hence worthless and dispensable. Consequently, a thorough interpretation of human extinction requires an ontology of trash. Schell moves toward this necessity without meeting it when he writes: Like death, extinction is felt not when it has arrived, but beforehand, as a deep shadow cast back across the whole of life... Extinction saturates our existence and never stops happening. If we want to find the meaning of extinction, accordingly, we should start by looking with new eyes at ourselves and the world we live in, and at the lives we live. The question to be asked then is no longer what the features and characteristics of extinction are but what it says about us and what it does to us that we are preparing our own extermination.17 In the technological era, the lives we live are lives of consumption, and the world we live in teeters on a mountain of trash high above an infernal abyss. The ontology of trash comes to its end in the discovery of the full meaning of extinction. The twin phenomena appear as one in the destruction of time, the extermination, that is, the detemporalization of human being. 

white supremacy

Moral absolutism makes them complicit in injustice – unintended consequences matter just as much as intentions

Jeffrey C. Isaac, James H. Rudy Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for the Study of Democracy and Public Life at Indiana University, Spring 2002, Dissent, Vol. 49, No. 2

As writers such as Niccolo Machiavelli, Max Weber, Reinhold Niebuhr, and Hannah Arendt have taught, an unyielding concern with moral goodness undercuts political responsibility. The concern may be morally laudable, reflecting a kind of personal integrity, but it suffers from three fatal flaws: (1) It fails to see that the purity of one's intention does not ensure the achievement of what one intends. Abjuring violence or refusing to make common cause with morally compromised parties may seem like the right thing; but if such tactics entail impotence, then it is hard to view them as serving any moral good beyond the clean conscience of their supporters; (2) it fails to see that in a world of real violence and injustice, moral purity is not simply a form of powerlessness; it is often a form of complicity in injustice. This is why, from the standpoint of politics--as opposed to religion--pacifism is always a potentially immoral stand. In categorically repudiating violence, it refuses in principle to oppose certain violent injustices with any effect; and (3) it fails to see that politics is as much about unintended consequences as it is about intentions; it is the effects of action, rather than the motives of action, that is most significant. Just as the alignment with "good" may engender impotence, it is often the pursuit of "good" that generates evil. This is the lesson of communism in the twentieth century: it is not enough that one's goals be sincere or idealistic; it is equally important, always, to ask about the effects of pursuing these goals and to judge these effects in pragmatic and historically contextualized ways. Moral absolutism inhibits this judgment. It alienates those who are not true believers. It promotes arrogance. And it undermines political effectiveness.

at: social death

The invocation of social death as ontologically inevitable inscribes a pessimism towards politics which makes agency impossible and oversimplifies the history of resistance

Vincent Brown, Prof. of History and African and African-American Studies @ Harvard Univ., December 2009, "Social Death and Political Life in the Study of Slavery," American Historical Review, p. 1231-1249

Specters of the Atlantic is a compellingly sophisticated study of the relation be- tween the epistemologies underwriting both modern slavery and modern capitalism, but the book’s discussion of the politics of anti-slavery is fundamentally incomplete. While Baucom brilliantly traces the development of “melancholy realism” as an op- positional discourse that ran counter to the logic of slavery and finance capital, he has very little to say about the enslaved themselves. Social death, so well suited to the tragic perspective, stands in for the experience of enslavement. While this heightens the reader’s sense of the way Atlantic slavery haunts the present, Baucom largely fails to acknowledge that the enslaved performed melancholy acts of accounting not unlike those that he shows to be a fundamental component of abolitionist and human rights discourses, or that those acts could be a basic element of slaves’ oppositional activities. In many ways, the effectiveness of his text depends upon the silence of slaves—it is easier to describe the continuity of structures of power when one down- plays countervailing forces such as the political activity of the weak. So Baucom’s deep insights into the structural features of Atlantic slave trading and its afterlife come with a cost. Without engagement with the politics of the enslaved, slavery’s history serves as an effective charge leveled against modernity and capitalism, but not as an uneven and evolving process of human interaction, and certainly not as a locus of conflict in which the enslaved sometimes won small but important victories.11

Specters of the Atlantic is self-consciously a work of theory (despite Baucom’s prodigious archival research), and social death may be largely unproblematic as a matter of theory, or even law. In these arenas, as David Brion Davis has argued, “the slave has no legitimate, independent being, no place in the cosmos except as an instrument of her or his master’s will.”12 But the concept often becomes a general description of actual social life in slavery. Vincent Carretta, for example, in his au- thoritative biography of the abolitionist writer and former slave Olaudah Equiano, agrees with Patterson that because enslaved Africans and their descendants were “stripped of their personal identities and history, [they] were forced to suffer what has been aptly called ‘social death.’ ” The self-fashioning enabled by writing and print “allowed Equiano to resurrect himself publicly” from the condition that had been imposed by his enslavement.13 The living conditions of slavery in eighteenth-century Jamaica, one slave society with which Equiano had experience, are described in rich detail in Trevor Burnard’s unflinching examination of the career of Thomas Thistle- wood, an English migrant who became an overseer and landholder in Jamaica, and who kept a diary there from 1750 to 1786. Through Thistlewood’s descriptions of his life among slaves, Burnard glimpses a “world of uncertainty,” where the enslaved were always vulnerable to repeated depredations that actually led to “significant slave dehumanization as masters sought, with considerable success, to obliterate slaves’ personal histories.” Burnard consequently concurs with Patterson: “slavery completely stripped slaves of their cultural heritage, brutalized them, and rendered ordinary life and normal relationships extremely difficult.”14 This was slavery, after all, and much more than a transfer of migrants from Africa to America.15 Yet one wonders, after reading Burnard’s indispensable account, how slaves in Jamaica or- ganized some of British America’s greatest political events during Thistlewood’s time and after, including the Coromantee Wars of the 1760s, the 1776 Hanover conspiracy, and the Baptist War of 1831–1832. Surely they must have found some way to turn the “disorganization, instability, and chaos” of slavery into collective forms of belonging and striving, making connections when confronted with alien- ation and finding dignity in the face of dishonor. Rather than pathologizing slaves by allowing the condition of social death to stand for the experience of life in slavery, then, it might be more helpful to focus on what the enslaved actually made of their

situation.

Among the most insightful texts to explore the experiential meaning of Afro- Atlantic slavery (for both the slaves and their descendants) are two recent books by Saidiya Hartman and Stephanie Smallwood. Rather than eschewing the concept of social death, as might be expected from writing that begins by considering the per- spective of the enslaved, these two authors use the idea in penetrating ways. Hart- man’s Lose Your Mother: A Journey along the Atlantic Slave Route and Smallwood’s Saltwater Slavery: A Middle Passage from Africa to American Diaspora extend social death beyond a general description of slavery as a condition and imagine it as an experience of self. Here both the promise and the problem with the concept are most fully apparent.16

Both authors seek a deeper understanding of the experience of enslavement and its consequences for the past, present, and future of black life than we generally find in histories of slavery. In Hartman’s account especially, slavery is not only an object of study, but also the focus of a personal memoir. She travels along a slave route in Ghana, from its coastal forts to the backcountry hinterlands, symbolically reversing the first stage of the trek now commonly called the Middle Passage. In searching prose, she meditates on the history of slavery in Africa to explore the precarious nature of belonging to the social category “African American.” Rendering her re- markable facility with social theory in elegant and affective terms, Hartman asks the question that nags all identities, but especially those forged by the descendants of slaves: What identifications, imagined affinities, mythical narratives, and acts of re- membering and forgetting hold the category together? Confronting her own alienation from any story that would yield a knowable genealogy or a comfortable identity, Hartman wrestles with what it means to be a stranger in one’s putative motherland, to be denied country, kin, and identity, and to forget one’s past—to be an orphan.17 Ultimately, as the title suggests, Lose Your Mother is an injunction to accept dis- possession as the basis of black self-definition.

Such a judgment is warranted, in Hartman’s account, by the implications of social death both for the experience of enslavement and for slavery’s afterlife in the present. As Patterson delineated in sociological terms the death of social personhood and the reincorporation of individuals into slavery, Hartman sets out on a personal quest to “retrace the process by which lives were destroyed and slaves born.”18 When she contends with what it meant to be a slave, she frequently invokes Patterson’s idiom: “Seized from home, sold in the market, and severed from kin, the slave was for all intents and purposes dead, no less so than had he been killed in combat. No less so than had she never belonged to the world.” By making men, women, and children into commodities, enslavement destroyed lineages, tethering people to own- ers rather than families, and in this way it “annulled lives, transforming men and women into dead matter, and then resuscitated them for servitude.” Admittedly, the enslaved “lived and breathed, but they were dead in the social world of men.”19 As it turns out, this kind of alienation is also part of what it presently means to be African American. “The transience of the slave’s existence,” for example, still leaves its traces in how black people imagine and speak of home:

We never tire of dreaming of a place that we can call home, a place better than here, wherever here might be . . . We stay there, but we don’t live there . . . Staying is living in a country without exercising any claims on its resources. It is the perilous condition of existing in a world in which you have no investments. It is having never resided in a place that you can say is yours. It is being “of the house” but not having a stake in it. Staying implies transient quarters, a makeshift domicile, a temporary shelter, but no attachment or affiliation. This sense of not belonging and of being an extraneous element is at the heart of slavery.20

“We may have forgotten our country,” Hartman writes, “but we haven’t forgotten our dispossession.”21

Like Baucom, Hartman sees the history of slavery as a constituent part of a tragic present. Atlantic slavery continues to be manifested in black people’s skewed life chances, poor education and health, and high rates of incarceration, poverty, and premature death. Disregarding the commonplace temporalities of professional historians, whose literary conventions are generally predicated on a formal distinction between past, present, and future, Hartman addresses slavery as a problem that spans all three. The afterlife of slavery inhabits the nature of belonging, which in turn guides the “freedom dreams” that shape prospects for change. “If slavery persists as an issue in the political life of black America,” she writes, “it is not because of an antiquated obsession with bygone days or the burden of a too-long memory, but because black lives are still imperiled and devalued by a racial calculus and a political arithmetic that were entrenched centuries ago.”22

A professor of English and comparative literature, Hartman is in many respects in a better position than most historians to understand events such as the funeral aboard the Hudibras. This is because for all of her evident erudition, her scholarship is harnessed not so much to a performance of mastery over the facts of what hap- pened, which might substitute precision for understanding, as to an act of mourning, even yearning. She writes with a depth of introspection and personal anguish that is transgressive of professional boundaries but absolutely appropriate to the task. Reading Hartman, one wonders how a historian could ever write dispassionately about slavery without feeling complicit and ashamed. For dispassionate accounting—exemplified by the ledgers of slave traders—has been a great weapon of the powerful, an episteme that made the grossest violations of personhood acceptable, even necessary. This is the kind of bookkeeping that bore fruit upon the Zong. “It made it easier for a trader to countenance yet another dead black body or for a captain to dump a shipload of captives into the sea in order to collect the insurance, since it wasn’t possible to kill cargo or to murder a thing already denied life. Death was simply part of the workings of the trade.” The archive of slavery, then, is “a mortuary.” Not content to total up the body count, Hartman offers elegy, echoing in her own way the lamentations of the women aboard the Hudibras. Like them, she is concerned with the dead and what they mean to the living. “I was desperate to reclaim the dead,” she writes, “to reckon with the lives undone and obliterated in the making of human commodities.”23

It is this mournful quality of Lose Your Mother that elevates it above so many histories of slavery, but the same sense of lament seems to require that Hartman overlook small but significant political victories like the one described by Butter- worth. Even as Hartman seems to agree with Paul Gilroy on the “value of seeing the consciousness of the slave as involving an extended act of mourning,” she remains so focused on her own commemorations that her text makes little space for a consideration of how the enslaved struggled with alienation and the fragility of belonging, or of the mourning rites they used to confront their condition.24 All of the ques- tions she raises about the meaning of slavery in the present—both highly personal and insistently political—might as well be asked about the meaning of slavery to slaves themselves, that is, if one begins by closely examining their social and political lives rather than assuming their lack of social being. Here Hartman is undone by her reliance on Orlando Patterson’s totalizing definition of slavery. She asserts that “no solace can be found in the death of the slave, no higher ground can be located, no perspective can be found from which death serves a greater good or becomes any- thing other than what it is.”25 If she is correct, the events on the Hudibras were of negligible importance. And indeed, Hartman’s understandable emphasis on the personal damage wrought by slavery encourages her to disavow two generations of social history that have demonstrated slaves’ remarkable capacity to forge fragile com- munities, preserve cultural inheritance, and resist the predations of slaveholders. This in turn precludes her from describing the ways that violence, dislocation, and death actually generate culture, politics, and consequential action by the enslaved.26

This limitation is particularly evident in a stunning chapter that Hartman calls “The Dead Book.” Here she creatively reimagines the events that occurred on the voyage of the slave ship Recovery, bound, like the Hudibras, from the Bight of Biafra to Grenada, when Captain John Kimber hung an enslaved girl naked from the mizzen stay and beat her, ultimately to her death, for being “sulky”: she was sick and could not dance when so ordered. As Hartman notes, the event would have been unre- markable had not Captain Kimber been tried for murder on the testimony of the ship’s surgeon, a brief transcript of the trial been published, and the woman’s death been offered up as allegory by the abolitionist William Wilberforce and the graphic satirist Isaac Cruikshank. Hartman re-creates the murder and the surge of words it inspired, representing the perspectives of the captain, the surgeon, and the aboli tionist, for each of whom the girl was a cipher “outfitted in a different guise,” and then she puts herself in the position of the victim, substituting her own voice for the unknowable thoughts of the girl. Imagining the experience as her own and wistfully representing her demise as a suicide—a final act of agency—Hartman hopes, by this bold device, to save the girl from oblivion. Or perhaps her hope is to prove the impossibility of ever doing so, because by failing, she concedes that the girl cannot be put to rest. It is a compelling move, but there is something missing. Hartman discerns a convincing subject position for all of the participants in the events sur- rounding the death of the girl, except for the other slaves who watched the woman die and carried the memory with them to the Americas, presumably to tell others, plausibly even survivors of the Hudibras, who must have drawn from such stories a basic perspective on the history of the Atlantic world. For the enslaved spectators, Hartman imagines only a fatalistic detachment: “The women were assembled a few feet away, but it might well have been a thousand. They held back from the girl, steering clear of her bad luck, pestilence, and recklessness. Some said she had lost her mind. What could they do, anyway? The women danced and sang as she lay dying.”

Hartman ends her odyssey among the Gwolu, descendants of peoples who fled the slave raids and who, as communities of refugees, shared her sense of dispos- session. “Newcomers were welcome. It didn’t matter that they weren’t kin because genealogy didn’t matter”; rather, “building community did.” Lose Your Mother con- cludes with a moving description of a particular one of their songs, a lament for those who were lost, which resonated deeply with her sense of slavery’s meaning in the present. And yet Hartman has more difficulty hearing similar cries intoned in the past by slaves who managed to find themselves.27

Saltwater Slavery has much in common with Lose Your Mother. Smallwood’s study of the slave trade from the Gold Coast to the British Americas in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries likewise redeems the experience of the people traded like so many bolts of cloth, “who were represented merely as ciphers in the political arithmetic,” and therefore “feature in the documentary record not as subjects of a social history but as objects or quantities.”28 Each text offers a penetrating analysis of the market logic that turned people into goods. Both books work with the concept of social death. However, Smallwood examines the problem of social death for the enslaved even more closely than Hartman does.29

Like Hartman, Smallwood sees social death as a by-product of commodification. “If in the regime of the market Africans’ most socially relevant feature was their exchangeability,” she argues, “for Africans as immigrants the most socially relevant feature was their isolation, their desperate need to restore some measure of social life to counterbalance the alienation engendered by their social death.” But Small- wood’s approach is different in a subtle way. Whereas for Hartman, as for others, social death is an accomplished state of being, Smallwood veers between a notion of social death as an actual condition produced by violent dislocation and social death as a compelling threat. On the one hand, she argues, captivity on the Atlantic littoral was a social death. Exchangeable persons “inhabited a new category of mar- ginalization, one not of extreme alienation within the community, but rather of ab- solute exclusion from any community.” She seems to accept the idea of enslaved commodities as finished products for whom there could be no socially relevant relationships: “the slave cargo constituted the antithesis of community.” Yet elsewhere she contends that captives were only “menaced” with social death. “At every point along the passage from African to New World markets,” she writes, “we find a stark contest between slave traders and slaves, between the traders’ will to commodify people and the captives’ will to remain fully recognizable as human subjects.”30 Here, I think, Smallwood captures the truth of the idea: social death was a receding ho- rizon—the farther slaveholders moved toward the goal of complete mastery, the more they found that struggles with their human property would continue, even into the most elemental realms: birth, hunger, health, fellowship, sex, death, and time.

If social death did not define the slaves’ condition, it did frame their vision of apocalypse. In a harrowing chapter on the meaning of death (that is, physical death) during the Atlantic passage, Smallwood is clear that the captives could have no frame of reference for the experience aboard the slave ships, but she also shows how des- perate they were to make one. If they could not reassemble some meaningful way to map their social worlds, “slaves could foresee only further descent into an endless purgatory.” The women aboard the Hudibras were not in fact the living dead; they were the mothers of gasping new societies. Their view of the danger that confronted them made their mourning rites vitally important, putting these at the center of the women’s emerging lives as slaves—and as a result at the heart of the struggles that would define them. As Smallwood argues, this was first and foremost a battle over their presence in time, to define their place among ancestors, kin, friends, and future progeny. “The connection Africans needed was a narrative continuity between past and present—an epistemological means of connecting the dots between there and here, then and now, to craft a coherent story out of incoherent experience.” That is precisely what the women on the Hudibras fought to accomplish.31

Insistence on the centrality of social death reifies western social sciences and attempts to distil a universal grounds for understanding slavery resulting in reductionism and the inability to see forms of sociability within slavery itself
Brown ’9 (Vincent, Professor of History and of African and African-American Studies at Harvard, “Social Death and Political Life in the Study of Slavery”, American Historical Review, December)

ABOARD THE HUDIBRAS IN 1786, in the course of a harrowing journey from Africa to America, a popular woman died in slavery. Although she was “universally esteemed” among her fellow captives as an “oracle of literature,” an “orator,” and a “songstress,” she is anonymous to historians because the sailor on the slave ship who described her death, the young William Butterworth, did not record her name. Yet he did note that her passing caused a minor political tumult when the crew herded the other enslaved women below decks before they could see the body of their fallen shipmate consigned to the water. This woman was no alienated isolate to be hurled over the side of the ship without ceremony. She had been, according to Butterworth, the “soul of sociality” when the women were on the quarterdeck. There she had knelt “nearly prostrate, with hands stretched forth and placed upon the deck, and her head resting on her hands.” Then, “In order to render more easy the hours of her sisters in exile,” the woman “would sing slow airs, of a pathetic nature, and recite such pieces as moved the passions; exciting joy or grief, pleasure or pain, as fancy or inclination led.”1 Around her the other women were arranged in concentric circles, with the innermost ring comprising the youngest girls, and the elderly on the perimeter—a fleeting, makeshift community amid the chaos of the slave trade. The first to die on that particular voyage, the woman was laid out on the deck while the sailors awaited flood tide to heave her overboard. The other women commenced a “loud, deep, and impressive” rite of mourning, often speaking softly to the corpse in the belief that the woman’s spirit would hear and acknowledge their wish “to be remembered to their friends in the other country, when they should meet again.” Before the ceremonies could reach a conclusion, the women and girls were ordered below, with the body left on the deck. Convinced that whites were cannibals and that the sailors “might begin to eat their dead favourite,” the Africans began a vehement protest. Fearing a general insurrection, the captain let several of the women out of the hold and had the corpse lowered into the water in their presence, “with the observance of rather more decency in the manner of doing it, than generally appeared in the funeral of a slave.” The protest subsided, the slaver eventually de- livered its captives on the American side of the Atlantic Ocean at Grenada, and it is likely that the remaining passengers lived and died as slaves.2 What happened aboard the Hudibras was an uncommon but not unimportant event. If slave funerals occasionally occurred on slave ships, they were hardly ever mentioned. Bodies were usually dumped unceremoniously into the ocean, cast to the sharks that followed the slavers with anticipation. Generally, there was no recognized ritual at all, no closure, only the continuation of disorientation on a cosmic scale. As historian Stephanie Smallwood has observed, captives on slave ships “confronted a dual crisis: the trauma of death, and the inability to respond appropriately to death.”3 Partly because they were uncommon, episodes such as the one aboard the Hudibras have been viewed as unlikely stories. Yet stories about slave ship funerals are unlikely not only because such ceremonies occurred infrequently, but because discussions of them have been seen as unpromising, likely to fail as explanations for any significant developments within the history of slavery. In other words, scholars are not well prepared to understand such funerals, because they do not really suit the prevailing ways we write about slavery’s past—and its presence in our concerns. Certainly, the popular woman’s rite of passage could be seen asevidence of African cultural retention, following the interpretive path hewn by Melville J. Herskovits and his admirers; or one might see it as an act of resistance against dehumanization, especially if one takes the view of scholars such as David Brion Davis, who sees dehumanization or “animalization” as the key characteristic of enslavement. In this sense, one could see the event as an example of the agency of the enslaved. The protest leading up to the burial at sea could also be interpreted as an act of resistance against the constraints of enslavement, or at least of claim-making; but this was not a claim that threatened slavery as such, and so it rests uncomfortably within the terms that have traditionally governed the analysis of political activity on the part of the enslaved.4 In fact, the funeral was an attempt to withstand the encroachment of oblivion and to make social meaning from the threat of anomie. As a final rite of passage and a ritual goodbye, the ceremony provided an outlet for anguish and an opportunity for commiseration.Yet it also allowed the women to publicly contemplate what it meant to be alive and enslaved. The death rite thus enabled them to express and enact their social values, to articulate their visions of what it was that bound them together, made individuals among them unique, and separated this group of people from others. The scene thus typifies the way that people who have been pronounced socially dead, that is, utterly alienated and with no social ties recognized as legitimate or binding, have often made a social world out of death itself. The funeral was an act of accounting, of reckoning, and therefore one among the multitude of acts that made up the political history of Atlantic slavery. This was politics conceived not as a conventional battle between partisans, but as a struggle to define a social being that connected the past and present. It could even be said that the event exemplified a politics of history, which connects the politics of the enslaved to the politics of their descendants. Although the deaths of slaves could inspire such active and dynamic practices of social reconnection, scholars in recent years have made too little of events like the funeral aboard the Hudibras and have too often followed Orlando Patterson’s monumental Slavery and Social Death (1982) in positing a metaphorical “social death” as the basic condition of slavery. In a comparative study of sixty-six slaveholding societies ranging from ancient Greece and Rome to medieval Europe, precolonial Africa, and Asia, Patterson combined statistical analysis and voluminous research with brilliant theoretical insights drawn from Marxian theory, symbolic anthropology, law, philosophy, and literature in order to offer what he called a “preliminary definition of slavery on the level of personal relations.” Recognizing violence, violations of personhood, dishonor, and namelessness as the fundamental constituent elements of slavery, Patterson distilled a transhistorical characterization of slavery as “the permanent, violent domination of natally alienated and generally dishonored persons.” In this waythe institution of slavery was and is a “relation of domination,” in which slaveholders annihilated people socially by first extracting them from meaningful relationships that defined personal status and belonging,communal memory, and collective aspiration and then incorporating these socially dead persons into the masters’ world. As a work of historical sociology concerned primarily with the comparative analysis of institutions, the book illuminated the dynamics of a process whereby the “desocialized new slave” was subsumed within slave society.5 Slavery and Social Death was widely reviewed and lavishly praised for its erudition and conceptual rigor. As a result of its success, social death has become a handy general definition of slavery, for many historians and non-historians alike. But it is often forgotten that the concept of social death is a distillation from Patterson’s breathtaking survey—a theoretical abstraction that is meant not to describe the lived experiences of the enslaved so much as to reduce them to a least common denominator that could reveal the essence of slavery in an ideal-type slave, shorn of meaningful heritage.6 As a concept, it is what Frederick Cooper has called an “agentless abstraction” that provides a neat cultural logic but ultimately does little to illuminate the social and political experience of enslavement and the struggles that produce historic transformations.7 Indeed, it is difficult to use such a distillation to explain the actual behavior of slaves, and yet in much of the scholarship that followed in the wake of Slavery and Social Death, Patterson’s abstract distillates have been used to explain the existential condition of the enslaved. Having emerged from the discipline of sociology, “social death” fit comfortably within a scholarly tradition that had generally been more alert to deviations in patterns of black life from prevailing social norms than to the worldviews, strategies, and social tactics of people in black communities. Together with Patterson’s work on the distortions wrought by slavery on black families, “social death” reflected sociology’s abiding concern with “social pathology”; the “pathological condition” of twentieth-century black life could be seen as an outcome of the damage that black people had suffered during slavery. University of Chicago professor Robert Park, the grand-pe`re of the social pathologists, set the terms in 1919: “the Negro, when he landed in the United States, left behind almost everything but his dark complexion and his tropical temperament.”8 Patterson’s distillation also conformed to the nomothetic imperative of social science, which has traditionally aimed to discover universal laws of operation that would be true regardless of time and place, making the synchronic study of social phenomena more tempting than more descriptive studies of historical transformation. Slavery and Social Death took shape during a period when largely synchronic studies of antebellum slavery in the United States dominated the scholarship on human bondage, and Patterson’s expansive view was meant to situate U.S. slavery in a broad context rather than to discuss changes as the institution developed through time. Thus one might see “social death” as an obsolete product of its time and tradition, an academic artifact with limited purchase for contemporary scholarship, were it not for the concept’s reemergence in some important new studies of slavery.9

Vincent Brown, Prof. of History and African and African-American Studies @ Harvard Univ., December 2009, "Social Death and Political Life in the Study of Slavery," American Historical Review, p. 1231-1249

THE PREMISE OF ORLANDO PATTERSON’S MAJOR WORK, that enslaved Africans were natally alienated and culturally isolated, was challenged even before he published his influential thesis, primarily by scholars concerned with “survivals” or “retentions” of African culture and by historians of slave resistance. In the early to mid-twentieth century, when Robert Park’s view of “the Negro” predominated among scholars, it was generally assumed that the slave trade and slavery had denuded black people of any ancestral heritage from Africa. The historians Carter G. Woodson and W. E. B. Du Bois and the anthropologist Melville J. Herskovits argued the opposite. Their research supported the conclusion that while enslaved Africans could not have brought intact social, political, and religious institutions with them to the Americas, they did maintain significant aspects of their cultural backgrounds.32 Herskovits ex- amined “Africanisms”—any practices that seemed to be identifiably African—as useful symbols of cultural survival that would help him to analyze change and continuity in African American culture.33 He engaged in one of his most heated scholarly disputes with the sociologist E. Franklin Frazier, a student of Park’s, who empha- sized the damage wrought by slavery on black families and folkways.34 More recently, a number of scholars have built on Herskovits’s line of thought, enhancing our understanding of African history during the era of the slave trade. Their studies have evolved productively from assertions about general cultural heritage into more precise demonstrations of the continuity of worldviews, categories of belonging, and social practices from Africa to America. For these scholars, the preservation of distinctive cultural forms has served as an index both of a resilient social personhood, or identity, and of resistance to slavery itself. 35

Scholars of slave resistance have never had much use for the concept of social death. The early efforts of writers such as Herbert Aptheker aimed to derail the popular notion that American slavery had been a civilizing institution threatened by “slave crime.”36 Soon after, studies of slave revolts and conspiracies advocated the idea that resistance demonstrated the basic humanity and intractable will of the enslaved—indeed, they often equated acts of will with humanity itself. As these writ- ers turned toward more detailed analyses of the causes, strategies, and tactics of slave revolts in the context of the social relations of slavery, they had trouble squaring abstract characterizations of “the slave” with what they were learning about the en- slaved.37 Michael Craton, who authored Testing the Chains: Resistance to Slavery in the British West Indies, was an early critic of Slavery and Social Death, protesting that what was known about chattel bondage in the Americas did not confirm Patterson’s definition of slavery. “If slaves were in fact ‘generally dishonored,’ ” Craton asked, “how does he explain the degrees of rank found among all groups of slaves—that is, the scale of ‘reputation’ and authority accorded, or at least acknowledged, by slave and master alike?” How could they have formed the fragile families documented by social historians if they had been “natally alienated” by definition? Finally, and per- haps most tellingly, if slaves had been uniformly subjected to “permanent violent domination,” they could not have revolted as often as they did or shown the “varied manifestations of their resistance” that so frustrated masters and compromised their power, sometimes “fatally.”38 The dynamics of social control and slave resistance falsified Patterson’s description of slavery even as the tenacity of African culture showed that enslaved men, women, and children had arrived in the Americas bearing much more than their “tropical temperament.”

The cultural continuity and resistance schools of thought come together pow- erfully in an important book by Walter C. Rucker, The River Flows On: Black Re- sistance, Culture, and Identity Formation in Early America. In Rucker’s analysis of slave revolts, conspiracies, and daily recalcitrance, African concepts, values, and cul- tural metaphors play the central role. Unlike Smallwood and Hartman, for whom “the rupture was the story” of slavery, Rucker aims to reveal the “perseverance of African culture even among second, third, and fourth generation creoles.”39 He looks again at some familiar events in North America—New York City’s 1712 Coromantee revolt and 1741 conspiracy, the 1739 Stono rebellion in South Carolina, as well as the plots, schemes, and insurgencies of Gabriel Prosser, Denmark Vesey, and Nat Turner—deftly teasing out the African origins of many of the attitudes and actions of the black rebels. Rucker outlines how the transformation of a “shared cultural heritage” that shaped collective action against slavery corresponded to the “various steps Africans made in the process of becoming ‘African American’ in culture, orientation, and identity.”40

Afro-pessimism is inaccurate and is used to justify white supremacism

Patterson 98

The Ordeal Of Integration:

Progress And Resentment In America's "Racial" Crisis

Orlando Patterson is a Jamaican-born American historical and cultural sociologist known for his work regarding issues of race in the United States, as well as the sociology of development

In the attempt to understand and come to terms with the problems of Afro-Americans and of their interethnic relations, the country has been ill served by its intellectuals, policy advocates, and leaders in recent years. At present, dogmatic ethnic advocates and extremists appear to dominate discourse on the subject, drowning out both moderate and other dissenting voices. A strange convergence has emerged between these extremists. On the left, the nation is misled by an endless stream of tracts and studies that deny any meaningful change in America's "Two Nations," decry "The Myth of Black Progress," mourn "The Dream Deferred," dismiss AfroAmerican middle-class status as "Volunteer Slavery," pronounce AfroAmerican men an "Endangered Species," and apocalyptically announce "The Coming Race War." On the right is complete agreement with this dismal portrait in which we are fast "Losing Ground," except that the road to "racial" hell, according to conservatives, has been paved by the very pQlicies intended to help solve the problem, abetted by "The Dream and the Nightmare" of cultural changes in the sixties and by the overbreeding and educational integration of inferior Afro-Americans and very policies intended to help solve the problem, abetted by "The Dream and the Nightmare" of cultural changes in the sixties and by the overbreeding and educational integration of inferior Afro-Americans and lower-class Euro-Americans genetically situated on the wrong tail of the IQ "Bell Curve." If it is true that a "racial crisis" persists in America, this crisis is as much one of perception and interpretation as of actual socioeconomic and interethnic realities. By any measure, the record of the past half century has been one of great achievement, thanks in good part to the suecess of the government policies now being maligned by the left for not having gone far enough and by the right for having both failed and gone too far. At the same time, there is still no room for complacency: because our starting point half a century ago was so deplorably backward, we still have some way to go before approaching anything like a resolution.

Violence is proximately caused – root cause logic is poor scholarship 

Sharpe, lecturer, philosophy and psychoanalytic studies, and Goucher, senior lecturer, literary and psychoanalytic studies – Deakin University, ‘10
(Matthew and Geoff, Žižek and Politics: An Introduction, p. 231 – 233) 

We realise that this argument, which we propose as a new ‘quilting’ framework to explain Žižek’s theoretical oscillations and political prescriptions, raises some large issues of its own. While this is not the place to further that discussion, we think its analytic force leads into a much wider critique of ‘Theory’ in parts of the latertwentieth- century academy, which emerged following the ‘cultural turn’ of the 1960s and 1970s in the wake of the collapse of Marxism. Žižek’s paradigm to try to generate all his theory of culture, subjectivity, ideology, politics and religion is psychoanalysis. But a similar criticism would apply, for instance, to theorists who feel that the method Jacques Derrida developed for criticising philosophical texts can meaningfully supplant the methodologies of political science, philosophy, economics, sociology and so forth, when it comes to thinking about ‘the political’. Or, differently, thinkers who opt for Deleuze (or Deleuze’s and Guattari’s) Nietzschean Spinozism as a new metaphysics to explain ethics, politics, aesthetics, ontology and so forth, seem to us candidates for the same type of criticism, as a reductive passing over the empirical and analytic distinctness of the different object fields in complex societies.

In truth, we feel that Theory, and the continuing line of ‘master thinkers’ who regularly appear particularly in the English- speaking world, is the last gasp of what used to be called First Philosophy. The philosopher ascends out of the city, Plato tells us, from whence she can espie the Higher Truth, which she must then bring back down to political earth. From outside the city, we can well imagine that she can see much more widely than her benighted political contemporaries. But from these philosophical heights, we can equally suspect that the ‘master thinker’ is also always in danger of passing over the salient differences and features of political life – differences only too evident to people ‘on the ground’. Political life, after all, is always a more complex affair than a bunch of ideologically duped fools staring at and enacting a wall (or ‘politically correct screen’) of ideologically produced illusions, from Plato’s timeless cave allegory to Žižek’s theory of ideology.

We know that Theory largely understands itself as avowedly ‘post- metaphysical’. It aims to erect its new claims on the gravestone of First Philosophy as the West has known it. But it also tells us that people very often do not know what they do. And so it seems to us that too many of its proponents and their followers are mourners who remain in the graveyard, propping up the gravestone of Western philosophy under the sign of some totalising account of absolutely everything – enjoyment, différance, biopower . . . Perhaps the time has come, we would argue, less for one more would- be global, allpurpose existential and political Theory than for a multi- dimensional and interdisciplinary critical theory that would challenge the chaotic specialisation neoliberalism speeds up in academe, which mirrors and accelerates the splintering of the Left over the last four decades. This would mean that we would have to shun the hope that one method, one perspective, or one master thinker could single- handedly decipher all the complexity of socio- political life, the concerns of really existing social movements – which specifi cally does not mean mindlessly celebrating difference, marginalisation and multiplicity as if they could be suffi cient ends for a new politics. It would be to reopen critical theory and non- analytic philosophy to the other intellectual disciplines, most of whom today pointedly reject Theory’s legitimacy, neither reading it nor taking it seriously.

***1AR rd3 FULLERTON

Fassin, 10 - James D. Wolfensohn Professor in the School of Social Science at the Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton, as well as directeur d’études at the École des Hautes Études en Sciences Sociales, Paris. (Didier, Fall, “Ethics of Survival: A Democratic Approach to the Politics of Life” Humanity: An International Journal of Human Rights, Humanitarianism, and Development, Vol 1 No 1, Project Muse)

Conclusion

Survival, in the sense Jacques Derrida attributed to the concept in his last interview, not only shifts lines that are too often hardened between biological and political lives: it opens an ethical space for reflection and action. Critical thinking in the past decade has often taken biopolitics and the politics of life as its objects. It has thus unveiled the way in which individuals and groups, even entire nations, have been treated by powers, the market, or the state, during the colonial period as well as in the contemporary era.

However, through indiscriminate extension, this powerful instrument has lost some of its analytical sharpness and heuristic potentiality. On the one hand, the binary reduction of life to the opposition between nature and history, bare life and qualified life, when systematically applied from philosophical inquiry in sociological or anthropological study, erases much of the complexity and richness of life in society as it is in fact observed. On the other hand, the normative prejudices which underlie the evaluation of the forms of life and of the politics of life, when generalized to an undifferentiated collection of social facts, end up by depriving social agents of legitimacy, voice, and action. The risk is therefore both scholarly and political. It calls for ethical attention.

In fact, the genealogy of this intellectual lineage reminds us that the main founders of these theories expressed tensions and hesitations in their work, which was often more complex, if even sometimes more obscure, than in its reduced and translated form in the humanities and social sciences today. And also biographies, here limited to fragments from South African lives that I have described and analyzed in more detail elsewhere, suggest the necessity of complicating the dualistic models that oppose biological and political lives. Certainly, powers like the market and the state do act sometimes as if human beings could be reduced to “mere life,” but democratic forces, including from within the structure of power, tend to produce alternative strategies that escape this reduction. And people themselves, even under conditions of domination, [End Page 93] manage subtle tactics that transform their physical life into a political instrument or a moral resource or an affective expression.

But let us go one step further: ethnography invites us to reconsider what life is or rather what human beings make of their lives, and reciprocally how their lives permanently question what it is to be human. “The blurring between what is human and what is not human shades into the blurring over what is life and what is not life,” writes Veena Das. In the tracks of Wittgenstein and Cavell, she underscores that the usual manner in which we think of forms of life “not only obscures the mutual absorption of the natural and the social but also emphasizes form at the expense of life.”22 It should be the incessant effort of social scientists to return to this inquiry about life in its multiple forms but also in its everyday expression of the human.

rhetoric

Apocalyptic rhetoric is key in warming debates – evidence to the contrary is a lie

Romm 12 (Joe Romm,  Ph.D in Physics from MIT, worked at the Scripps Institution of Oceanography, Fellow of the American Association for the Advancement of Science, former Acting Assistant Secretary of the U.S. Department of Energy, awarded an American Physical Society Congressional Science Fellowship, executive director of  Center for Energy and Climate Solutions, former researcher at the Rocky Mountain Institute, former Special Assistant for International Security at the Rockefeller Foundation, taught at Columbia University's School of International and Public Affairs, Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress, interview with Ken Caldeira, atmospheric scientist who works at the Carnegie Institution for Science's Department of Global Ecology, “Apocalypse Not: The Oscars, The Media And The Myth of ‘Constant Repetition of Doomsday Messages’ on Climate”, http://thinkprogress.org/romm/2012/02/26/432546/apocalypse-not-oscars-media-myth-of-repetition-of-doomsday-messages-on-climate/#more-432546)

The two greatest myths about global warming communications are 1) constant repetition of doomsday messages has been a major, ongoing strategy and 2) that strategy doesn’t work and indeed is actually counterproductive!  These myths are so deeply ingrained in the environmental and progressive political community that when we finally had a serious shot at a climate bill, the powers that be decided not to focus on the threat posed by climate change in any serious fashion in their $200 million communications effort (see my 6/10 post “Can you solve global warming without talking about global warming?“). These myths are so deeply ingrained in the mainstream media that such messaging, when it is tried, is routinely attacked and denounced — and the flimsiest studies are interpreted exactly backwards to drive the erroneous message home (see “Dire straits: Media blows the story of UC Berkeley study on climate messaging“)  The only time anything approximating this kind of messaging — not “doomsday” but what I’d call blunt, science-based messaging that also makes clear the problem is solvable — was in 2006 and 2007 with the release of An Inconvenient Truth (and the 4 assessment reports of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change and media coverage like the April 2006 cover of Time). The data suggest that strategy measurably moved the public to become more concerned about the threat posed by global warming (see recent study here).  You’d think it would be pretty obvious that the public is not going to be concerned about an issue unless one explains why they should be concerned about an issue. And the social science literature, including the vast literature on advertising and marketing, could not be clearer that only repeated messages have any chance of sinking in and moving the needle.  Because I doubt any serious movement of public opinion or mobilization of political action could possibly occur until these myths are shattered, I’ll do a multipart series on this subject, featuring public opinion analysis, quotes by leading experts, and the latest social science research.  Since this is Oscar night, though, it seems appropriate to start by looking at what messages the public are exposed to in popular culture and the media. It ain’t doomsday. Quite the reverse, climate change has been mostly an invisible issue for several years and the message of conspicuous consumption and business-as-usual reigns supreme.  The motivation for this post actually came up because I received an e-mail from a journalist commenting that the “constant repetition of doomsday messages” doesn’t work as a messaging strategy. I had to demur, for the reasons noted above.  But it did get me thinking about what messages the public are exposed to, especially as I’ve been rushing to see the movies nominated for Best Picture this year. I am a huge movie buff, but as parents of 5-year-olds know, it isn’t easy to stay up with the latest movies.  That said, good luck finding a popular movie in recent years that even touches on climate change, let alone one a popular one that would pass for doomsday messaging.  Best Picture nominee The Tree of Life has been billed as an environmental movie —  and even shown at environmental film festivals — but while it is certainly depressing, climate-related it ain’t. In fact, if that is truly someone’s idea of environmental movie, count me out.  The closest to a genuine popular climate movie was the dreadfully unscientific The Day After Tomorrow, which is from 2004 (and arguably set back the messaging effort by putting the absurd “global cooling” notion in people’s heads! Even Avatar, the most successful movie of all time and “the most epic piece of environmental advocacy ever captured on celluloid,” as one producer put it, omits the climate doomsday message. One of my favorite eco-movies, “Wall-E, is an eco-dystopian gem and an anti-consumption movie,” but it isn’t a climate movie.  I will be interested to see The Hunger Games, but I’ve read all 3 of the bestselling post-apocalyptic young adult novels — hey, that’s my job! — and they don’t qualify as climate change doomsday messaging (more on that later).  So, no, the movies certainly don’t expose the public to constant doomsday messages on climate.  Here are the key points about what repeated messages the American public is exposed to:      The broad American public is exposed to virtually no doomsday messages, let alone constant ones, on climate change in popular culture (TV and the movies and even online). There is not one single TV show on any network devoted to this subject, which is, arguably, more consequential than any other preventable issue we face.     The same goes for the news media, whose coverage of climate change has collapsed (see “Network News Coverage of Climate Change Collapsed in 2011“). When the media do cover climate change in recent years, the overwhelming majority of coverage is devoid of any doomsday messages — and many outlets still feature hard-core deniers. Just imagine what the public’s view of climate would be if it got the same coverage as, say, unemployment, the housing crisis or even the deficit? When was the last time you saw an “employment denier” quoted on TV or in a newspaper?     The public is exposed to constant messages promoting business as usual and indeed idolizing conspicuous consumption. See, for instance, “Breaking: The earth is breaking … but how about that Royal Wedding?     Our political elite and intelligentsia, including MSM pundits and the supposedly “liberal media” like, say, MSNBC, hardly even talk about climate change and when they do, it isn’t doomsday. Indeed, there isn’t even a single national columnist for a major media outlet who writes primarily on climate. Most “liberal” columnists rarely mention it.     At least a quarter of the public chooses media that devote a vast amount of time to the notion that global warming is a hoax and that environmentalists are extremists and that clean energy is a joke. In the MSM, conservative pundits routinely trash climate science and mock clean energy. Just listen to, say, Joe Scarborough on MSNBC’s Morning Joe mock clean energy sometime.     The major energy companies bombard the airwaves with millions and millions of dollars of repetitious pro-fossil-fuel ads. The environmentalists spend far, far less money. As noted above, the one time they did run a major campaign to push a climate bill, they and their political allies including the president explicitly did NOT talk much about climate change, particularly doomsday messaging     Environmentalists when they do appear in popular culture, especially TV, are routinely mocked.     There is very little mass communication of doomsday messages online. Check out the most popular websites. General silence on the subject, and again, what coverage there is ain’t doomsday messaging. Go to the front page of the (moderately trafficked) environmental websites. Where is the doomsday?  If you want to find anything approximating even modest, blunt, science-based messaging built around the scientific literature, interviews with actual climate scientists and a clear statement that we can solve this problem — well, you’ve all found it, of course, but the only people who see it are those who go looking for it.  Of course, this blog is not even aimed at the general public. Probably 99% of Americans haven’t even seen one of my headlines and 99.7% haven’t read one of my climate science posts. And Climate Progress is probably the most widely read, quoted, and reposted climate science blog in the world.  Anyone dropping into America from another country or another planet who started following popular culture and the news the way the overwhelming majority of Americans do would get the distinct impression that nobody who matters is terribly worried about climate change. And, of course, they’d be right — see “The failed presidency of Barack Obama, Part 2.”  It is total BS that somehow the American public has been scared and overwhelmed by repeated doomsday messaging into some sort of climate fatigue. If the public’s concern has dropped — and public opinion analysis suggests it has dropped several percent (though is bouncing back a tad) — that is primarily due to the conservative media’s disinformation campaign impact on Tea Party conservatives and to the treatment of this as a nonissue by most of the rest of the media, intelligentsia and popular culture.

warming o/w

Climate is interrelated with racial and economic oppression – it’s a problem too

Morello-Frosch et al. 09 – (May 09, Rachel Morello-Frosch, Ph.D., MPH   |   Manuel Pastor, Ph.D.   |  James Sadd, Ph.D.   |  Seth B. Shonkoff, MPH, The Climate Gap, http://dornsife.usc.edu/pere/documents/The_Climate_Gap_Full_Report_FINAL.pdf)

Climate change is real. The climate gap is real. What we used to think was tomorrow’s climate crisis is here today. Heat waves, wild fires and floods are making headlines more often. What hasn’t made headlines—yet—is the climate gap: the disproportionate and unequal impact the climate crisis has on people of color and the poor. Unless something is done, the consequences of America’s climate crisis will harm all Americans—especially those who are least able to anticipate, cope with, resist and recover from the worst consequences. This analysis is of California, which in many ways is a microcosm of the entire United States. 

Climate change is an issue of great importance for human rights, public health, and social fairness because of its profound consequences overall and the very real danger that poor neighborhoods and people of color will suffer even worse harms and hazards than the rest of Americans. This “climate gap” is of special concern for California, home to one of the most ethnically and economically diverse populations in the country. 

The climate gap means that communities of color and the poor will suffer more during extreme heat waves. For instance, African Americans in Los Angeles are nearly twice as likely to die from a heat wave than other Los Angeles residents, and families living below the poverty line are unlikely to have access to air conditioning or cars that allow them to escape the heat. 

The climate gap means that communities of color and the poor will breathe even dirtier air. For example, five of the smoggiest cities in California also have the highest densities of people of color and low-income residents. These communities are projected to suffer from the largest increase in smog associated with climate change. 

The climate gap means that communities of color and the poor will pay more for basic necessities. Low-income and minority families already spend as much as 25 percent of their entire income on just food, electricity and water—much more than most Americans. 

The climate gap is likely to mean fewer job opportunities for communities of color and the poor. The climate crisis may dramatically reduce or shift job opportunities in sectors such as agriculture and tourism, which predominantly employ low-income Americans and people of color. 

This report—an analysis and synthesis of available data—explores disparities in the impacts of climate change and the abilities of different groups to adapt to it. It also offers concrete recommendations for closing the climate gap, starting with insuring that climate solutions don’t leave anyone behind. 

life

Affirming survival doesn’t devalue life – life is complex and malleable and can be celebrated even when it seems oppressive

Fassin, 10 - James D. Wolfensohn Professor in the School of Social Science at the Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton, as well as directeur d’études at the École des Hautes Études en Sciences Sociales, Paris. (Didier, Fall, “Ethics of Survival: A Democratic Approach to the Politics of Life” Humanity: An International Journal of Human Rights, Humanitarianism, and Development, Vol 1 No 1, Project Muse)

Conclusion

Survival, in the sense Jacques Derrida attributed to the concept in his last interview, not only shifts lines that are too often hardened between biological and political lives: it opens an ethical space for reflection and action. Critical thinking in the past decade has often taken biopolitics and the politics of life as its objects. It has thus unveiled the way in which individuals and groups, even entire nations, have been treated by powers, the market, or the state, during the colonial period as well as in the contemporary era.

However, through indiscriminate extension, this powerful instrument has lost some of its analytical sharpness and heuristic potentiality. On the one hand, the binary reduction of life to the opposition between nature and history, bare life and qualified life, when systematically applied from philosophical inquiry in sociological or anthropological study, erases much of the complexity and richness of life in society as it is in fact observed. On the other hand, the normative prejudices which underlie the evaluation of the forms of life and of the politics of life, when generalized to an undifferentiated collection of social facts, end up by depriving social agents of legitimacy, voice, and action. The risk is therefore both scholarly and political. It calls for ethical attention.

In fact, the genealogy of this intellectual lineage reminds us that the main founders of these theories expressed tensions and hesitations in their work, which was often more complex, if even sometimes more obscure, than in its reduced and translated form in the humanities and social sciences today. And also biographies, here limited to fragments from South African lives that I have described and analyzed in more detail elsewhere, suggest the necessity of complicating the dualistic models that oppose biological and political lives. Certainly, powers like the market and the state do act sometimes as if human beings could be reduced to “mere life,” but democratic forces, including from within the structure of power, tend to produce alternative strategies that escape this reduction. And people themselves, even under conditions of domination, [End Page 93] manage subtle tactics that transform their physical life into a political instrument or a moral resource or an affective expression.

But let us go one step further: ethnography invites us to reconsider what life is or rather what human beings make of their lives, and reciprocally how their lives permanently question what it is to be human. “The blurring between what is human and what is not human shades into the blurring over what is life and what is not life,” writes Veena Das. In the tracks of Wittgenstein and Cavell, she underscores that the usual manner in which we think of forms of life “not only obscures the mutual absorption of the natural and the social but also emphasizes form at the expense of life.”22 It should be the incessant effort of social scientists to return to this inquiry about life in its multiple forms but also in its everyday expression of the human.

social death

They’re speaking in generalized statements – but social death cannot be seen as a universal

Brown ’9 (Vincent, Professor of History and of African and African-American Studies at Harvard, “Social Death and Political Life in the Study of Slavery”, American Historical Review, December)

ABOARD THE HUDIBRAS IN 1786, in the course of a harrowing journey from Africa to America, a popular woman died in slavery. Although she was “universally esteemed” among her fellow captives as an “oracle of literature,” an “orator,” and a “songstress,” she is anonymous to historians because the sailor on the slave ship who described her death, the young William Butterworth, did not record her name. Yet he did note that her passing caused a minor political tumult when the crew herded the other enslaved women below decks before they could see the body of their fallen shipmate consigned to the water. This woman was no alienated isolate to be hurled over the side of the ship without ceremony. She had been, according to Butterworth, the “soul of sociality” when the women were on the quarterdeck. There she had knelt “nearly prostrate, with hands stretched forth and placed upon the deck, and her head resting on her hands.” Then, “In order to render more easy the hours of her sisters in exile,” the woman “would sing slow airs, of a pathetic nature, and recite such pieces as moved the passions; exciting joy or grief, pleasure or pain, as fancy or inclination led.”1 Around her the other women were arranged in concentric circles, with the innermost ring comprising the youngest girls, and the elderly on the perimeter—a fleeting, makeshift community amid the chaos of the slave trade. The first to die on that particular voyage, the woman was laid out on the deck while the sailors awaited flood tide to heave her overboard. The other women commenced a “loud, deep, and impressive” rite of mourning, often speaking softly to the corpse in the belief that the woman’s spirit would hear and acknowledge their wish “to be remembered to their friends in the other country, when they should meet again.” Before the ceremonies could reach a conclusion, the women and girls were ordered below, with the body left on the deck. Convinced that whites were cannibals and that the sailors “might begin to eat their dead favourite,” the Africans began a vehement protest. Fearing a general insurrection, the captain let several of the women out of the hold and had the corpse lowered into the water in their presence, “with the observance of rather more decency in the manner of doing it, than generally appeared in the funeral of a slave.” The protest subsided, the slaver eventually de- livered its captives on the American side of the Atlantic Ocean at Grenada, and it is likely that the remaining passengers lived and died as slaves.2 What happened aboard the Hudibras was an uncommon but not unimportant event. If slave funerals occasionally occurred on slave ships, they were hardly ever mentioned. Bodies were usually dumped unceremoniously into the ocean, cast to the sharks that followed the slavers with anticipation. Generally, there was no recognized ritual at all, no closure, only the continuation of disorientation on a cosmic scale. As historian Stephanie Smallwood has observed, captives on slave ships “confronted a dual crisis: the trauma of death, and the inability to respond appropriately to death.”3 Partly because they were uncommon, episodes such as the one aboard the Hudibras have been viewed as unlikely stories. Yet stories about slave ship funerals are unlikely not only because such ceremonies occurred infrequently, but because discussions of them have been seen as unpromising, likely to fail as explanations for any significant developments within the history of slavery. In other words, scholars are not well prepared to understand such funerals, because they do not really suit the prevailing ways we write about slavery’s past—and its presence in our concerns. Certainly, the popular woman’s rite of passage could be seen asevidence of African cultural retention, following the interpretive path hewn by Melville J. Herskovits and his admirers; or one might see it as an act of resistance against dehumanization, especially if one takes the view of scholars such as David Brion Davis, who sees dehumanization or “animalization” as the key characteristic of enslavement. In this sense, one could see the event as an example of the agency of the enslaved. The protest leading up to the burial at sea could also be interpreted as an act of resistance against the constraints of enslavement, or at least of claim-making; but this was not a claim that threatened slavery as such, and so it rests uncomfortably within the terms that have traditionally governed the analysis of political activity on the part of the enslaved.4 In fact, the funeral was an attempt to withstand the encroachment of oblivion and to make social meaning from the threat of anomie. As a final rite of passage and a ritual goodbye, the ceremony provided an outlet for anguish and an opportunity for commiseration.Yet it also allowed the women to publicly contemplate what it meant to be alive and enslaved. The death rite thus enabled them to express and enact their social values, to articulate their visions of what it was that bound them together, made individuals among them unique, and separated this group of people from others. The scene thus typifies the way that people who have been pronounced socially dead, that is, utterly alienated and with no social ties recognized as legitimate or binding, have often made a social world out of death itself. The funeral was an act of accounting, of reckoning, and therefore one among the multitude of acts that made up the political history of Atlantic slavery. This was politics conceived not as a conventional battle between partisans, but as a struggle to define a social being that connected the past and present. It could even be said that the event exemplified a politics of history, which connects the politics of the enslaved to the politics of their descendants. Although the deaths of slaves could inspire such active and dynamic practices of social reconnection, scholars in recent years have made too little of events like the funeral aboard the Hudibras and have too often followed Orlando Patterson’s monumental Slavery and Social Death (1982) in positing a metaphorical “social death” as the basic condition of slavery. In a comparative study of sixty-six slaveholding societies ranging from ancient Greece and Rome to medieval Europe, precolonial Africa, and Asia, Patterson combined statistical analysis and voluminous research with brilliant theoretical insights drawn from Marxian theory, symbolic anthropology, law, philosophy, and literature in order to offer what he called a “preliminary definition of slavery on the level of personal relations.” Recognizing violence, violations of personhood, dishonor, and namelessness as the fundamental constituent elements of slavery, Patterson distilled a transhistorical characterization of slavery as “the permanent, violent domination of natally alienated and generally dishonored persons.” In this waythe institution of slavery was and is a “relation of domination,” in which slaveholders annihilated people socially by first extracting them from meaningful relationships that defined personal status and belonging,communal memory, and collective aspiration and then incorporating these socially dead persons into the masters’ world. As a work of historical sociology concerned primarily with the comparative analysis of institutions, the book illuminated the dynamics of a process whereby the “desocialized new slave” was subsumed within slave society.5 Slavery and Social Death was widely reviewed and lavishly praised for its erudition and conceptual rigor. As a result of its success, social death has become a handy general definition of slavery, for many historians and non-historians alike. But it is often forgotten that the concept of social death is a distillation from Patterson’s breathtaking survey—a theoretical abstraction that is meant not to describe the lived experiences of the enslaved so much as to reduce them to a least common denominator that could reveal the essence of slavery in an ideal-type slave, shorn of meaningful heritage.6 As a concept, it is what Frederick Cooper has called an “agentless abstraction” that provides a neat cultural logic but ultimately does little to illuminate the social and political experience of enslavement and the struggles that produce historic transformations.7 Indeed, it is difficult to use such a distillation to explain the actual behavior of slaves, and yet in much of the scholarship that followed in the wake of Slavery and Social Death, Patterson’s abstract distillates have been used to explain the existential condition of the enslaved. Having emerged from the discipline of sociology, “social death” fit comfortably within a scholarly tradition that had generally been more alert to deviations in patterns of black life from prevailing social norms than to the worldviews, strategies, and social tactics of people in black communities. Together with Patterson’s work on the distortions wrought by slavery on black families, “social death” reflected sociology’s abiding concern with “social pathology”; the “pathological condition” of twentieth-century black life could be seen as an outcome of the damage that black people had suffered during slavery. University of Chicago professor Robert Park, the grand-pe`re of the social pathologists, set the terms in 1919: “the Negro, when he landed in the United States, left behind almost everything but his dark complexion and his tropical temperament.”8 Patterson’s distillation also conformed to the nomothetic imperative of social science, which has traditionally aimed to discover universal laws of operation that would be true regardless of time and place, making the synchronic study of social phenomena more tempting than more descriptive studies of historical transformation. Slavery and Social Death took shape during a period when largely synchronic studies of antebellum slavery in the United States dominated the scholarship on human bondage, and Patterson’s expansive view was meant to situate U.S. slavery in a broad context rather than to discuss changes as the institution developed through time. Thus one might see “social death” as an obsolete product of its time and tradition, an academic artifact with limited purchase for contemporary scholarship, were it not for the concept’s reemergence in some important new studies of slavery.9

***1AR RD5 FULLERTON**

oxygen

Warming will starve oranisms of oxygen - extinction
Ward 06 – (2006, Peter, professor of geology and paleontology at the University of Washington in Seattle, “Impact from the Deep,” Scientific American, http://www.chicagocleanpower.org/ward.pdf DH)

In today’s oceans, oxygen is present in essentially equal concentrations from top to bottom because it dissolves from the atmosphere into the water and is carried downward by ocean circulation. Only under unusual circumstances, such as those that exist in the Black Sea, do anoxic conditions below the surface permit a wide variety of oxygen-hating organisms to thrive in the water column. Those deep-dwelling anaerobic microbes churn out copious amounts of hydrogen sulﬁde, which also dissolves into the seawater. As its concentration builds, the H2S diffuses upward, where it encounters oxygen diffusing downward. So long as their balance remains undisturbed, the oxygenated and hydrogen sulﬁde–saturated waters stay separated, and their interface, known as the chemocline, is stable. Typically the green and purple sulfur bacteria live in that chemocline, enjoying the supply of H2S from below and sunlight from above.
Yet calculations by geoscientists Lee R. Kump and Michael A. Arthur of Pennsylvania State University have shown that if oxygen levels drop in the oceans, conditions begin to favor the deep-sea anaerobic bacteria, which proliferate and produce greater amounts of hydrogen sulﬁde. In their models, if the deepwater H2S concentrations were to increase beyond a critical threshold during such an interval of oceanic anoxia, then the chemocline separating the H2S-rich deepwater from oxygenated surface water could have ﬂoated up to the top abruptly. The horriﬁc result would be great bubbles of toxic H2S gas erupting into the atmosphere. Their studies indicate that enough H2S was produced by such ocean upwellings at the end of the Permian to cause extinctions both on land and in the sea [see box on page 68]. And this strangling gas would not have been the only killer. Models by Alexander Pavlov of the University of Arizona show that the H2S would also have attacked the planet’s ozone shield, an atmospheric layer that protects life from the sun’s ultraviolet (UV) radiation. Evidence that such a disruption of the ozone layer did happen at the end of the Permian exists in fossil spores from Greenland, which display deformities known to result from extended exposure to high UV levels. Today we can also see that underneath “holes” in the ozone shield, especially in the Antarctic, the biomass of phytoplankton rapidly decreases. And if the base of the food chain is destroyed, it is not long until the organisms higher up are in desperate straits as well.
Kump and Arthur estimate that the amount of H2S gas entering the late Permian atmosphere from the oceans was more than 2,000 times the small amount given off by volcanoes today. Enough of the toxic gas would have permeated the atmosphere to have killed both plants and animals—particularly because the lethality of H2S increases with temperature. And several large and small mass extinctions seem to have occurred during short intervals of global warming. That is where the ancient volcanic activity may have come in. Around the time of multiple mass extinctions, major volcanic events are known to have extruded thousands of square kilometers of lava onto the land or the seaﬂoor. A by-product of this tremendous volcanic outpouring would have been enormous volumes of carbon dioxide and methane entering the atmosphere, which would have caused rapid global warming. During the latest Permian and Triassic as well as in the early Jurassic, middle Cretaceous and late Paleocene, among other periods, the carbon-isotope record conﬁrms that CO2 concentrations skyrocketed immediately before the start of the extinctions and then stayed high for hundreds of thousands to a few million years.
But the most critical factor seems to have been the oceans. Heating makes it harder for water to absorb oxygen from the atmosphere; thus, if ancient volcanism raised CO2 and lowered the amount of oxygen in the atmosphere, and global warming made it more difﬁcult for the remaining oxygen to penetrate the oceans, conditions would have become amenable for the deep-sea anaerobic bacteria to generate massive upwellings of H2S. Oxygen-breathing ocean life would have been hit ﬁrst and hardest, whereas the photosynthetic green and purple H2S-consuming bacteria would have been able to thrive at the surface of the anoxic ocean. As the H2S gas choked creatures on land and eroded the planet’s protective shield, virtually no form of life on the earth was safe.
Kump’s hypothesis of planetary killing provides a link between marine and terrestrial extinctions at the end of the Permianand explains how volcanism and increased CO2 could have triggered both. It also resolves strange ﬁndings of sulfur at all end Permian sites. A poisoned ocean and atmosphere would account for the very slow recovery of life after that mass extinction as well.
Finally, this proposed sequence of events pertains not only to the end of the Permian. A minor extinction at the end of the Paleocene epoch 54 million years ago was already—presciently—attributed to an interval of oceanic anoxia somehow triggered by short-term global warming. Biomarkers and geologic evidence of anoxic oceans suggest that is also what may have occurred at the end Triassic, middle Cretaceous and late Devonian, making such extreme greenhouse-effect extinctions possibly a recurring phenomenon in the earth’s history.
Most troubling, however, is the question of whether our species has anything to fear from this mechanism in the future: If it happened before, could it happen again? Although estimates of the rates at which carbon dioxide entered the atmosphere during each of the ancient extinctions are still uncertain, the ultimate levels at which the mass deaths took place are known.The so-called thermal extinction at the end of the Paleocene began when atmospheric CO2 was just under 1,000 parts per million (ppm). At the end of the Triassic, CO2 was just above 1,000 ppm. Today with CO2 around 385 ppm, it seems we are still safe. But with atmospheric carbon climbing at an annual rate of 2 ppm and expected to accelerate to 3 ppm, levels could approach 900 ppm by the end of the next century, and conditions that bring about the beginnings of ocean anoxia may be in place. How soon after that could there be a new greenhouse extinction? That is something our society should never ﬁnd out.
2ac – ice age

No scientific evidence an ice age is coming

Payne 12 (Verity Payne, PhD from the University of Leeds, The Benning Experimental Biogeochemistry group, “Mail Online “absolutely wrong” to infer global cooling from new research - but that doesn't stop it warning of new ‘Ice Age’,” 5/9/12) http://www.carbonbrief.org/blog/2012/05/mail-absolutely-wrong-to-infer-global-cooling-from-new-research
The 'impending ice age' warning is an outright misrepresentation. And yet it's a claim that has proved bewilderingly popular with some British newspapers over the last year or so. Warnings on 'ice ages' from low solar activity just won't go away, as we have outlined repeatedly. Just to be clear: As far as we are aware, and having spoken with various scientists about their work in this area over the past year or so, there is no scientific evidence or research which suggests we're going to see a new ice age in the near future, even in the event of a 'grand solar minimum'.

We’ve already emitted enough to stop an ice age 

Cook 10 (John Cook, Climate Communication Fellow for the Global Change Institute at the University of Queensland, citing a variety of peer reviewed papers, “ Are we heading into a new Ice Age?” 9/1/11) http://www.skepticalscience.com/heading-into-new-little-ice-age-intermediate.htm
However, our climate has experienced much more dramatic change than the Little Ice Age. Over the past 400,000 years, the planet has experienced ice age conditions, punctuated every 100,000 years or so by brief warm intervals. These warm periods, called interglacials, typically last around 10,000 years. Our current interglacial began around 11,000 years ago. Could we be on the brink of the end of our interglacial? Figure 3: Temperature change at Vostok, Antarctica (Petit 2000). Interglacial periods are marked in green. How do ice ages begin? Changes in the earth's orbit cause less sunlight (insolation) to fall on the northern hemisphere during summer. Northern ice sheets melt less during summer and gradually grow over thousands of years. This increases the Earth's albedo which amplifies the cooling, spreading the ice sheets farther. This process lasts around 10,000 to 20,000 years, bringing the planet into an ice age. What effect do our CO2 emissions have on any future ice ages? This question is examined in one study that examines the glaciation "trigger" - the required drop in summer northern insolation to begin the process of growing ice sheets (Archer 2005). The more CO2 there is in the atmosphere, the lower insolation needs to drop to trigger glaciation. Figure 3 examines the climate response to various CO2 emission scenarios. The green line is the natural response without CO2 emissions. Blue represents an anthropogenic release of 300 gigatonnes of carbon - we have already passed this mark. Release of 1000 gigatonnes of carbon (orange line) would prevent an ice age for 130,000 years. If anthropogenic carbon release were 5000 gigatonnes or more, glaciation will be avoided for at least half a million years. As things stand now, the combination of relatively weak orbital forcing and the long atmospheric lifetime of carbon dioxide is likely to generate a longer interglacial period than has been seen in the last 2.6 million years. Figure 4. Effect of fossil fuel CO2 on the future evolution of global mean temperature. Green represents natural evolution, blue represents the results of anthropogenic release of 300 Gton C, orange is 1000 Gton C, and red is 5000 Gton C (Archer 2005). So we can rest assured, there is no ice age around the corner. To those with lingering doubts that an ice age might be imminent, turn your eyes towards the northern ice sheets. If they're growing, then yes, the 10,000 year process of glaciation may have begun. However, currently the Arctic permafrost is degrading, Arctic sea ice is melting and the Greenland ice sheet is losing mass at an accelerating rate. These are hardly good conditions for an imminent ice age.

Warming causes a rapid Ice Age by stopping the thermohaline circulation – that collapses civilization

Hartmann, 4 –  Ph.D. from Brantridge in England [Dr. Thom , “How Global Warming May Cause the Next Ice Age...,” adapted from the new, updated edition of The Last Hours of Ancient Sunlight, by Thom Hartmann from Random House/Three Rivers Press, Jan 30 http://www.commondreams.org/views04/0130-11.htm]
Research shows that a new ice age is not as unlikely as previously thought. Even worse, there could be as little as two to three years' warning. While global warming is being officially ignored by the political arm of the Bush administration, and Al Gore's recent conference on the topic during one of the coldest days of recent years provided joke fodder for conservative talk show hosts, the citizens of Europe and the Pentagon are taking a new look at the greatest danger such climate change could produce for the northern hemisphere -- a sudden shift into a new ice age. What they're finding is not at all comforting.  In quick summary, if enough cold, fresh water coming from the melting polar ice caps and the melting glaciers of Greenland flows into the northern Atlantic, it will shut down the Gulf Stream, which keeps Europe and northeastern North America warm. The worst-case scenario would be a full-blown return of the last ice age -- in a period as short as 2 to 3 years from its onset -- and the mid-case scenario would be a period like the "little ice age" of a few centuries ago that disrupted worldwide weather patterns leading to extremely harsh winters, droughts, worldwide desertification, crop failures, and wars around the world.  Here's how it works.  If you look at a globe, you'll see that the latitude of much of Europe and Scandinavia is the same as that of Alaska and permafrost-locked parts of northern Canada and central Siberia. Yet Europe has a climate more similar to that of the United States than northern Canada or Siberia. Why?  It turns out that our warmth is the result of ocean currents that bring warm surface water up from the equator into northern regions that would otherwise be so cold that even in summer they'd be covered with ice. The current of greatest concern is often referred to as "The Great Conveyor Belt," which includes what we call the Gulf Stream.  The Great Conveyor Belt, while shaped by the Coriolis effect of the Earth's rotation, is mostly driven by the greater force created by differences in water temperatures and salinity. The North Atlantic Ocean is saltier and colder than the Pacific, the result of it being so much smaller and locked into place by the Northern and Southern American Hemispheres on the west and Europe and Africa on the east.  As a result, the warm water of the Great Conveyor Belt evaporates out of the North Atlantic leaving behind saltier waters, and the cold continental winds off the northern parts of North America cool the waters. Salty, cool waters settle to the bottom of the sea, most at a point a few hundred kilometers south of the southern tip of Greenland, producing a whirlpool of falling water that's 5 to 10 miles across. While the whirlpool rarely breaks the surface, during certain times of year it does produce an indentation and current in the ocean that can tilt ships and be seen from space (and may be what we see on the maps of ancient mariners).  This falling column of cold, salt-laden water pours itself to the bottom of the Atlantic, where it forms an undersea river forty times larger than all the rivers on land combined, flowing south down to and around the southern tip of Africa, where it finally reaches the Pacific. Amazingly, the water is so deep and so dense (because of its cold and salinity) that it often doesn't surface in the Pacific for as much as a thousand years after it first sank in the North Atlantic off the coast of Greenland.  The out-flowing undersea river of cold, salty water makes the level of the Atlantic slightly lower than that of the Pacific, drawing in a strong surface current of warm, fresher water from the Pacific to replace the outflow of the undersea river. This warmer, fresher water slides up through the South Atlantic, loops around North America where it's known as the Gulf Stream, and ends up off the coast of Europe. By the time it arrives near Greenland, it has cooled off and evaporated enough water to become cold and salty and sink to the ocean floor, providing a continuous feed for that deep-sea river flowing to the Pacific.  These two flows -- warm, fresher water in from the Pacific, which then grows salty and cools and sinks to form an exiting deep sea river -- are known as the Great Conveyor Belt.  Amazingly, the Great Conveyor Belt is the only thing between comfortable summers and a permanent ice age for Europe and the eastern coast of North America.  Much of this science was unknown as recently as twenty years ago. Then an international group of scientists went to Greenland and used newly developed drilling and sensing equipment to drill into some of the world's most ancient accessible glaciers. Their instruments were so sensitive that when they analyzed the ice core samples they brought up, they were able to look at individual years of snow. The results were shocking.  Prior to the last decades, it was thought that the periods between glaciations and warmer times in North America, Europe, and North Asia were gradual. We knew from the fossil record that the Great Ice Age period began a few million years ago, and during those years there were times where for hundreds or thousands of years North America, Europe, and Siberia were covered with thick sheets of ice year-round. In between these icy times, there were periods when the glaciers thawed, bare land was exposed, forests grew, and land animals (including early humans) moved into these northern regions.  Most scientists figured the transition time from icy to warm was gradual, lasting dozens to hundreds of years, and nobody was sure exactly what had caused it. (Variations in solar radiation were suspected, as were volcanic activity, along with early theories about the Great Conveyor Belt, which, until recently, was a poorly understood phenomenon.)  Looking at the ice cores, however, scientists were shocked to discover that the transitions from ice age-like weather to contemporary-type weather usually took only two or three years. Something was flipping the weather of the planet back and forth with a rapidity that was startling.  It turns out that the ice age versus temperate weather patterns weren't part of a smooth and linear process, like a dimmer slider for an overhead light bulb. They are part of a delicately balanced teeter-totter, which can exist in one state or the other, but transits through the middle stage almost overnight. They more resemble a light switch, which is off as you gradually and slowly lift it, until it hits a mid-point threshold or "breakover point" where suddenly the state is flipped from off to on and the light comes on.  It appears that small (less that .1 percent) variations in solar energy happen in roughly 1500-year cycles. This cycle, for example, is what brought us the "Little Ice Age" that started around the year 1400 and dramatically cooled North America and Europe (we're now in the warming phase, recovering from that). When the ice in the Arctic Ocean is frozen solid and locked up, and the glaciers on Greenland are relatively stable, this variation warms and cools the Earth in a very small way, but doesn't affect the operation of the Great Conveyor Belt that brings moderating warm water into the North Atlantic.  In millennia past, however, before the Arctic totally froze and locked up, and before some critical threshold amount of fresh water was locked up in the Greenland and other glaciers, these 1500-year variations in solar energy didn't just slightly warm up or cool down the weather for the land masses bracketing the North Atlantic. They flipped on and off periods of total glaciation and periods of temperate weather.  And these changes came suddenly.  For early humans living in Europe 30,000 years ago - when the cave paintings in France were produced -- the weather would be pretty much like it is today for well over a thousand years, giving people a chance to build culture to the point where they could produce art and reach across large territories.  And then a particularly hard winter would hit.  The spring would come late, and summer would never seem to really arrive, with the winter snows appearing as early as September. The next winter would be brutally cold, and the next spring didn't happen at all, with above-freezing temperatures only being reached for a few days during August and the snow never completely melting. After that, the summer never returned: for 1500 years the snow simply accumulated and accumulated, deeper and deeper, as the continent came to be covered with glaciers and humans either fled or died out. (Neanderthals, who dominated Europe until the end of these cycles, appear to have been better adapted to cold weather than Homo sapiens.)  What brought on this sudden "disappearance of summer" period was that the warm-water currents of the Great Conveyor Belt had shut down. Once the Gulf Stream was no longer flowing, it only took a year or three for the last of the residual heat held in the North Atlantic Ocean to dissipate into the air over Europe, and then there was no more warmth to moderate the northern latitudes. When the summer stopped in the north, the rains stopped around the equator: At the same time Europe was plunged into an Ice Age, the Middle East and Africa were ravaged by drought and wind-driven firestorms.  If the Great Conveyor Belt, which includes the Gulf Stream, were to stop flowing today, the result would be sudden and dramatic. Winter would set in for the eastern half of North America and all of Europe and Siberia, and never go away. Within three years, those regions would become uninhabitable and nearly two billion humans would starve, freeze to death, or have to relocate. Civilization as we know it probably couldn't withstand the impact of such a crushing blow.  And, incredibly, the Great Conveyor Belt has hesitated a few times in the past decade. As William H. Calvin points out in one of the best books available on this topic ("A Brain For All Seasons: human evolution & abrupt climate change"): "The abrupt cooling in the last warm period shows that a flip can occur in situations much like the present one. What could possibly halt the salt-conveyor belt that brings tropical heat so much farther north and limits the formation of ice sheets? Oceanographers are busy studying present-day failures of annual flushing, which give some perspective on the catastrophic failures of the past. In the Labrador Sea, flushing failed during the 1970s, was strong again by 1990, and is now declining. In the Greenland Sea over the 1980s salt sinking declined by 80 percent. Obviously, local failures can occur without catastrophe -- it's a question of how often and how widespread the failures are -- but the present state of decline is not very reassuring."  Most scientists involved in research on this topic agree that the culprit is global warming, melting the icebergs on Greenland and the Arctic icepack and thus flushing cold, fresh water down into the Greenland Sea from the north. When a critical threshold is reached, the climate will suddenly switch to an ice age that could last minimally 700 or so years, and maximally over 100,000 years.  And when might that threshold be reached? Nobody knows -- the action of the Great Conveyor Belt in defining ice ages was discovered only in the last decade. Preliminary computer models and scientists willing to speculate suggest the switch could flip as early as next year, or it may be generations from now. It may be wobbling right now, producing the extremes of weather we've seen in the past few years.  What's almost certain is that if nothing is done about global warming, it will happen sooner rather than later.
Externally—Shutting down the thermohaline circulation causes mass extinction

Ward, 8 – professor of geological sciences at University of Washington [Peter, Under a Green Sky: Global Warming, the Mass Extinctions of the Past, and What They Tell Us About Our Future, p. 152-153]
What of our second question: Is the conveyer changing in some way today? The answer to that very important question is still unknown, but early data suggest a very scary yes. For the first time in our time, a research group has reported what it claims is a slowing of the most important of the Atlantic currents, probably due to massive amounts of fresh water entering the sea in northern areas because of the rapid melting of the northern ice cap. This report, published in 2006, is the first overt link to massive volumes of fresh water; coming from melting Arctic ice and its effect on the conveyer.  Many scientists, including Richard Alley, in his now classic and important 2000 book, The Two-Mile Time Machine, regard the Atlantic conveyer current system as very finely balanced and hence very susceptible to change. The easiest way to cause this change, according to sophisticated computer models, is to pump in fresh water into the northern part of the system. The truly staggering-and just now realized—melting of Arctic ice, a story not even noticed prior to about 2003, is pumping in massive volumes of fresh water at the most dangerous place for the integrity of the conveyer. We may be seeing the start of a changeover that has now been recognized as having happened repeatedly up to 8,000 years ago, and then stopped. The conveyer system in its present configuration has thus been stable for a significant amount of the time that humans have had agriculture, and this stability has allowed both predictability of crop yields in Europe and Asia, as well as the biologically more important stability of ecosystems. Ecologists have long known that organismal diversity rises with stability. It is rapid change that leads to loss of biomass as well as biodiversity, with the end-point being mass extinction itself. 

2ac - crops

1. Plan solves – Idso ev is about fresh water limitations – massive increase in clean energy allowing desalination plants solves, that’s Blees.

2. C02 won’t boost plants – it’ll hurt – lots of warrants

Villabolo 11 (contributor to skeptical science, website run by John Cook, Climate Communication Fellow for the Global Change Institute at the University of Queensland, citing a variety of peer reviewed papers, “CO2 is plant food,” 7/14/11) http://www.skepticalscience.com/co2-plant-food.htm
More Carbon Dioxide in the atmosphere is not necessarily good for plants. An argument, made by those who deny man made Global Warming, is that the Carbon Dioxide that is being released by the burning of fossil fuels is actually good for the environment. Their argument is based on the logic that, if plants need CO2 for their growth, then more of it should be better. We should expect our crops to become more abundant and our flowers to grow taller and bloom brighter. However, this "more is better" philosophy is not the way things work in the real world. There is an older, wiser saying that goes, "Too much of a good thing can be a bad thing." For example, if a doctor tells you to take one pill of a certain medicine, taking four is not likely to heal you four times faster or make you four times better. It's more likely to make you sick. It is possible to help increase the growth of some plants with extra CO2, under controlled conditions, inside of greenhouses. It is based on this that 'skeptics' make their claims. However, such claims are simplistic. They fail to take into account that once you increase one substance that plants need, you automatically increase their requirements for other substances. It also fails to take into account that a warmer earth will have an increase in deserts and other arid lands which would reduce the are available for crops. Plants cannot live on CO2 alone. They get their bulk from more solid substances like water and organic matter. This organic matter comes from decomposing plants and animals or from man made fertilizers. It is a simple task to increase water and fertilizer and protect against insects in an enclosed greenhouse but what about doing it in the open air, throughout the entire Earth? What would be the effects of an increase of CO2 on agriculture and plant growth in general? The following points make it clear. 1. CO2 enhanced plants will need extra water both to maintain their larger growth as well as to compensate for greater moisture evaporation as the heat increases. Where will it come from? Rainwater is not sufficient for current agriculture and the aquifers they rely on are running dry throughout the Earth (1, 2). On the other hand, as predicted by Global Warming, we are receiving intense storms with increased rain throughout of the world. One would think that this should be good for agriculture. Unfortunately, when rain falls down very quickly, it does not have time to soak into the ground. Instead, it builds up above the soil then starts flowing to the lowest level. It then quickly floods into creeks, then rivers, and finally out into the ocean carrying off large amounts of soil and fertilizer. 2. Unlike Nature, our way of agriculture does not self fertilize by recycling all dead plants, animals and their waste. Instead we have to be constantly producing artificial fertilizers from natural gas which will eventually start running out. By increasing the need for such fertilizer you will shorten the supply of natural gas creating competition between the heating of our homes and the growing of our food. This will drive the prices of both up. 3. Too high a concentration of CO2 causes a reduction of photosynthesis in certain of plants. There is also evidence from the past of major damage to a wide variety of plants species from a sudden rise in CO2 (See illustrations below). Higher concentrations of CO2 also reduce the nutritional quality of some staples, such as wheat. 4. The worse problem, by far, is that increasing CO2 will increase temperatures throughout the Earth. This will make deserts and other types of dry land grow. While deserts increase in size, other eco-zones, whether tropical, forest or grassland will try to migrate towards the poles. However, soil conditions will not necessarily favor their growth even at optimum temperatures. 5. When plants do benefit from increased Carbon Dioxide, it is only in enclosed areas, strictly isolated from insects. However, when the growth of Soybeans is boosted out in the open, it creates major changes in its chemistry that makes it more vulnerable to insects, as the illustration below shows. Figure 1: Plant defenses go down as carbon dioxide levels go up, the researchers found. Soybeans grown at elevated CO2 levels attract many more adult Japanese beetles than plants grown at current atmospheric carbon dioxide levels. Science Daily; March 25, 2008. (Credit: Photo courtesy of Evan Delucia) Figure 2: More than 55 million years ago, the Earth experienced a rapid jump in global Carbon Dioxide levels that raised temperatures across the planet. Now, researchers studying plants from that time have found that the rising temperatures may have boosted the foraging of insects. As modern temperatures continue to rise, the researchers believe the planet could see increasing crop damage and forest devastation. Science Daily; Feb. 15, 2008. Figure 3: Global Warming reduces plant productivity. As Carbon Dioxide increases, vegetation in Northern Latitudes also increases. However, this does not compensate for decreases of vegetation in Southern Latitudes. The overall amount of vegetation worldwide declines In conclusion, it would be reckless to keep adding CO2 to the atmosphere. Assuming there are any positive impacts on agriculture in the short term, they will be overwhelmed by the negative impacts of climate change. It will simply increase the size of deserts and decrease the amount of arable land. It will also increase the requirements for water and soil fertility as well as plant damage from insects. Increasing CO2 levels would only be beneficial inside of highly controlled, enclosed spaces like greenhouses.

Even if CO2 boosts production – it reduce nutrient levels and makes them infected

Cook 11 (John Cook, Climate Communication Fellow for the Global Change Institute at the University of Queensland, citing a variety of peer reviewed papers, “CO2 is plant food,” 4/27/11) http://www.skepticalscience.com/co2-plant-food-advanced.htm
Chemical Responses & Nutrition

Even within a specific type of photosynthesis—indeed, even within a specific species—the positive responses to enhanced CO2 can vary widely. Nutrient availability in particular can greatly affect a plant’s response to excess CO2, with phosphorous and nitrogen being the most critical (Stöcklin and Körner 2002, Norby et al. 2010, Larson et al. 2010). The ability of plants to maintain sufficient nitrogen under excess CO2 conditions is also reduced for reasons not fully understood (Bloom et al. 2010, Taub and Wang 2008). It has also been found that excess CO2 can make certain agricultural plants less nutritious for human and animal consumption. Zhu 2005, a three-year FACE study, concluded that a 10% decrease in the protein content of rice is expected at 550 ppm, with decreases in iron and zinc contents also found. Similarly, Högy et al. 2009, also a FACE study at 550 ppm, found a 7% drop in protein content for wheat, along with decreased amino acid and iron content. Somewhat ironically, this reduction in nutrient content is partially caused by the very increase in growth rates that CO2 encourages in C3 plants, since rapid growth leaves less time for nutrient accumulation. Increased CO2 has been shown to lead to lower production of certain chemical defense mechanisms in soybeans, making them more vulnerable to pest attack and diseases (Zavala et al. 2008 and Eastburn et al. 2010). Other studies (e.g. Peñuelas and Estiarte 1999) have shown production of phenolics and tannins to increase under enhanced CO2 in some species, as well as many alkaloids (Ziska et al. 2005), all of which may have potential consequences on the health of primary consumers. The decreased nutritional value in combination with increased tannin and phenolic production has been linked to decreased growth rate and conversion efficiency of some herbivores, as well as an increase in their relative demand and consumption of plants (Stiling and Cornelissen 2007). Furthermore, many “cyanogenic” species—plants which naturally produce cyanide, and which include 60% of all known plant species—have been found to increase their cyanide production in an enhanced CO2 world. This may have a benefit to the plants who use cyanide to inhibit overconsumption by pests and animals, but it may in turn reduce their safety as a food supply for both humans and animals (Gleadow et al., 2009a and Gleadow et al. 2009b).

Even if warming initially gives a boost – plants quickly decline – prefer our studies

NSF 12 (National Science Foundation press release, reporting on a peer reviewed paper by George Koch and Paul Dijkstra, both at NAU, “Climate Change Boosts Then Quickly Stunts Plants, Decade-long Study Shows,” 4/10/12) http://www.nsf.gov/news/news_summ.jsp?cntn_id=123798&WT.mc_id=USNSF_51&WT.mc_ev=click
Global warming may initially make the grass greener, but not for long, according to new research results. The findings, published this week in the journal Nature Climate Change, show that plants may thrive in the early stages of a warming environment but then begin to deteriorate quickly. "We were really surprised by the pattern, where the initial boost in growth just went away," said scientist Zhuoting Wu of Northern Arizona University (NAU), a lead author of the study. "As ecosystems adjusted, the responses changed." Ecologists subjected four grassland ecosystems to simulated climate change during a decade-long study. Plants grew more the first year in the global warming treatment, but this effect progressively diminished over the next nine years and finally disappeared. The research shows the long-term effects of global warming on plant growth, on the plant species that make up a community, and on changes in how plants use or retain essential resources like nitrogen. "The plants and animals around us repeatedly serve up surprises," said Saran Twombly, program director in the National Science Foundation (NSF)'s Division of Environmental Biology, which funded the research. "These results show that we miss these surprises because we don't study natural communities over the right time scales. For plant communities in Arizona, it took researchers 10 years to find that responses of native plant communities to warmer temperatures were the opposite of those predicted." The team transplanted four grassland ecosystems from a higher to lower elevation to simulate a future warmer environment, and coupled the warming with the range of predicted changes in precipitation--more, the same, or less. The grasslands studied were typical of those found in northern Arizona along elevation gradients from the San Francisco Peaks down to the Great Basin Desert. The researchers found that long-term warming resulted in loss of native species and encroachment of species typical of warmer environments, ultimately pushing the plant community toward less productive species. The warmed grasslands also cycled nitrogen more rapidly. This should make more nitrogen available to plants, scientists believed, helping plants grow more. But instead much of the nitrogen was lost, converted to nitrogen gases in the atmosphere or leached out by rainfall washing through the soil. Bruce Hungate, senior author of the paper and an ecologist at NAU, said the study challenges the expectation that warming will increase nitrogen availability and cause a sustained increase in plant productivity. "Faster nitrogen turnover stimulated nitrogen losses, likely reducing the effect of warming on plant growth," Hungate said. "More generally, changes in species, changes in element cycles--these really make a difference. It's classic systems ecology: the initial responses elicit knock-on effects, which here came back to bite the plants. These ecosystem feedbacks are critical--you can't figure this out with plants grown in a greenhouse." The findings caution against extrapolating from short-term results, or from experiments with plants grown under artificial conditions, where researchers can't measure the feedbacks from changes in the plant community and from nutrient cycles. "The long-term perspective is key," said Hungate. "We were surprised, and I'm guessing there are more such surprises in store."

oceans

Deadzones and acidification turn

Sify 2010 – Sydney newspaper citing Ove Hoegh-Guldberg, professor at University of Queensland and Director of the Global Change Institute, and John Bruno, associate professor of Marine Science at UNC (Sify News, “Could unbridled climate changes lead to human extinction?”, http://www.sify.com/news/could-unbridled-climate-changes-lead-to-human-extinction-news-international-kgtrOhdaahc.html, WEA)
The findings of the comprehensive report: 'The impact of climate change on the world's marine ecosystems' emerged from a synthesis of recent research on the world's oceans, carried out by two of the world's leading marine scientists.

One of the authors of the report is Ove Hoegh-Guldberg, professor at The University of Queensland and the director of its Global Change Institute (GCI).

'We may see sudden, unexpected changes that have serious ramifications for the overall well-being of humans, including the capacity of the planet to support people. This is further evidence that we are well on the way to the next great extinction event,' says Hoegh-Guldberg.

'The findings have enormous implications for mankind, particularly if the trend continues. The earth's ocean, which produces half of the oxygen we breathe and absorbs 30 per cent of human-generated carbon dioxide, is equivalent to its heart and lungs. This study shows worrying signs of ill-health. It's as if the earth has been smoking two packs of cigarettes a day!,' he added.

'We are entering a period in which the ocean services upon which humanity depends are undergoing massive change and in some cases beginning to fail', he added.

The 'fundamental and comprehensive' changes to marine life identified in the report include rapidly warming and acidifying oceans, changes in water circulation and expansion of dead zones within the ocean depths.

These are driving major changes in marine ecosystems: less abundant coral reefs, sea grasses and mangroves (important fish nurseries); fewer, smaller fish; a breakdown in food chains; changes in the distribution of marine life; and more frequent diseases and pests among marine organisms.

Study co-author John F Bruno, associate professor in marine science at The University of North Carolina, says greenhouse gas emissions are modifying many physical and geochemical aspects of the planet's oceans, in ways 'unprecedented in nearly a million years'.

'This is causing fundamental and comprehensive changes to the way marine ecosystems function,' Bruno warned, according to a GCI release.

These findings were published in Science

1ar - framework

Don’t prefer any ontology --- accept all because there is no warrant to prefer one over another.

Patrick Thaddeus Jackson, 2010. Associate Professor of International Relations in the School of International Service at the American University in Washington, DC. “The Conduct of Inquiry in International Relations: Philosophy of Science and its Implications for the Study of World Politics,” p 27-8.


However, I do not think that putting ontology first in the panacea that many seem to think it is. For one thing, if one puts ontology first then one is, at least provisionally, committed to a particular (if revisable) account of what the world is made up of: co-constituted agents and structures, states interacting under conditions of anarchy, global class relations, or what have you. This is a rather large leap to make on anyone’s authority, let alone that of a philosopher of science. Along these lines, it is unclear what if any warrant we could provide for most ontological claims if ontology in this sense were to always “come first.” If someone makes an ontological claim about something existing in the world, then we are faced with an intriguing epistemological problem of how possibly to know whether that claim is true, and the equally intriguing problem of selecting the proper methods to use in evaluating that claim (Chernoff 2009b, 391). But if epistemology and method are supposed to be fitted to ontology, then we are stuck with techniques and standards designed to respond to the specificity of the object under investigation. This problem is roughly akin to using state-centric measurements of cross-border transactions to determine whether globalization is eroding state borders, because the very object under investigation—“state borders”—is presupposed by the procedures of data collection, meaning that the answer will always, and necessarily, assert the persistence of the state.

Moral absolutism makes them complicit in injustice – unintended consequences matter just as much as intentions

Jeffrey C. Isaac, James H. Rudy Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for the Study of Democracy and Public Life at Indiana University, Spring 2002, Dissent, Vol. 49, No. 2

As writers such as Niccolo Machiavelli, Max Weber, Reinhold Niebuhr, and Hannah Arendt have taught, an unyielding concern with moral goodness undercuts political responsibility. The concern may be morally laudable, reflecting a kind of personal integrity, but it suffers from three fatal flaws: (1) It fails to see that the purity of one's intention does not ensure the achievement of what one intends. Abjuring violence or refusing to make common cause with morally compromised parties may seem like the right thing; but if such tactics entail impotence, then it is hard to view them as serving any moral good beyond the clean conscience of their supporters; (2) it fails to see that in a world of real violence and injustice, moral purity is not simply a form of powerlessness; it is often a form of complicity in injustice. This is why, from the standpoint of politics--as opposed to religion--pacifism is always a potentially immoral stand. In categorically repudiating violence, it refuses in principle to oppose certain violent injustices with any effect; and (3) it fails to see that politics is as much about unintended consequences as it is about intentions; it is the effects of action, rather than the motives of action, that is most significant. Just as the alignment with "good" may engender impotence, it is often the pursuit of "good" that generates evil. This is the lesson of communism in the twentieth century: it is not enough that one's goals be sincere or idealistic; it is equally important, always, to ask about the effects of pursuing these goals and to judge these effects in pragmatic and historically contextualized ways. Moral absolutism inhibits this judgment. It alienates those who are not true believers. It promotes arrogance. And it undermines political effectiveness.

vtl

VTL inevitable - State considering life as disposable doesn’t make it worthless

Fassin, 10 - James D. Wolfensohn Professor in the School of Social Science at the Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton, as well as directeur d’études at the École des Hautes Études en Sciences Sociales, Paris. (Didier, Fall, “Ethics of Survival: A Democratic Approach to the Politics of Life” Humanity: An International Journal of Human Rights, Humanitarianism, and Development, Vol 1 No 1, Project Muse)

Conclusion

Survival, in the sense Jacques Derrida attributed to the concept in his last interview, not only shifts lines that are too often hardened between biological and political lives: it opens an ethical space for reflection and action. Critical thinking in the past decade has often taken biopolitics and the politics of life as its objects. It has thus unveiled the way in which individuals and groups, even entire nations, have been treated by powers, the market, or the state, during the colonial period as well as in the contemporary era.

However, through indiscriminate extension, this powerful instrument has lost some of its analytical sharpness and heuristic potentiality. On the one hand, the binary reduction of life to the opposition between nature and history, bare life and qualified life, when systematically applied from philosophical inquiry in sociological or anthropological study, erases much of the complexity and richness of life in society as it is in fact observed. On the other hand, the normative prejudices which underlie the evaluation of the forms of life and of the politics of life, when generalized to an undifferentiated collection of social facts, end up by depriving social agents of legitimacy, voice, and action. The risk is therefore both scholarly and political. It calls for ethical attention.

In fact, the genealogy of this intellectual lineage reminds us that the main founders of these theories expressed tensions and hesitations in their work, which was often more complex, if even sometimes more obscure, than in its reduced and translated form in the humanities and social sciences today. And also biographies, here limited to fragments from South African lives that I have described and analyzed in more detail elsewhere, suggest the necessity of complicating the dualistic models that oppose biological and political lives. Certainly, powers like the market and the state do act sometimes as if human beings could be reduced to “mere life,” but democratic forces, including from within the structure of power, tend to produce alternative strategies that escape this reduction. And people themselves, even under conditions of domination, [End Page 93] manage subtle tactics that transform their physical life into a political instrument or a moral resource or an affective expression.

But let us go one step further: ethnography invites us to reconsider what life is or rather what human beings make of their lives, and reciprocally how their lives permanently question what it is to be human. “The blurring between what is human and what is not human shades into the blurring over what is life and what is not life,” writes Veena Das. In the tracks of Wittgenstein and Cavell, she underscores that the usual manner in which we think of forms of life “not only obscures the mutual absorption of the natural and the social but also emphasizes form at the expense of life.”22 It should be the incessant effort of social scientists to return to this inquiry about life in its multiple forms but also in its everyday expression of the human.

science

Science is the best method of getting an approximate grasp on warming

Jean Bricmont 1, professor of theoretical physics at the University of Louvain, “Defense of a Modest Scientific Realism”, September 23, http://www.physics.nyu.edu/faculty/sokal/bielefeld_final.pdf
Given that instrumentalism is not defensible when it is formulated as a rigid doctrine, and since redefining truth leads us from bad to worse, what should one do? A hint of one sensible response is provided by the following comment of Einstein: Science without epistemology is insofar as it is thinkable at all primitive and muddled. However, no sooner has the epistemologist, who is seeking a clear system, fought his way through such a system, than he is inclined to interpret the thought-content of science in the sense of his system and to reject whatever does not fit into his system. The scientist, however, cannot afford to carry his striving epistemological systematic that far. ... He therefore must appeal to the systematic epistemologist as an unscrupulous opportunist.'1'1 So let us try epistemological opportunism. We are, in some sense, "screened'' from reality (we have no immediate access to it, radical skepticism cannot be refuted, etc.). There are no absolutely secure foundations on which to base our knowledge. Nevertheless, we all assume implicitly that we can obtain some reasonably reliable knowledge of reality, at least in everyday life. Let us try to go farther, putting to work all the resources of our fallible and finite minds: observations, experiments, reasoning. And then let us see how far we can go. In fact, the most surprising thing, shown by the development of modern science, is how far we seem to be able to go. Unless one is a solipsism or a radical skeptic which nobody really is one has to be a realist about something: about objects in everyday life, or about the past, dinosaurs, stars, viruses, whatever. But there is no natural border where one could somehow radically change one's basic attitude and become thoroughly instrumentalist or pragmatist (say. about atoms or quarks or whatever). There are many differences between quarks and chairs, both in the nature of the evidence supporting their existence and in the way we give meaning to those words, but they are basically differences of degree. Instrumentalists are right to point out that the meaning of statements involving unobservable entities (like "quark'') is in part related to the implications of such statements for direct observations. But only in part: though it is difficult to say exactly how we give meaning to scientific expressions, it seems plausible that we do it by combining direct observations with mental pictures and mathematical formulations, and there is no good reason to restrict oneself to only one of these. Likewise, conventionalists like Poincare are right to observe that some scientific "choices", like the preference for inertial over noninertial reference frames, are made for pragmatic rather than objective reasons. In all these senses, we have to be epistemological "opportunists". But a problem worse than the disease arises when any of these ideas are taken as rigid doctrines replacing 'realism". A friend of ours once said: "I am a naive realist. But I admit that knowledge is difficult." This is the root of the problem. Knowing how things really are is the goal of science; this goal is difficult to reach, but not impossible (at least for some parts of reality and to some degrees of approximation). If we change the goal if, for example, we seek instead a consensus, or (less radically) aim only at empirical adequacy then of course things become much easier; but as Bert rand Russell observed in a similar context, this has all the advantages of theft over honest toil. Moreover, the underdetermination thesis, far from undermining scientific objectivity, actually makes the success of science all the more remarkable. Indeed, what is difficult is not to find a story that "fits the data'*, but to find even one non-crazy such story. How does one know that it is non-crazy7 A combination of factors: its predictive power, its explanatory value, its breadth and simplicity, etc. Nothing in the (Quinean) underdetermiiiation thesis tells us how to find inequivalent theories with some or all of these properties. In fact, there are vast domains in physics, chemistry and biology where there is only one"18 known non-crazy theory that accounts for Unknown facts and where many alternative theories have been tried and failed because their predictions contradicted experiments. In those domains, one can reasonably think that our present-day theories are at least approximately true, in some sense or other. An important (and difficult) problem for the philosophy of science is to clarify the meaning of “approximately true'" and its implications for the ontological status of unobservable theoretical entities. We do not claim to have a solution to this problem, but we would like to offer a few ideas that might prove useful.
“science” isn’t some special definable category, its just basic induction carried out systematically

Jean Bricmont 1, professor of theoretical physics at the University of Louvain, “Defense of a Modest Scientific Realism”, September 23, http://www.physics.nyu.edu/faculty/sokal/bielefeld_final.pdf
So, how does one obtain evidence concerning the truth or falsity of scientific assertions? By the same imperfect methods that we use to obtain evidence about empirical assertions generally. Modern science, in our view, is nothing more or less than the deepest (to date) refinement of the rational attitude toward investigating any question about the world, be it atomic spectra, the etiology of smallpox, or the Bielefeld bus routes. Historians, detectives and plumbers indeed, all human beings use the same basic methods of induction, deduction and assessment of evidence as do physicists or biochemists.18 Modern science tries to carry out these operations in a more careful and systematic way, by using controls and statistical tests, insisting on replication, and so forth. Moreover, scientific measurements are often much more precise than everyday observations; they allow us to discover hitherto unknown phenomena; and scientific theories often conflict with "common sense'*. But [he con f I id is al the level of conclusions, nol (he basic approach. As Susan Haack lucidly observes: Our standards of what constitutes good, honest, thorough inquiry and what constitutes good, strong, supportive evidence are not internal to science. In judging where science has succeeded and where it has failed, in what areas and at what times it has done better and in what worse, we are appealing to the standards by which we judge the solidity of empirical beliefs, or the rigor and thoroughness of empirical inquiry, generally.1'1 Scientists' spontaneous epistemology the one that animates their work, regardless of what they may say when philosophizing is thus a rough-and-ready realism: the goal of science is to discover (some aspects of) how things really are. More The aim of science is to give a true (or approximately true) description of reality. I'll is goal is realizable, because: 1. Scientific theories are either true or false. Their truth (or falsity) is literal, not metaphorical; it does not depend in any way on us, or on how we test those theories, or on the structure of our minds, or on the society within which we live, and so on. 2. It is possible to have evidence for the truth (or falsity) of a theory. (Tt remains possible, however, that all the evidence supports some theory T, yet T is false.)20 Tin- most powerful objections to the viability of scientific realism consist in various theses showing that theories are underdetermined by data.21 In its most common formulation, the underdetermination thesis says that, for any finite (or even infinite) set of data, there are infinitely many mutually incompatible theories that are "compatible'' with those data. This thesis, if not properly understood22, can easily lead to radical conclusions. The biologist who believes that a disease is caused by a virus presumably does so on the basis of some "evidence" or some "data'*. Saying that a disease is caused by a virus presumably counts as a "theory'' (e.g. it involves, implicitly, many counlerfactual statements). But if there are really infinitely many distinct theories that are compatible with those "data", then we may legitimately wonder on what basis one can rationally choose between those theories. In order to clarify the situation, it is important to understand how the underdetermination thesis is established; then its meaning and its limitations become much clearer. Here are some examples of how underdeterminatiou works; one may claim that: The past did not exist: the universe was created five minutes ago along with all the documents and all our memories referring to the alleged past in their present state. Alternatively, it could have been created 100 or 1000 years ago. The stars do not exist: instead, there are spots on a distant sky that emit exactly the same signals as those we receive. All criminals ever put in jail were innocent. For each alleged criminal, explain away all testimony by a deliberate desire to harm the accused; declare that all evidence was fabricated by the police and that all confessions were obtained bv force.2'1 Of course, all these "theses'1 may have to be elaborated, but the basic idea is clear: given any set of facts, just make up a story, no matter how ad hoc, to "account" for the facts without running into contradictions.2,1 It is important to realize that this is all there is to the general (Quinean) underdetermination thesis. Moreover, this thesis, although it played an important role in the refutation of the most extreme versions of logical positivism, is not very different from the observation that radical skepticism or even solipsism cannot be refuted: all our knowledge about the world is based on some sort of inference from the observed to the unobserved, and no such inference can be justified by deductive logic alone. However, it is clear that, in practice, nobody ever takes seriously such "theories" as those mentioned above, any more than they take seriously solipsism or radical skepticism. Let us call these "crazy theories'*2'1 (of course, it is not easy to say exactly what it means for a theory to be non-crazy). Xote that these theories require no work: they can be formulated entirely a priori. On the other hand, the difficult problem, given some set of data, is to find even one non-crazy theory that accounts for them. Consider, for example, a police enquiry about some crime: it is easy enough to invent a story that "accounts for the facts'" in an ad hoc fashion (sometimes lawyers do just that); what is hard is to discover who really committed the crime and to obtain evidence demonstrating that beyond a reasonable doubt. Reflecting on this elementary example clarifies the meaning of the underdelermination thesis. Despite the existence of innumerable "crazy theories'* concerning any given crime, it sometimes happens in practice that there is a unique theory (i.e. a unique story about who committed the crime and how) that is plausible and compatible with the known facts; in that case, one will say that the criminal has been discovered (with a high degree of confidence, albeit not with certainty). It may also happen that no plausible theory is found, or that we are unable to decide which one among several suspects is really guilty: in these cases, the underdetermination is real.-'' One might next ask whether there exist more subtle forms of underdetermination than the one revealed by a Duhem Quine type of argument. In order to analyze this question, let us consider the example of classical electromagnetism. This is a theory that describes how particles possessing a quantifiable property called "electric charge" produce "electromagnetic fields" that "propagate in vacuum" in a certain precise fashion and then "guide" the motion of charged particles when they encounter them.2' Of course, no one ever "sees" directly an electromagnetic field or an electric charge. So, should one interpret this theory "realistically'', and if so, what should it be taken to mean? Classical electromagnetic theory is immensely well supported by precise experiments and forms the basis for a large part of modern technology. It is "confirmed'' every time one of us switches on his or her computer and finds that it works as designed.'8 Does this overwhelming empirical support imply that there are "really"' electric and magnetic fields propagating in vacuum? In support of the idea that thenare, one could argue that electromagnetic theory postulates the existence of those fields and that there is no known non-crazy theory that accounts equally well for the same data; therefore it is reasonable to believe that electric and magnetic fields really exist. But is it in fact true that there are no alternative non-crazy theories? Here is one possibility: Let us claim that there are no fields propagating "in vacuum", but that, rather, there are only "forces" acting directly between charged particles.29 Of course, in order to preserve the empirical adequacy of the theory, one lias to use exactly the same Maxwell Lorentz system of equations as before (or a mathematically equivalent system). But one may interpret the fields as a mere "calculational device" allowing us to compute more easily the net effect of the "real" forces acting between charged particles.30 Almost every physicist reading these lines will say that this is some kind of metaphysics or maybe even a play on words that this "alternative theory" is really just standard electromagnetic theory in disguise. Xow, although the precise meaning of "metaphysics" is hard to pin down 31, there is a vague sense in which, if we use exactly the same equations (or a mathematically equivalent set of equations) and make exactly the same predictions in the two theories, then they are really the same theory as far as "physics" is concerned, and the distinction between the two if any lies outside of its scope. The same kind of observation can be made about most physical theories: In classical mechanics, are there really forces acting on particles, or are the particles instead following trajectories defined by variational principles? In general relativity, is space-time really curved, or are there, rather, fields that cause particles to move as if space-time were curved?'2 Let us call this kind of underdetermination "genuine'*, as opposed to the "crazy" underdeterminations of the usual Duhem Quine thesis. By "genuine'*, we do not mean that these underdeterminations are necessarily worth losing sleep over, but simply that there is no rational way to choose (at least on empirical grounds alone) between the alternative theories if indeed they should be regarded as different theories.

coal

Independent impact: Coal in America alone kills 50k per year

Richardson 9 (John H. Richardson, “Meet the Man Who Could End Global Warming,” 11/17/9) http://www.esquire.com/features/best-and-brightest-2009/nuclear-waste-disposal-1209

Next, you must also consider the magnitude of the problem he's solving: a looming series of biblical disasters that include global warming, mass starvation, financial collapse, resource wars, and a long-term energy crisis that's much more desperate than most of us realize. Barring any spectacular new discoveries, assuming current trends in population and economic growth prevail, all the conventional oil in the world will be gone in about forty years. We can get maybe ten more if we suck dry oil sands and shale. We have enough natural gas to last about fifty years, enough coal to last between 150 and 300 years. But these fuels carry a heavy price. The emissions of coal plants alone carry, along with massive amounts of CO2, thousands of pounds of beryllium, manganese, selenium, lead, arsenic, and cadmium. They are 180 times more radioactive than the U. S. government's permissible level for the emissions of nuclear power plants. If we were to burn enough coal to survive, the result would be acid rain and acidifying oceans and pollution that kills fifty thousand Americans each year through diseases like asthma, bronchitis, and emphysema.

alt

And, the alt fails – thought is too engrained 

Riis 11—Carlsberg Research Fellow and Assistant Professor of Philosophy and Science Studies at Roskilde University, Ph.D. from Albert-Ludwigs-Universität Freiburg (Søren, 8 February 2011, “Towards the origin of modern technology: reconfiguring Martin Heidegger’s thinking,” RBatra)

** Gestell (or sometimes Ge-stell) is a German word used by twentieth century German philosopher Martin Heidegger to describe what lies behind or beneath modern technology.[1]
Moreover, Heidegger maintains: ‘‘Readiness-to-hand is the way in which entities as they are ‘in themselves’ are defined ontologico-categorially.’’47 According to Heidegger’s fundamental phenomenology, which he unfolds in detail in Being and Time and reaffirms a decisive part of in ‘‘The Question Concerning Technology,’’ nature is ‘‘primally’’ revealed in its ‘‘usability’’ and ‘‘serviceability-for-;’’ that is to say, ‘‘nature’’ is a resource long before the actual rise of modern and ancient technology, namely simultaneously with the very origin of human beings. That something is primordially revealed in its ‘‘usability’’ and ‘‘serviceability-for-’’ does not imply that it is actually used or serves accordingly, but that it is revealed as standing ready to be utilized in the corresponding context. As such, it is revealed as ‘‘standing-reserve.’’ This, for example, also corresponds to the empirical fact that prehistoric humans settled close to woods and rivers. In these areas they always had stockpiles of timber, power for transportation, and easy access to drinking water. Based on ‘‘The Question Concerning Technology’’ and completed through references to Being and Time, we now have an interpretation of the origin of the essence of modern technology, which traces back the characteristic revealing of das Gestell to the beginning of humankind.48 This does not imply that prehistoric technology is identical with contemporary technology; rather the third genealogy of the rule of das Gestell suggests that when ‘‘we still more primally’’ try to consider the origin of the challenging revealing characterizing the rule of das Gestell, we in fact rediscover that it is connected to being human. The rule of das Gestell has challenged humans as long as they have existed. In this sense, humans first and foremost exist under the rule of das Gestell.49 This also entails a revision and precision of Heidegger’s renowned formula characterizing the world-connectedness of human existence: being-in-the-world. Based on the comparison of ‘‘The Question Concerning Technology’’ and Being and Time, human existence is better described as being-under-the-spell-of-das-Gestell. Trying to understand the various more-or-less explicit accounts of the origin of the rule of das Gestell in ‘‘The Question Concerning Technology’’ and the resulting ambiguity is not just an exercise, nor only a way to criticize Heidegger. Rather, it is a way to better understand the nuances and layers in Heidegger’s thinking concerning technology and to warn against a short-sighted ‘‘saving’’ from an alleged danger. If the challenging revealing of nature, which characterizes the rule of das Gestell is taken seriously, then we cannot avoid it just by revolutionizing our technology, instead, we must revise our very human existence. 

***2AC DOUBLES FULLERTON***

2ac – accessibility/code switching

Our advocacy in particular resolves communication issue – technological optimism can be a narrative advice for getting people to address global warming

Kahan et al. 11 – (2011, Dan, Elizabeth K. Dollard Professor of law at Yale Law School, Maggie Wittlin, Yale University Law School, Ellen Peters, Psychology Department, Ohio State University, Decision Research, University of Oregon, Paul Slovic, Decision Research, Department of Psychology, University of Oregon, Lisa Larrimore Ouellette, Yale Law School Information Society Project, Donald Braman, Cultural Cognition Project, George Washington University Law School, Gregory N. Mandel, James E. Beasley School of Law, Temple University, “The Tragedy of the Risk-Perception Commons: Culture Conflict, Rationality Conflict, and Climate Change,” ssrn) 

Our study results belie the conventional view that controversy over policy-relevant science is rooted in the public’s lack of scientific knowledge and its inability to engage in technical reasoning. As ordinary people learn more science and become more proficient in modes of reasoning characteristic of scientific inquiry, they do not reliably converge on assessments of climate change risks supported by scientific evidence. Instead they more form beliefs that are even more reliably characteristic of persons who hold their particular cultural worldviews. Indeed, far from a symptom of how poorly equipped ordinary individuals are to reach rational conclusions on the basis of complex scientific data, disputes over 

issues like climate change, we’ve argued, are evidence of how remarkably well equipped they are to discern what stances toward such information satisfy their expressive interests. The high degree of rationality individuals display in forming risk perceptions that express their cultural values can itself inhibit collective welfare rationality by blocking citizens from converging on the best available scientific evidence on how to secure their common interests in health, safety, and prosperity. 

Resolving controversies over climate change and like risk issues requires dispelling this tragedy of the risk-perception commons (Hardin 1968). A strategy that focuses only on improving transmission of sound scientific information, it should be clear, is highly unlikely to achieve this objective. The principal reason people disagree about climate change science is not that it has been communicated to them in forms they cannot understand. Rather, it is that positions on climate change convey values—communal concern versus individual self-reliance; prudent self-abnegation versus the heroic pursuit of reward; humility versus ingenuity; harmony with nature versus mastery over it—that divide them along cultural lines. Merely amplifying or improving the clarity of information on climate change science won’t generate public consensus if risk communicators fail to take heed of the cues that determine what climatechange risk perceptions express about the cultural commitments of those who form them.

In fact, such inattention can deepen polarization. Citizens who hold hierarchical and individualistic values discount scientific information about climate change in part because they associate the issue with antagonism to commerce and industry. That association is aggravated when a communication identifies carbon-emission limits as the exclusive policy remedy for climate change (Kahan in press). Individuals are prone to interpret challenges to beliefs that predominate with their cultural community as assaults on the competence of those whom they trust and look to for guidance (Kahan, Braman, Cohen, Gastil & Slovic 2010). That implication—which naturally provokes resistance—is likely to be strengthened when communicators with a recognizable cultural identity stridently accuse those who disagree with them of lacking intelligence or integrity. 

Public controversy over climate change science cannot be pinned entirely on mistakes in science communication. But it would be a mistake not to recognize that communicators’ disregard of citizens’ cultural outlooks has made things worse. 

It would also be a mistake, at this point, for information communicators not to take care to avoid accentuating the cues that sustain cultural factionalization. It isn’t the case, of course, that carbon emission controls are the only policy response to climate change risks; technologies that furnish a substitute for and that offset the effects of greenhouse-gas-producing energy sources can contribute, too. Many of these alternatives, such as nuclear power and geo-engineering, are likely to convey cultural resonances that affirm rather than threaten hierarchical and individualist confidence in the power of human ingenuity to overcome environmental constraints on economic production. There are also many hierarchical and individualistic people who believe in the need to take action, of one form or another, to address climate change risks, and who can be counted on to make the case for doing so in terms that appeal to rather than alienate members of the public who share their outlooks (Kahan 2010). The cultural richness of the full range of potential policy responses and available advocates are narrative resources for opening minds (Jones & McBeth 2010; Verwij et al. 2006). It would be irrational for actors committed to disseminating sound scientific information not to make use of them.

Authenticity tests shut down debate– it’s strategically a disaster, extend debate stuff, analysis, way to check and reform and make the state

SUBOTNIK 98

Professor of Law, Touro College, Jacob D. Fuchsberg Law Center.

7 Cornell J. L. & Pub. Pol'y 681

Having traced a major strand in the development of CRT, we turn now to the strands' effect on the relationships of CRATs with each other and with outsiders. As the foregoing material suggests, the central CRT message is not simply that minorities are being treated unfairly, or even that individuals out there are in pain - assertions for which there are data to serve as grist for the academic mill - but that the minority scholar himself or herself hurts and hurts badly.

An important problem that concerns the very definition of the scholarly enterprise now comes into focus. What can an academic trained to  [*694]  question and to doubt n72 possibly say to Patricia Williams when effectively she announces, "I hurt bad"? n73 "No, you don't hurt"? "You shouldn't hurt"? "Other people hurt too"? Or, most dangerously - and perhaps most tellingly - "What do you expect when you keep shooting yourself in the foot?" If the majority were perceived as having the well- being of minority groups in mind, these responses might be acceptable, even welcomed. And they might lead to real conversation. But, writes Williams, the failure by those "cushioned within the invisible privileges of race and power... to incorporate a sense of precarious connection as a part of our lives is... ultimately obliterating." n74

"Precarious." "Obliterating." These words will clearly invite responses only from fools and sociopaths; they will, by effectively precluding objection, disconcert and disunite others. "I hurt," in academic discourse, has three broad though interrelated effects. First, it demands priority from the reader's conscience. It is for this reason that law review editors, waiving usual standards, have privileged a long trail of undisciplined - even silly n75 - destructive and, above all, self-destructive arti [*695]  cles. n76 Second, by emphasizing the emotional bond between those who hurt in a similar way, "I hurt" discourages fellow sufferers from abstracting themselves from their pain in order to gain perspective on their condition. n77

 [*696]  Last, as we have seen, it precludes the possibility of open and structured conversation with others. n78

 [*697]  It is because of this conversation-stopping effect of what they insensitively call "first-person agony stories" that Farber and Sherry deplore their use. "The norms of academic civility hamper readers from challenging the accuracy of the researcher's account; it would be rather difficult, for example, to criticize a law review article by questioning the author's emotional stability or veracity." n79 Perhaps, a better practice would be to put the scholar's experience on the table, along with other relevant material, but to subject that experience to the same level of scrutiny.

If through the foregoing rhetorical strategies CRATs succeeded in limiting academic debate, why do they not have greater influence on public policy? Discouraging white legal scholars from entering the national conversation about race, n80 I suggest, has generated a kind of cynicism in white audiences which, in turn, has had precisely the reverse effect of that ostensibly desired by CRATs. It drives the American public to the right and ensures that anything CRT offers is reflexively rejected.
In the absence of scholarly work by white males in the area of race, of course, it is difficult to be sure what reasons they would give for not having rallied behind CRT. Two things, however, are certain. First, the kinds of issues raised by Williams are too important in their implications  [*698]  for American life to be confined to communities of color. If the lives of minorities are heavily constrained, if not fully defined, by the thoughts and actions of the majority elements in society, it would seem to be of great importance that white thinkers and doers participate in open discourse to bring about change. Second, given the lack of engagement of CRT by the community of legal scholars as a whole, the discourse that should be taking place at the highest scholarly levels has, by default, been displaced to faculty offices and, more generally, the streets and the airwaves.

DEBATE roleplay specifically activates agency

Hanghoj 8

http://static.sdu.dk/mediafiles/Files/Information_til/Studerende_ved_SDU/Din_uddannelse/phd_hum/afhandlinger/2009/ThorkilHanghoej.pdf

 Thorkild Hanghøj, Copenhagen, 2008 
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 Thus, debate games require teachers to balance the centripetal/centrifugal forces of gaming and teaching, to be able to reconfigure their discursive authority, and to orchestrate the multiple voices of a dialogical game space in relation to particular goals. These Bakhtinian perspectives provide a valuable analytical framework for describing the discursive interplay between different practices and knowledge aspects when enacting (debate) game scenarios. In addition to this, Bakhtin’s dialogical philosophy also offers an explanation of why debate games (and other game types) may be valuable within an educational context. One of the central features of multi-player games is that players are expected to experience a simultaneously real and imagined scenario both in relation to an insider’s (participant) perspective and to an outsider’s (co-participant) perspective. According to Bakhtin, the outsider’s perspective reflects a fundamental aspect of human understanding: In order to understand, it is immensely important for the person who understands to be located outside the object of his or her creative understanding – in time, in space, in culture. For one cannot even really see one's own exterior and comprehend it as a whole, and no mirrors or photographs can help; our real exterior can be seen and understood only by other people, because they are located outside us in space, and because they are others (Bakhtin, 1986: 7). As the quote suggests, every person is influenced by others in an inescapably intertwined way, and consequently no voice can be said to be isolated. Thus, it is in the interaction with other voices that individuals are able to reach understanding and find their own voice. Bakhtin also refers to the ontological process of finding a voice as “ideological becoming”, which represents “the process of selectively assimilating the words of others” (Bakhtin, 1981: 341). Thus, by teaching and playing debate scenarios, it is possible to support students in their process of becoming not only themselves, but also in becoming articulate and responsive citizens in a democratic society. 

Change through ballots is bad - the aff doesn’t spillover and politicizing the outcome of rounds collapses any change they want to make

Atchison and Panetta 9 – *Director of Debate at Trinity University and **Director of Debate at the University of Georgia (Jarrod, and Edward, “Intercollegiate Debate and Speech Communication: Issues for the Future,” The Sage Handbook of Rhetorical Studies, Lunsford, Andrea, ed., 2009, p. 317-334)

The final problem with an individual debate round focus is the role of competition. Creating community change through individual debate rounds sacrifices the “community” portion of the change. Many teams that promote activist strategies in debates profess that they are more interested in creating change than winning debates. What is clear, however, is that the vast majority of teams that are not promoting community change are very interested in winning debates. The tension that is generated from the clash of these opposing forces is tremendous. Unfortunately, this is rarely a productive tension. Forcing teams to consider their purpose in debating, their style in debates, and their approach to evidence are all critical aspects of being participants in the community.

However, the dismissal of the proposed resolution that the debaters have spent countless hours preparing for, in the name of a community problem that the debaters often have little control over, does little to engender coalitions of the willing. Should a debate team lose because their director or coach has been ineffective at recruiting minority participants? Should a debate team lose because their coach or director holds political positions that are in opposition to the activist program? Competition has been a critical component of the interest in intercollegiate debate from the beginning, and it does not help further the goals of the debate community to dismiss competition in the name of community change.

The larger problem with locating the “debate as activism” perspective within the competitive framework is that it overlooks the communal nature of the community problem. If each individual debate is a decision about how the debate community should approach a problem, then the losing debaters become collateral damage in the activist strategy dedicated toward creating community change. One frustrating example of this type of argument might include a judge voting for an activist team in an effort to help them reach elimination rounds to generate a community discussion about the problem. Under this scenario, the losing team serves as a sacrificial lamb on the altar of community change. Downplaying the important role of competition and treating opponents as scapegoats for the failures of the community may increase the profile of the winning team and the community problem, but it does little to generate the critical coalitions necessary to address the community problem, because the competitive focus encourages teams to concentrate on how to beat the strategy with little regard for addressing the community problem. There is no role for competition when a judge decides that it is important to accentuate the publicity of a community problem. An extreme example might include a team arguing that their opponents’ academic institution had a legacy of civil rights abuses and that the judge should not vote for them because that would be a community endorsement of a problematic institution. This scenario is a bit more outlandish but not unreasonable if one assumes that each debate should be about what is best for promoting solutions to diversity problems in the debate community.

If the debate community is serious about generating community change, then it is more likely to occur outside a traditional competitive debate. When a team loses a debate because the judge decides that it is better for the community for the other team to win, then they have sacrificed two potential advocates for change within the community. Creating change through wins generates backlash through losses. Some proponents are comfortable with generating backlash and argue that the reaction is evidence that the issue is being discussed.

From our perspective, the discussion that results from these hostile situations is not a productive one where participants seek to work together for a common goal. Instead of giving up on hope for change and agitating for wins regardless of who is left behind, it seems more reasonable that the debate community should try the method of public argument that we teach in an effort to generate a discussion of necessary community changes. Simply put, debate competitions do not represent the best environment for community change because it is a competition for a win and only one team can win any given debate, whereas addressing systemic century-long community problems requires a tremendous effort by a great number of people.

state key

Statist frame key – only permutation solves

ECKERSLEY 2004 [ROBYN, SENIOR LECTURER IN THE DEPARTMENT OF POLITICAL SCIENCE AT THE UNIVERSITY OF MELBOURNE,  THE GREEN STATE, P. 4-5]

This inquiry thus swims against a significant tide of green political theory that is mostly skeptical of, if not entirely hostile toward, the nation-state. Indeed, if a green posture toward the nation-state can be discerned from the broad tradition of green political thought, it is that the nation-state plays, at best, a contradictory role in environmental management in facilitating both environmental destruction and environmental protection and, at worst, it is fundamentally ecocidal. From eco-Marxists to ecofeminists and ecoanarchists, there are few green political theorists who are prepared to defend the nation-state as an institution that is able to play, on balance, a positive role in securing sustainable livelihoods and ecosystem integrity. It is now a trite observation that neither environmental problems nor environmentalists respect national borders and the principle of state sovereignty, which assumes that states ought to possess and be able to exercise more or less exclusive control of what goes on within their territories. Indeed, those interested in global political ecology are increasingly rejecting the “statist frame” through which international relations and world politics have been traditionally understood, preferring to understand states as but one set of actors and/or institutions among myriad actors and institutions on the global scene that are implicated in ecological destruction. Thus many global political ecologists tend not only to be skeptical of states, they are also increasingly sceptical of state-centric analyses of world politics, in general, and global environmental degradation, in particular. Taken together, the analyses of green theorists and activists seem to point toward the need for alternative forms of political identity, authority, and governance that break with the traditional statist model of exclusive territorial rule. While acknowledging the basis for this antipathy toward the nation- state, and the limitations of state-centric analyses of global ecological degradation, I seek to draw attention to the positive role that states have played, and might increasingly play, in global and domestic politics. Writing more than twenty years ago; Hedley Bull (a proto-constructivist and leading writer in the English school) outlined the state’s positive role in world affairs, and his arguments continue to provide a powerful challenge to those who somehow seek to “get beyond the state,” as if such a move would provide a more lasting solution to the threat of armed conflict or nuclear war, social and economic injustice, or environmental degradationY As Bull argued, given that the state is here to stay whether we like it or not, then the call to get “beyond the state is a counsel of despair, at all events if it means that we have to begin by abolishing or subverting the state, rather than that there is a need to build upon it.”” In any event, rejecting the “statist frame” of world politics ought not prohibit an inquiry into the emancipatory potential of the state as a crucial “node” in any future network of global ecological governance. This is especially so, given that one can expect states to persist as major sites of social and political power for at least the foreseeable future and that any green transformations of the present political order will, short of revolution, necessarily be state-dependent. Thus, like it or not, those concerned about ecological destruction must contend with existing institutions and, where possible, seek to “rebuild the ship while still at sea.” And if states are so implicated

Engaging the state is key- can’t solve environmental destruction without it

Eckersly ‘4 (Robyn Eckersly, professor of political science at the School of Social and Political Sciences, University of Melbourne, Australia, 2004 the green state: rethinking democracy and sovereignty, p.5-6

While acknowledging the basis for this antipathy toward the nation-state, and the limitations of state-centric analyses of global ecological degradation, I seek to draw attention to the positive role that states have played, and might increasingly play, in global and domestic politics. Writing more than twenty years ago, Hedley Bull (a proto-constructivist and leading writer in the English school) outlined the state’s positive role in world affairs, and his argument continue to provide a powerful challenge to those who somehow seek to “get beyond the state,” as if such a move would provide a more lasting solution to the threat of armed conflict or nuclear war, social and economic injustice, or environmental degradation.10 As Bull argued, given that the state is here to stay whether we like it or not, then the call to “get beyond the state a counsel of despair, at all events if it means that we have to begin by abolishing or subverting the state, rather than that there is a need to build upon it.”11 In any event, rejecting the “statist frame” of world politics ought not prohibit an inquiry into the emancipatory potential of the state as a crucial “node” in any future network of global ecological governance. This is especially so, given that one can expect states to persist as major sites of social and political power for at least the foreseeable future and that any green transformations of the present political order will, short of revolution, necessarily be state-dependent. Thus, like it or not, those concerned about ecological destruction must contend with existing institutions and, where possible, seek to “rebuild the ship while still at sea.” And if states are so implicated in ecological destruction, than an inquiry into the potential for their transformation or even their modest reform into something that is at least more conducive to ecological sustainability would be compelling. Of course, it would be unhelpful to become singularly fixated on the redesign of the state at the expense of other institutions of governance. States are not the only institutions that limit, condition, shape, and direct political power, and it is necessary to keep in view the broader spectrum of formal and informal institutions of governance (e.g., local, national, regional, and international) that are implicated in global environmental change. Nonetheless, while the state constitutes only one modality of political power, it is an especially significant one because its historical claims to exclusive rule over territory and peoples – as expressed in the principle of state sovereignty. As Gianfranco Poggi explains, the political power concentrated in the state “is a momentous, pervasive, critical phenomenon. Together with other forms of social power, it constitutes an indispensable medium for constructing and shaping larger social realities, for establishing, shaping and maintaining all broader and more durable collectivities”12 States play, in varying degrees, significant roles in structuring life chances, in distributing wealth, privilege, information, and risks, in upholding civil and political rights, and in securing private property rights and providing the legal/regulatory framework for capitalism. Every one of these dimensions of state activity has, for good or ill, a significant bearing on the global environmental crisis. Given that the green political project is one that demands far-reaching chances to both economies and societies, it is difficult to imagine how such changes might occur on the kind of scale that is needed without the active support of states. While it is often observed that stats are too big to deal with local ecological problems and too small to deal with global ones, the state nonetheless holds, as Lennart Lundqvist puts it, “a unique position in the constitutive hierarchy from individuals through villages, regions and nations all the way to global organizations. The state is inclusive of lower political and administrative levels, and exclusive in speaking for its whole territory and population in relation to the outside world.”13 In short, it seems to me inconceivable to advance ecological emancipation without also engaging with and seeking to transform state power.


Focus on individual consumption leads to socially regressive solutions – re-inscribe inequality

Martens and Spaargaren 5 - * Researcher at the Environmental Policy Group at Wageningen University, **Professor of Environmental Policy @ Wageningen

Martens, S. & Spaargaren, G. 2005. The politics of sustainable consumption: the case of the Netherlands.  Sustainability: Science, Practice, & Policy 1(1):29-42. Proquest

We begin with a discussion of the possible weaknesses inherent in more consumption-oriented environmental policies, and consider the “individualization” of politics and political responsibilities as developed by Bauman (1993) and Princen et al. (2002). Many environmental problems are ultimately rooted in the conduct of institutional actors, such as companies and governments. Under these circumstances, there is little merit imposing obligations on citizen-consumers, who not only lack the power to influence the organization of production and consumption, but also cannot—and arguably should not—be held responsible for issues that arise out of the “treadmill of production and consumption” (Schnaiberg, 1980). It is likely to be unproductive, and above all illegitimate, to burden citizen-consumers with remedying such problems. If policy initiatives only advance individual solutions—and ignore institutional actors—socially regressive and environmentally ineffectual outcomes will be the result.

Look – without addressing fundamental energy systems you are rearranging deck chairs on the titanic

Brook 12 (Barry Brook, Professor of Climate Change University of Adelaide, “Burning energy questions – ERoEI, desert solar, oil replacements, realistic renewables and tropical islands,” 1/19/12) http://bravenewclimate.com/2012/01/19/burning-energy-questions/
The hard data available to date indicates that the only way we can decarbonize—eliminating both oil and gas—is to employ nuclear power as backup, and to devise methods of using renewables plus nuclear and biomass to make the transportation fuels we need, in addition to the electricity that our societies will come to depend on more and more in the future. Businesses not directly involved in the energy sector have few options in terms of directly affecting the course of energy policy. Sure, we see some businesses putting up solar arrays or making other politically correct token gestures, but these are window dressing that relies on subsidies, not really consequential in the effort to decarbonize human energy systems. The decisions that matter will be made within the energy sector, and those decisions will continue to accommodate the fossil fuel industries—be they coal, oil, or gas—unless governments lay down the law and force through policies that make it impossible for the status quo to continue. Carbon taxes are a first step, but support for a massive buildout of nuclear power (as we see in China today and to a lesser degree in some other countries) is critical to making progress in cutting greenhouse gas emissions in a meaningful way.

Shadi Saboori: What would be an optimal way to create incentives for businesses to transition to renewable energy? (And one that is politically realistic).

This is touched on in the previous response. Assuming that the term “renewable energy” doesn’t include nuclear power, the options for businesses that wish to transition to renewables are dictated primarily by the degree of subsidization offered. Customer demand is also a factor, such that if a company believes that hyping their green credentials by putting solar panels on their roofs will help business, then it’s more likely that they’ll take that step even if it costs them money in the long run. Thanks to generous subsidization by many governments, however, businesses can make it a paying proposition because, unlike many homeowners, they have the wherewithal to put up the sometimes fairly large sums up front, knowing that they’ll more than make back their investment over time due to tax deductions, generous depreciation and other allowances, and especially feed-in tariffs.

While all these incentives do encourage businesses to transition to renewable energy, is that necessarily a good thing from a societal standpoint? After all, the only reason that it’s at all profitable for the few companies that do it is because a large base of ratepayers are splitting up the cost amongst themselves (usually unknowingly). In other words, while such deployment (of solar, usually) makes things appear to be progressing in terms of societal transition to renewables, it’s simply not economically rational without the subsidies, so the wealthy (the companies that do it) are taking advantage of the less well-heeled individual citizens. If everyone were to attempt to transition to solar thusly, it would obviously be impossible, since there would be no pool from which the subsidies could be derived.

When it comes to large energy-intensive industries, even massive solar arrays can’t hope to provide the energy they’ll need, which is why some of Germany’s major industries with long histories in that country are either demanding specially reduced electricity rates or threatening to leave the country. Germany, of course, is where renewables—particularly solar and wind—have had enthusiastic government support for the last couple decades or so. Of course when the government cuts a discount energy rate deal with such industries to offset the steadily climbing electricity costs, it transfers even more of a burden onto the shoulders of regular consumers, forcing their escalating rates even higher.

Ultimately, the truly consequential decisions about a nation’s energy policy will be made by governments, with individual businesses moving in one direction or another based on their economic self-interest. And if Germany and Denmark—as the two nations with the longest history of continued government support for non-nuclear renewables—are any guide, the transition to an all-renewables future is nothing we can expect to consider viable in the foreseeable future.

visual

Professor Bernard J. Hibbitts, 94 (University of Pittsburgh School of Law16 Cardozo Law Review 229 (1994); reprinted by permission of the Cardozo Law Review)

[1.9] Modal metaphors can have an especially strong impact on how we think and what we do. If, for example, I call "thought" itself "reflection," I am figuratively characterizing thought as a visual enterprise. Insofar as reflection literally presumes a visual subject, the metaphor may subtly encourage thinkers to believe that they should look for intellectual stimulation, rather than listen for it; in other words, the metaphor may affect their epistemological orientation. The same visual metaphor may alternatively imply that only individuals from visually biased backgrounds can properly engage in thought, prompting individuals from other traditions that prize other senses to be dismissed (or not to regard themselves) as legitimate or competent participants in intellectual inquiry. In this context, the "casual" choice of a "simple" metaphor may have profoundly divisive social implications. Describing thought as "reflection" may even induce thinkers to behave in a manner considered appropriate to a visual process: for example, the metaphor may suggest that thinkers should passively watch the world, rather than become actively engaged with it.

at: exceptionalism (spanos)

Spanos is dumb—people wouldn’t even be familiar with his philosophy without testing for competitive purposes.  There’s a key sequencing distinction: we will eventually come to have personal convictions that aren’t shallow but ONLY after we put in the research to use in a competitive forum.  You shouldn’t trust this kind of sophistry—Spanos clearly has no background in debate and for every Karl Rove debate produces it produces two progressive lawyers who use their ability to test arguments as a method to check reactionary policy.  Plus, Karl Rove debated in Utah—he probably did LD.

This is stupid and you know it.  Iraq invasions happen because of narrow-minded conviction, not a commitment to debating both sides

Lacy, 06 – debate coach at Wake Forest (J.P., “RE: Re-open the debate about switch side debate,” Edebate, 40/13/06. http://www.ndtceda.com/pipermail/edebate/2006-April/066558.html) 

Leaving aside their logical leap that "liberalism's universal norms 
circulate in and through specific national and economic histories  re-writing its moral geographies by separating those who need the universal  norms of liberalism from those exceptional subjects that can embody those  norms, judge how well others are inculcating those norms, and can govern  the world,"  It seems a stretch from "liberalism's norms separating exceptional  subjects" to the claim that "debate [as often practiced]...[is a]...form of  cultural technology re-affirming a commitment to American Exceptionalism  and global domination."  There is still place for conviction in debate: Day's version of  switch-sides is that we are obligated to ignore our personal convictions  (and interests) when there are minority viewpoints under-represented in  public debate by articulating those views to the best of our abilities  (hence "deliberative" rather than "majoritarian" democracy.) Not that we  should just get up and say stuff we disagree with. (Yes, this *does*  implicate the way we currently write topics & debate.)  I cannot comprehend how this particular "tool of liberalism" can possibly  lead to the worst forms of American Exceptionalism. I'd like to think that  the articulation and understanding of under-heard standpoints is an  antidote to il-liberal exceptionalism.  Myself, I'll take my chances with deliberative democracy and liberalism.  "The force of better argument" seems much more attractive than the personal  conviction driving Bush's War on Terrorism.  

roleplaying

No link.  Our framework says the aff has to win a specific policy change is good, not that they are the ones implementing it.  The logic of their claim would mean you can’t say “slavery bad” without pretending to be a slave owner.  Roleplaying arguments are based on a separate interpretation that we didn’t make.  This means only our offense applies, because understanding the vocabulary of policymaking makes you a better activist which solves the only impact to roleplaying bad.

They link to their roleplaying bad offense.  Our vision of debate makes debaters familiar with the terms of government, producing net better activism

Coverstone, 05 – masters in communication from Wake Forest and longtime debate coach 

(Alan H., “Acting on Activism: Realizing the Vision of Debate with Pro-social Impact,” Paper presented at the National Communication Association Annual Conference, 11/17/05)

However, contest debate teaches students to combine personal experience with the language of political power. Powerful personal narratives unconnected to political power are regularly co-opted by those who do learn the language of power. One need look no further than the annual state of the Union Address where personal story after personal story is used to support the political agenda of those in power. The so-called role-playing that public policy contest debates encourage promotes active learning of the vocabulary and levers of power in America. Imagining the ability to use our own arguments to influence government action is one of the great virtues of academic debate. Gerald Graff (2003) analyzed the decline of argumentation in academic discourse and found a source of student antipathy to public argument in an interesting place.

I’m up against…their aversion to the role of public spokesperson that formal writing presupposes. It’s as if such students can’t imagine any rewards for being a public actor or even imagining themselves in such a role. This lack of interest in the public sphere may in turn reflect a loss of confidence in the possibility that the arguments we make in public will have an effect on the world. Today’s students’ lack of faith in the power of persuasion reflects the waning of the ideal of civic participation that led educators for centuries to place rhetorical and argumentative training at the center of the school and college curriculum. (Graff, 2003, p. 57)

The power to imagine public advocacy that actually makes a difference is one of the great virtues of the traditional notion of fiat that critics deride as mere simulation. Simulation of success in the public realm is far more empowering to students than completely abandoning all notions of personal power in the face of governmental hegemony by teaching students that “nothing they can do in a contest debate can ever make any difference in public policy.” Contest debating is well suited to rewarding public activism if it stops accepting as an article of faith that personal agency is somehow undermined by the so-called role playing in debate. Debate is role-playing whether we imagine government action or imagine individual action. Imagining myself starting a socialist revolution in America is no less of a fantasy than imagining myself making a difference on Capitol Hill. Furthermore, both fantasies influenced my personal and political development virtually ensuring a life of active, pro-social, political participation. Neither fantasy reduced the likelihood that I would spend my life trying to make the difference I imagined. One fantasy actually does make a greater difference: the one that speaks the language of political power. The other fantasy disables action by making one a laughingstock to those who wield the language of power. Fantasy motivates and role-playing trains through visualization. Until we can imagine it, we cannot really do it. Role-playing without question teaches students to be comfortable with the language of power, and that language paves the way for genuine and effective political activism.

Debates over the relative efficacy of political strategies for pro-social change must confront governmental power at some point. There is a fallacy in arguing that movements represent a better political strategy than voting and person-to-person advocacy. Sure, a full-scale movement would be better than the limited voice I have as a participating citizen going from door to door in a campaign, but so would full-scale government action. Unfortunately, the gap between my individual decision to pursue movement politics and the emergence of a full-scale movement is at least as great as the gap between my vote and democratic change. They both represent utopian fiat. Invocation of Mitchell to support utopian movement fiat is simply not supported by his work, and too often, such invocation discourages the concrete actions he argues for in favor of the personal rejectionism that under girds the political cynicism that is a fundamental cause of voter and participatory abstention in America today.

Switch side debate doesn’t force you to internalize the state—there is a difference between role playing and mutually agreed to discursive constraint

Roberts-Miller 2 (Patricia, “Fighting without Hatred: Hannah Arendt’s Agonistic Rhetoric”, jac, 22.3 http://www.jaconlinejournal.com/archives/vol22.3/miller-fighting.pdf)
By "thought" Arendt does not mean eremitic contemplation; in fact, she has great contempt for what she calls "professional thinkers," refusing herself to become a philosopher or to call her work philosophy. Young-Bruehl, Benhabib, and Pitkin have each said that Heidegger represented just such a professional thinker for Arendt, and his embrace of Nazism epitomized the genuine dangers such "thinking" can pose (see Arendt's "Heidegger"). "Thinking" is not typified by the isolated contemplation of philosophers; it requires the arguments of others and close attention to the truth. It is easy to overstate either part of that harmony. One must consider carefully the arguments and viewpoints of others: Political thought is representative. I form an opinion by considering a given issue from different viewpoints, by making present to my mind the standpoints of those who are absent; that is, I represent them. This process of representation does not blindly adopt the actual views of those who stand somewhere else, and hence look upon the world from a different perspective; this is a question neither of empathy, as though I tried to be or to feel like somebody else, nor of counting noses and joining a majority but of being and thinking in my own identity where actually I am not. The more people's standpoints I have present in my mind while I am ponder- ing a given issue, and the better I can imagine how I would feel and think if I were in their place, the stronger will be my capacity for representative thinking and the more valid my final conclusions, my opinion. ("Truth" 241) There are two points to emphasize in this wonderful passage. First, one does not get these standpoints in one's mind through imagining them, but through listening to them; thus, good thinking requires that one hear the arguments of other people. Hence, as Arendt says, "critical thinking, while still a solitary business, does not cut itself off from 'all others.'" Thinking is, in this view, necessarily public discourse: critical thinking is possible "only where the standpoints of all others are open to inspection" (Lectures 43). Yet, it is not a discourse in which one simply announces one's stance; participants are interlocutors and not just speakers: they must listen. Unlike many current versions ofpublic discourse, this view presumes that speech matters. It is not asymmetric manipulation of others, nor merely an economic exchange; it must be a world into which one enters and by which one might be changed.

***WHITENESS

inti

Prior focus on ontology causes paralysis – having “good enough knowledge” is a sufficient condition for action

Kratochwil, professor of international relations – European University Institute, ‘8
(Friedrich, “The Puzzles of Politics,” pg. 200-213)

The lesson seems clear. Even at the danger of “fuzzy boundaries”, when we deal with “practice” ( just as with the “pragmatic turn”), we would be well advised to rely on the use of the term rather than on its reference (pointing to some property of the object under study), in order to draw the bounds of sense and understand the meaning of the concept. My argument for the fruitful character of a pragmatic approach in IR, therefore, does not depend on a comprehensive mapping of the varieties of research in this area, nor on an arbitrary appropriation or exegesis of any specific and self-absorbed theoretical orientation. For this reason, in what follows, I will not provide a rigidly specified definition, nor will I refer exclusively to some prepackaged theoretical approach. Instead, I will sketch out the reasons for which a prag- matic orientation in social analysis seems to hold particular promise. These reasons pertain both to the more general area of knowledge appropriate for praxis and to the more specific types of investigation in the field. The follow- ing ten points are – without a claim to completeness – intended to engender some critical reflection on both areas.

Firstly, a pragmatic approach does not begin with objects or “things” (ontology), or with reason and method (epistemology), but with “acting” (prattein), thereby preventing some false starts. Since, as historical beings placed in a specific situations, we do not have the luxury of deferring decisions until we have found the “truth”, we have to act and must do so always under time pressures and in the face of incomplete information. Pre- cisely because the social world is characterised by strategic interactions, what a situation “is”, is hardly ever clear ex ante, because it is being “produced” by the actors and their interactions, and the multiple possibilities are rife with incentives for (dis)information. This puts a premium on quick diagnostic and cognitive shortcuts informing actors about the relevant features of the situ- ation, and on leaving an alternative open (“plan B”) in case of unexpected difficulties. Instead of relying on certainty and universal validity gained through abstraction and controlled experiments, we know that completeness and attentiveness to detail, rather than to generality, matter. To that extent, likening practical choices to simple “discoveries” of an already independently existing “reality” which discloses itself to an “observer” – or relying on optimal strategies – is somewhat heroic.

These points have been made vividly by “realists” such as Clausewitz in his controversy with von Bülow, in which he criticised the latter’s obsession with a strategic “science” (Paret et al. 1986). While Clausewitz has become an icon for realists, only a few of them (usually dubbed “old” realists) have taken seriously his warnings against the misplaced belief in the reliability and use- fulness of a “scientific” study of strategy. Instead, most of them, especially “neorealists” of various stripes, have embraced the “theory”-building based on the epistemological project as the via regia to the creation of knowledge. A pragmatist orientation would most certainly not endorse such a position.

Secondly, since acting in the social world often involves acting “for” some- one, special responsibilities arise that aggravate both the incompleteness of knowledge as well as its generality problem. Since we owe special care to those entrusted to us, for example, as teachers, doctors or lawyers, we cannot just rely on what is generally true, but have to pay special attention to the particular case. Aside from avoiding the foreclosure of options, we cannot refuse to act on the basis of incomplete information or insufficient know- ledge, and the necessary diagnostic will involve typification and comparison, reasoning by analogy rather than generalization or deduction. Leaving out the particularities of a case, be it a legal or medical one, in a mistaken effort to become “scientific” would be a fatal flaw. Moreover, there still remains the crucial element of “timing” – of knowing when to act. Students of crises have always pointed out the importance of this factor but, in attempts at building a general “theory” of international politics analogously to the natural sci- ences, such elements are neglected on the basis of the “continuity of nature” and the “large number” assumptions. Besides, “timing” seems to be quite recalcitrant to analytical treatment.

climate da

The politics of the alternative are one’s incapable of coming to grips with the catastrophic climate change

Impersonal, global, consequentialism is necessary to motivate action on the cliamte

Grasso 12 – (10/12, Marco, Senior Lecturer (Tenured Assistant Professor) in Economic and Political Geography Department of Sociology and Social Research, Università degli Studi di Milano-Bicocca, “Climate ethics: with a little help from moral cognitive neuroscience,” Environmental Politics, taylor and francis)

Ultimately, in this article, I simply assume the fundamental, and less controversial, result of Greene et al.'s fMRI studies, namely, that impersonal harm-related moral dilemmas are based on reflective, cognitive moral processes that prompt consequentialist moral thinking, whereas moral dilemmas associated with personal harm activate automatic emotional processes that lead to deontological reasoning. In fact, this finding thoroughly addresses the harm-related nature of climate ethics, as discussed in the previous section, making it possible to shape a more acceptable approach (consequentialist, in fact) to the relevant moral dilemmas. A discussion of Greene et al.'s anti-deontological arguments is, therefore, far beyond the scope of the article. What implication does the dual-process theory have for climate ethics? To put it plainly, this approach highlights the impersonal nature of the harm found in moral dilemmas similar to those of climate change and the resultant necessity of addressing them through consequentialist moral reasoning, and, on the other hand, the lack of the kind of personal threat that would activate the (predominantly) emotional response upholding the deontological approaches invoked by mainstream climate ethics. In other words, human morality does not envision climate change as a deontological moral issue. However, this does not mean that the moral brain cannot construe climate change as a moral issue tout court. In particular, the dual-process theory suggests that avoiding/preventing harm, the ultimate moral dilemma of climate change, originates from a relatively impersonal moral violation. Therefore, climate change is a moral issue, one to which we can therefore usefully apply consequentialist moral reasoning because of its consistency with human morality, and perhaps because of its possibly greater political feasibility.

2. The aff’s focus on individual ethical engagement and personal experience is the wrong methodology for confronting climate change – instead we need to develop a global, planetary identity – key to effective warming solutions – AND we need rapid tech development – both are key

Morgenstern 11 – (2011, Richard, PhD in economics, University of Michigan, Senior Fellow, Resources for the Future,  “Addressing competitiveness in US climate policy,” in The Ethics of Global Climate Change, Ed. David G. Arnold, p. 170-1)

Our chapter identifies a critical requirement for progress: the widespread development of moral imagination, in order for many more individuals to develop a planetary identity that augments their other loyalties. We defend a fresh formulation of equitable allocation of responsibility. We argue for the merits of accounting rules that focus on the world’s individuals first and its countries second. Such an accounting would treat equally all individuals whose contributions to global emissions are the same, irrespective of whether they live in the USA or in Bangladesh. This accounting would therefore reflect individual lifestyles, as well as the institutions in each country that mediate lifestyles to create environmental impacts.

The next few decades are a crucial time to develop common values and aspirations through dialog. There is a need, for example, to discuss the desirability of a totally managed planet with many species of plants and animals found only in botanical gardens and zoos, versus a world with greater randomness and wildness. Philosophers have a major role here. Their professional assignment has long been to think about and help others think about what it means to be human.Our chapter argues that they now have an additional task: to help us think about what we as human beings should strive to accomplish during the millennia that lie ahead.

We are mindful that most of our analysis is predicated on the future bringing only modest changes in the globally dominant conceptualization of the good life. Given such a premise, the global targets endorsed at Copenhagen will be very hard to reach. Therefore, our chapter necessarily takes a positive view of the promise of technology to lead the way to an environmentally safer world. We argue for a nuanced view of technology that presumes that the implementation of every option can be done badly or well.

Returning to our original point, attaining the ultimate goal of long-term CO2 stabilization will require not only a technological but also a moral transformation: one that, we argue, necessitates cultivating a planetary identity using the tool of moral imagination. This moral transformation can and should be fostered now. Realistically, however, it will be slower to take root than a technological transformation. Both the immediate technological transformation and the fundamental moral transformation are essential.

3. Climate change exceeds individuals as mroal agents, the consequences and causes are so spatially and temporally macro that a global focus is necessary
Callicott 11 – (Oct. 2011, J. Baird, University Distinguished Research Professor and a member of the Department of Philosophy and Religion Studies and the Institute of Applied Sciences at the University of North Texas, “The Temporal and Spatial Scales of Global Climate Change and the Limits of Individualistic and Rationalistic Ethics,” Royal Institute of Philosophy Supplement, Volume 69, October 2011, pp 101-116, cambridge journals) 

The temporal scale of this proposed moral ontology – moral considerability for human civilization per se – is proportionate to the spatial and temporal scales of global climate change. Global human civilization thus appears to be the appropriate moral patient for global-climate-change ethics. What about the appropriate moral agent? Global climate change moralists often end their sermons with a list of things that each Jack and Jill of us can individually and voluntarily do to shrink our individual carbon footprints: replace halogen with compact fluorescent light bulbs, drive less, bike more, insulate, turn down the thermostat in winter and turn it up in summer … The Jack-and-Jill ethical paradigm is so ingrained in our thinking that we seem to suppose that duty-driven voluntary change in individual behavior is all that global-climate-change ethics is about. If so, catastrophic global climate change and the likely demise of human civilization is all but inevitable, due to the familiar free-rider problem. If there is a chance at averting climate catastrophe it lies in scaling up the moral agent as well as the moral patient.

The identity of that moral agent is no mystery: the world's several governments acting in concert to create policy and law that will effectively drive changes in individual behavior. The manufacture of halogen light bulbs might be discontinued through international agreement. A steep excise tax on gas-guzzling SUVs might be globally imposed. A transnational carbon tax might be imposed or an international cap-and-trade market might be instituted. Research on alternative fuels might be lavishly subsidized. And so on and so forth. My purpose here is not to provide an inventory of actions that governments can take, but to identify the effective moral agent for an ethics of global climate change.

Nor do I mean to reject altogether out of hand the efficacy of voluntary individual effort to stem the tide of global climate change. When one see others undertake lifestyle changes, especially if such changes, as they often do, entrain other personal benefits – such as better fitness attendant upon biking, better nutrition attendant upon the consumption of local foods, the economic savings of lower domestic energy consumption – there is a contagious effect. That, in turn, leads to self-organizing communities to promote such things as car pools, urban gardens, and reforestation projects, not to mention organizing for greener policies and laws. After all, in a democracy, change in policy and law must have some degree of support by individual citizens in order to be enacted. And once enacted into law, the ethical status of the newly mandated behavioral changes is reinforced. Now that it is against the law, submitting others to second-hand smoke or endangering infants by not restraining them in rear-facing car seats, is considered to be quite wrong and irresponsible as well as illegal.

Unfortunately, there is a limit to this contagious effect. Environmentalism has created a backlash among certain segments of society who feel that their lifestyles are threatened – the mechanized recreationalist, for example. Even more unfortunately, environmentalism has become entangled in partisan politics, associated in the US with ‘liberal’ as opposed to ‘conservative’ political allegiance. Thus in the end, whether we would wish it or not, achieving the changes in human behavior and lifestyle necessary to meet the challenge of global climate change will require changes in policy and law, because a significant sector of society is likely to resist such changes as one dimension of a complex political struggle sometimes characterized as ‘the culture war’.

I now conclude. This essay has not been about practical ethics, but about ethical theory. Or to say the same thing in different words, it has been about moral philosophy, not normative morality. We most certainly have moral obligations to distant future generations. However, we cannot – for the reasons I have given here – conceive of those obligations as obligations to future individuals particularly and severally. Rather, we must conceive of those obligations as obligations to future generations collectively. In short, the hyper-individualism that has characterized the ethical theory dominating Jack-and-Jill moral philosophy for more than two centuries now becomes incoherent when we contemplate our obligations to future generations on the temporal scale – calibrated in centuries and millennia, not years and decades – of global climate change. Implied by the abandonment of an individualistic ontology for an ethics of global climate change is the abandonment of ethical rationalism. Both Kantian deontology and utilitarianism derive our moral obligations from the most fundamental law of logic, the law of non-contradiction or self-consistency. Both the spatial and temporal scales of global climate change and the billions of individuals, who have intrinsic value and/or equal interests with our own, swamp our capacity to treat all individual persons, living now and in the future, as ends in themselves, and/or our capacity to give equal weight to their equal interests. More deeply, shifting from an individualistic to a holistic moral ontology, persons are not conceived as externally related social atoms. Our internal relationships – the relationships that make us the persons that we are – are multiple and various, each kind of which plays differently on our finely tuned moral sentiments. Thus we may be passionately concerned for the global climate of the near future because our loved ones, for whom we passionately care, will have to live in it. We may be passionately concerned about the global climate of the far-flung future because the now contingent and thus indeterminate individual members of distant future generations will be heirs and custodians of human civilization, for which we passionately care. Moreover, we cannot effectively act, as individual moral agents, in such a way as to significantly benefit or harm near-term future generations or to conserve human civilization in the long term. The colossal moral problem presented by the prospect of global climate change demands a shift from ethical individualism to ethical holism in regard to moral agency as well as to patiency. The only moral agents commensurate with the spatial and temporal scales of global climate change are national governments and for them to be effective in mitigating global climate change, they must act in concert.

Expert knowledge is necessary to challenge the hierarchy of power relationships within local populations—the aff’s egalitarian accessibility epistemology empiricaly cedes the political to those in power and results in climate deniers having equal argumentative weight

Porter and Shortall, 2k8 (Sam, School of Nursing and Midwifery  and Sally, School of Sociology and Social Work—both at Queen’s University Belfast, “Stakeholders and Perspectivism in Qualitative Policy Evaluation: A Realist Reflection”, Public Administration Vol. 87 No. 2)

An example: ‘ Gender proofi ng CAP reforms ’ The study in question was entitled ‘ Gender Proofi ng CAP Reforms ’ (Shortall and Kelly 2001) and was commissioned by a rural development organization (RDO) in the north of Ireland. The central objective was to assess whether or not CAP reforms had a differential impact on men and women on farms and in rural areas. The possibility of ‘ gender proofing ’ CAP reforms was to be explored, and actionable policy recommendations were sought in particular, recommendations that could be acted on by the Department of Agriculture and Rural Development for Northern Ireland, by farmers ’ unions, rural development organizations, the Equality Commission, and rural women ’ s networks. The substance of the report is not the central question here; rather, it is the involvement of stakeholders. The formal power enjoyed by stakeholders in this research was considerable, in that they constituted a ‘ partnership ’ that was established to oversee and ‘ take ownership ’ of the research. The RDO that commissioned the study formed a partnership of 22 people to oversee the research. The research was seen as one component of an overall programme, with the other major element being the formation and operation of the partnership. The RDO itself had three members on the partnership. Other members were drawn from farmers ’ unions and organizations, the Department of Agriculture and Rural Development, women ’ s networks and organizations, rural development organizations, and the Equality Commission. It was clearly stated in the governance documentation that the partners were the ‘ owners ’ of the research, and that the partnership was democratic – stakeholders were ‘ empowered ’ by participation and all had an equal say. The researchers were not members of the partnership, but attended meetings to present and discuss research progress. The project reported here encountered the problems identifi ed by Doherty and Rispel (1995) in relation to stakeholders as interest groups and the distortion of stakeholder accounts. However, because the balance of power between the stakeholders and researchers was weighted even more in favour of the stakeholders, the capacity of the researchers to adopt strategies to maintain the integrity of the research was considerably constrained. The formation of the partnership, its brief, and its view of qualitative research, led to a continuous battle to ensure robust and valid research was carried out. These efforts were further undermined by two forms of rhetoric, which purported to promote democratic values, but in reality undermined them: • The adoption of relativist perspectivism : this allowed some stakeholders to portray the researchers ’ methods and results as ‘ stories ’ that were no more valid than the stories the stakeholders wished to tell. • The portrayal of stakeholding as egalitarian : this provided a smokescreen behind which the power of vested interest groups could be exercised within the partnership. Stakeholders as interest groups An intrinsic feature of the partnership was that it was comprised of stakeholders who would in some way be informed by the research and for whom the research would make policy recommendations. Indeed, almost all of the partner organizations were interviewed as part of the study. Throughout the research project, this meant that fi ndings and recommendations were being presented about the organizations the stakeholders represented. At various points throughout the research, tensions and power struggles occurred as stakeholders tried to ensure their agendas were reinforced by the research fi ndings, as the example that follows demonstrates. This example concerns the RDO which commissioned the research. As part of the study, two interviews were conducted with representatives from this organization. Despite the rhetoric of equal partnership which it publicly espoused, as the commissioning body, this organization held a different power position to all others since it controlled the fi nancial resources. There was a certain amount of confl ict between this RDO and the women ’ s networks. It was clear from the interview with the director of the RDO that he did not view the women ’ s networks as rural developmental organizations, but rather as rural women ’ s groups. This was recounted in the fi nal report, with illustrations from the interview. The director was extremely displeased with this presentation, and made several attempts to state an antithetical position. When the research team refused to rewrite interview material, he insisted it be removed from the document. Given this RDO ’ s role as a funding organization for community initiatives, and given that it sat on committees that directly impacted on the future of the women ’ s networks, this omission compromised the ability of the research to fully inform rural policy, and to generate a transparent and democratic debate about the role of the women ’ s networks. The distortion of stakeholder accounts Stakeholders’ attempts to infl uence research outcomes also led to the distortion of stakeholder accounts as a result of junior members of stakeholder organizations being constrained by their seniors, as this example demonstrates. One of the positive features of the partnership was that stakeholders sometimes offered advice on who would be the most appropriate people within their organization to interview with regard to particular aspects of the study. While this was helpful, it also proved to be problematic. In one case a stakeholder group was unhappy with the fi ndings and the recommendations presented at one partnership meeting. A couple of weeks later, the research team was called to the organization to have a meeting with the stakeholder who sat on the partnership. She had contacted each of the three people interviewed, all more junior within the organization than she was, and questioned them at length about what they had said during their interview. In contrast to Doherty and Rispel ’ s (1995) experience (where junior personnel were insulated from their seniors), because the senior staff member involved here was a stakeholder, and thus owned the research, she was able to use the access that this afforded to breach such insulation. Thus, the rhetoric of democratic accountability became a tool of occupational surveillance, compromising interviewees ’ anonymity and exposing them to reprimand by a senior member of their organization for participating in the study. In terms of research ethics, this was extremely problematic. The adoption of relativist perspectivism As well as the emphasis placed on the importance of stakeholders ‘ owning ’ the research, a great deal of weight was attached to the notion that all voices were equal. As a result, a situation developed whereby it became a constant struggle to establish the skills and expertise of the research team. The researchers were seen as other equal voices, and their training, skills and experience did not appear to be acknowledged by stakeholders. This devaluation was reinforced by stakeholders ’ views of qualitative research, which was seen as lacking the incontrovertible validity and reliability of statistical analysis. Their attitude was that qualitative research was merely about hearing and constructing stories, an aptitude that was seen as being universally possessed. This devaluation of qualitative research is not unique. Doherty and Rispel experienced similar challenges to their methodological credibility. They noted that ‘ in some cases clients may not feel that researchers are in fact experts because, at least initially, they simply gather opinions rather than provide answers ’ (1995, p. 414). The assumption that everyone ’ s knowledge had equal validity obstructed the process of conducting rigorous research and on many occasions served to threaten the robustness of the research itself. To return to the example of the senior stakeholder berating her juniors for providing information that she deemed they should not have provided, the level of distress that this generated for those at the receiving end was apparent in their desperate attempts to distance themselves from the research. One of the people questioned even denied having ever been interviewed, despite the fact that the interview had been taped and transcribed with their informed consent. The stakeholder tried to use her position of power to undermine the research process in order to generate what she perceived as more positive evidence to support her organization ’ s agenda. Her denial of the interviewees having said what they were taped as saying suggests that she believed the presentation of the fi ndings came down to her word against that of the researchers. The view communicated was that qualitative research involved recounting stories, and that researchers could easily either get the story wrong or not remember it correctly. Others saw researchers as getting it wrong because the empirical evidence they presented did not fi t the stakeholder ’ s theory. One example of this was the question of transport for women in rural areas. The women ’ s networks had long maintained that poor public transport services in rural areas had a greater negative impact on women than on men. All of the discussions in group interviews refuted this premise, with women saying that poor public transport was an issue for those on low income, rather than a gender issue, in that where a household had access to transport, it was negotiated by need, rather than by gender. The women ’ s networks viewed reports of this fi nding as an ideological threat, and the research team were asked if reporting this perspective on transport might limit concern about gender issues and transport. The evidence that suggested poor public transport presents problems for those on low incomes, regardless of gender, seemed to have little authoritative value alongside an ingrained ideological position. Stakeholders did not merely react to the fi ndings of the researchers. As owners of the research, they were involved in decisions about research design. This, of course represents a far more insidious form of intervention, in that it sets the possibilities and limitations of the research from the outset. This is not to say that discussions with stakeholders were always unfruitful. However, problems arose from the fact that some stakeholders had little knowledge of qualitative methodological strategies, and at the same time did not believe that such knowledge was necessary. For example, when the research team presented group interview questions to the stakeholders, the stakeholders wished to add numerous questions to refl ect their interests. When it was explained that the rationale of focus groups precludes an endless list of questions and that some of the proposed questions were intrinsically problematic, the response suggested that the research team were ‘ diffi cult ’ , ‘ not good team players ’ , and ‘ not hearing the stakeholders ’ . The starkest example of stakeholder interference occurred subsequent to an unforeseen event that arose during the research project and before the completion of the group interviews, namely the outbreak of Foot and Mouth Disease (FMD) in the north of Ireland. The Department of Agriculture and Rural Development prohibited movement in rural areas, and the holding of unnecessary meetings. They specifi cally advised the research team to cease focus groups until further notice. After fi ve weeks of this restriction, the methodology was redesigned, and taped telephone interviews were conducted as an alternative means of gathering the required information to complete the study. When the travel ban was temporarily waived, for necessary travel only, the commissioning RDO contacted the research team and advised that they were keen that the remaining group interviews should be conducted. The research team argued that the social context had now changed, and it would be fruitless to try to compare group interviews conducted pre- and post-FMD. Given the situation rural dwellers had to face, which included worries about cross-contamination, there were also ethical considerations with continuing group interviews. The commissioning RDO, however, felt under severe pressure to ‘ tick appropriate boxes ’ in the fi nal evaluation to demonstrate that the terms and conditions of the programme had been completed. When the research team refused to conduct additional focus groups on ethical and methodological grounds, the RDO decided to commission facilitators to conduct two focus groups in rural areas with non-farming men. The facilitators used their own focus group questions rather than those used in the pre-FMD group interviews. A short stand-alone report was written on these two focus groups. The following are some quotes from this document: The meetings were held at the peak of the foot and mouth crisis, at a time when the outbreak was at its worst in England, Scotland and Wales, and when there was great concern in the farming community over Northern Ireland ’ s status. (p. 3) There was little voluntary discussion on the subject of rural initiatives … with participants preferring to discuss farming issues. … Despite reminders from facilitators of the questions at hand, participants returned constantly to the crisis of farming as the main issue of concern. (p. 4) [With regard to women and work outside of the home] … participants in the ‘ men in rural areas ’ focus groups [during FMD] focused on farm women, whereas participants in the ‘ women in rural areas ’ focus groups [pre-FMD] focused on rural women not on farms. (p. 5) These quotations all indicate problems in relation to the compatibility of the evidence. In relation to the fi nal quote, it is not unreasonable to assume that had the group interviews with women in rural areas not on farms been carried out during the FMD crisis they too would have focused more on the situation women on farms were facing. Of central relevance here is the extent to which a stakeholder had the power to override the research team to generate the required ‘ evidence ’ , and to present the supplementary information they gathered as information of equal status. The portrayal of stakeholding as egalitarian As can be seen from the above example, one particular stakeholder was able to wield considerable infl uence in order to satisfy vested interests. Yet this exercise of sectional power was masked by an ideology of egalitarianism. The rhetoric of the partnership was predicated upon the assumption that all stakeholders had an equal say at partnership meetings. However, this entailed an ahistorical picture of the emergence of the partnership, masking the different power bases of members. The partnership was drawn together by the RDO that commissioned the research, and only those people they invited to become stakeholders had the option to do so. So, for example, while every farming organization had a representative on the partnership, some community and voluntary sector groups were omitted and not surprisingly disgruntled by this omission. Power differentials within the partnership also existed, with, for example, the views of government stakeholders being more infl uential in debates than the views of the community and voluntary sector. The upshot of these masked differentials in power was that what was presented as a broad-based and inclusive partnership was actually a vehicle for the pursuance of sectional vested interests by a small number of powerful stakeholders.

The incorporation of perspectivism cannot entail the rejection of policy expertism—the alternative is policy driven by STAKEHOLDERS which have empiricaly failed

Porter and Shortall, 2k8 (Sam, School of Nursing and Midwifery  and Sally, School of Sociology and Social Work—both at Queen’s University Belfast, “Stakeholders and Perspectivism in Qualitative Policy Evaluation: A Realist Reflection”, Public Administration Vol. 87 No. 2)

This paper is concerned with the combined effects on programme and policy-oriented research of two interrelated factors – the practice of stakeholder involvement and the standpoint of perspectivism. Our argument is that if stakeholders are involved in research under the assumption that all perspectives on the policy being examined carry equal epistemological weight, there will be a tendency for the vacuum created by the dismissal of knowledge-based arbitration to be fi lled by arbitration on the basis of power. Given that policy responses to research may support or undermine the position of stakeholders within the systems affected by the policy, stakeholders have a vested interest in infl uencing the research in their favour. Where the exercise of power can reinforce that infl uence, there will be the temptation to use it. The empirical basis of our argument is a qualitative study conducted in the north of Ireland into the gendered effects of the European Union ’ s Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) reforms and how these might be ameliorated by local policies. In describing the power relations that pertained between those involved in the research, we hope to show both how they were overdetermined by the standpoint of perspectivism, and how their exercise threatened the integrity of the research. However, it is fi rst necessary to situate stakeholders in policy-oriented research; to defi ne what we mean by the term ‘ perspectivism ’ ; and to map out the connections between stakeholding and perspectivism. STAKEHOLDING IN EVIDENCE-BASED POLICY The last decade has seen considerable changes in the approach to policy formation. At the centre of these changes has been the rise of evidence-based policy, which has come to permeate all areas of policy evaluation and development. It has become central to European Union programmes, but has gained particular status in the UK due to the advent of a Labour government with a pragmatic, anti-ideological stance ( Solesbury 2002 ). One of the central facets of this new approach is the requirement to generate evidence that takes adequate account of the insights of those involved in, and affected by, the implementation of a policy: Rather than defending policies, government should lead a debate on improving them. This means developing new relationships between Whitehall, the devolved administrations, local government and the voluntary and private sectors; consulting outside experts, those who implement policy and those affected by it early in the policy making process so we can develop policies that are deliverable from the start. (Cabinet Offi ce 1999 , p. 16) In this statement, the British government is clearly signalling that, rather than relying on its own lights, it is going to embrace the differing perspectives of a myriad of stakeholders. The benefi ts of stakeholder inclusion These governmental developments have largely been supported by the literature on stakeholder participation in policy-oriented research. It is a literature that is overwhelmingly positive, identifying the benefi ts that can fl ow from stakeholder involvement, including the capacity to: (1) improve the quality of the research (for example, Nie 2004 ); (2) provide stakeholders with new information and skills (for example, Papineau and Kiely 1996 ); (3) integrate technical and democratic decision-making (for example, Bryson et al. 2002 ); (4) promote compromise and ameliorate adversarial approaches (for example, Brinkerhoff 2002 ); (5) ensure acceptance of policy initiatives (for example, Burger et al. 2005 ); and (6) empower groups whose voices might otherwise be unheard in the development of policy (for example, Nie 2004 ). All these fi ndings, combined with a tendency to neglect problems relating to stakeholder involvement ( Knox and McAlister 1995 ), reinforce governmental assumptions that the involvement of stakeholders in policy research will intrinsically improve its quality. This is not to say that the literature has neglected problems. Those addressed include epistemological concerns about the involvement of stakeholders. In relation to user stakeholders, Knox and McAlister (1995) point to the subjective nature of their knowledge, and its vulnerability to distortion by exogenous infl uences and previous experiences. Conversely, Pelletier et al. (1999) explore how the process of involvement in policy analysis can distort stakeholders ’ viewpoints in a way that is contrary to their own interests. Perspectivism The assertion of the importance of stakeholders ’ perspectives suggests the adoption of the epistemological position of perspectivism. It is therefore important to understand what we mean by this term. While clear in itself, the Oxford English Dictionary defi nition of perspectivism, as ‘ the theory that knowledge of a subject is inevitably partial and limited by the individual perspective from which it is viewed ’ , hides a complex intellectual history. Since its development in the philosophy of Friedrich Nietzsche, the nature and implications of perspectivism have been interpreted in numerous ways. Within these interpretations, two main strands can be identifi ed, each emphasizing a different aspect of the Nietzschean position, a position that is outlined in the following excerpt: Let us guard against the snares of such contradictory concepts as ‘ pure reason ’ , ‘ absolute spirituality ’ , ‘ knowledge in itself ’ : these always demand that we should think of an eye that is completely unthinkable … in which the active and interpreting forces … are supposed to be lacking … There is only a perspective seeing, only a perspective ‘ knowing ’ ; and the more affects we allow to speak about one thing, the more eyes, different eyes, we can use to observe one thing, the more complete will our ‘ concept ’ of this thing, our ‘ objectivity ’ be. ( Nietzsche 1969 , p. 119, emphasis in original) The fi rst interpretation of perspectivism concentrates on the opening part of this statement, where Nietzsche warns about pure reason and knowledge-in-itself. The belief that truth is actively constructed by ‘ interpreting forces ’ , rather than being independent of interpreters and amenable to external, objective criteria, has reached its apotheosis in the postmodernist movement, and the relativist scepticism of writers such as Lyotard (1984) , who dismiss the possibility of determining whether different systems of understanding the world are more or less valid than others. Because this variant of perspectivism entails the assumption that there can be no way of judging whether one perspective involves better or worse understanding than another, we term it ‘ relativist perspectivism ’ . However, acceptance of perspectivism does not inevitably entail the rejection of truth criteria. Thus, Mannheim (1960) argues that perspectivism ’ s acceptance of the ‘ social connectedness ’ of ideas is an essential prerequisite to getting to grips with the problem of truth and falsity. An alternative interpretation of perspectivism emphasizes the closing part of Nietzsche ’ s statement that ‘ the more eyes … we can use to observe one thing, the more complete will our … “ objectivity ” be ’ . This theme has been developed in Ortega y Gasset ’ s (1962) philosophy of ‘ vital reason ’ which asserts that truth is to be obtained from the sum of perspectives. Refl ecting the assumption that the more perspectives that are trained on a particular object, the more complete knowledge of that object will be, we term this variant ‘ incremental perspectivism ’ . We will contend here that, while incremental perspectivism provides the basis for improving knowledge about policies through the inclusion of stakeholders, relativist perspectivism has the effect of undermining knowledge. Qualitative research and relativist perspectivism One of the consequences of the centrality of stakeholders ’ perspectives to the production of policy research, is that policy research is obliged to adopt methods which best uncover those perspectives. There is therefore an implicit requirement for policy research to use qualitative research methods ( Kelly and Maynard-Mooney 1993 ). What we wish to argue here is that this articulation between policy research and qualitative methodologies has opened the door for the infi ltration of relativist perspectivism into policy research, in that within the ranks of qualitative methodologists, there are those who have taken a robust relativist position, denouncing the expert status of the social researcher, whose perspective is regarded as having no more legitimacy than any other (see, for example, Guba and Lincoln 1989 ). This rejection of authorial certainties and their replacement by a robust scepticism would appear to severely constrain the role of qualitative research in the formulation or evaluation of public policy. Whose perspectives on policy should be chosen, and by what criteria could those perspectives be assessed? For those who have accepted the death of the expert, the answers to these questions are: ‘ the perspectives of stakeholders ’ and ‘ by their own criteria ’ . For example, Guba and Lincoln (1987) assert that the policy analyst must accept ‘ at face value ’ (1987, p. 212) stakeholders ’ insights, while Kelly and Maynard-Moody contend that ‘ [t]he policy analyst is not an expert but a facilitator ’ (1993, p. 137). Stakeholders, confl ict and power There are some indications from the literature that this transfer of power from researchers to stakeholders has had deleterious consequences, such as the potential for confl ict ( Folkman and Rai 1997; Duram and Brown 1999; Nichols 2002 ) and the promotion of vested interests by stakeholders (see, for example, Papineau and Kiely 1996; Folkman and Rai 1997; Ray 1999 ). However, scholarly refl ection on this problem tends to be limited. An exception is Doherty and Rispel ’ s (1995) account of policy research into primary health care services in post-apartheid South Africa. While Doherty and Rispel are in no doubt of the overall benefi ts of stakeholder participation, they append a cautionary discussion on how power relations between stakeholders and policy researchers can threaten the integrity of the research. From Doherty and Rispel (1995) , we can distil two interlinking aspects of power relations: • Stakeholders as interest groups : this relates to how power relations may be played out between different groups involved in the research process: ‘ Individual parties may try to use researchers to further their own political agenda. Alternatively, certain groups may feel that the participatory research process is subversive as it allows the expression of ideas which undermine their power ’ (1995, p. 414). • The distortion of stakeholder accounts : this relates to how power relations are played out within particular groups involved in the research process: ‘ In some discussions certain individuals may not feel free to express their opinions. This is particularly the case when more senior or powerful people are present in the discussion ’ (1995, p. 414).

The affirmative solves – a focus on technology and creating activism for said technology is necessary

Karlsson 12 – (Nov. 2012, Rasmus, PhD, lecturer at Hankuk University of Foreign Studies in Seoul, South Korea, “Individual Guilt or Collective Progressive Action? Challenging the Strategic Potential of Environmental Citizenship Theory,” Environmental Values 21 (2012): 459–474, ingenta)

In terms of its performative content, environmental citizenship theory tends to overlook the fundamental difference between individual and collective action. While an individual can presumably stop doing a particular activity (like driving), it nearly always takes a collective effort to provide a meaningful alternative (like public transportation). This difference seems to be especially pronounced when considering more radical strategies for sustainability like the difference between the individual action of not eating meat (because of its environmental impact) and the collective action of launching a new ‘Manhattan-project’ to develop artificial meat (Edelman et al. 2005) as a humane, safe and environmentally beneficial alternative to traditional meat production (Datar and Betti 2010). Thinking further about this difference, one could argue that environmental citizenship theory provides a deceptively simple answer to a complex question when it holds that justice primarily requires us to reduce our own individual ecological footprint. This line of criticism becomes especially powerful if we have reason to believe that there are indeed accelerating technological paths to sustainability on a global level but that these paths are dependent on radical political action and a serious commitment to investment in the present (Mandle 2008). Under such circumstances, the environmental movement’s resistance to an innovation-driven future (Cohen 2006) becomes ethically problematic since it is precisely those activists that are needed to not only persuade mainstream politicians about the urgency of the ecological crisis but also to build public support for radical investments in breakthrough technologies. Recent paleoclimatological evidence suggests that in order to avoid reaching the tipping level for catastrophic climatic effects, the CO2 level in the atmosphere will need to be reduced from its current 385 ppm to at most 350 ppm, but likely even less than that (Hansen et al. 2008). However, with both India and China on a carbon-intensive path of rapid industrialisation with hundreds of new coal-fired plants currently under construction (Fairley 2007; Peng 2010), even optimistic calculations will see the atmospheric CO2 level approach 550 ppm in the coming decades (Sheehan et al. 2008). To achieve the reductions needed for climate stability will require a Herculean effort. With this in mind, it seems as if the foremost duty of people in rich countries would be to develop the kind of new energy technology that would make this industrial rise possible without causing irreversible environmental damage. Only if such technologies are substantially ‘faster, cleaner, and cheaper’ (Shellenberger et al. 2008) can we expect them to be implemented on a sufficient scale. By individualising the site of political change, we risk losing the collective force necessary to pursue such Herculean projects. Instead of offering a progressive vision of universal affluence that can bring together diverse (national) interests, the future becomes marked by scarcity and dependent on individual moral betterment. If we are right to assume that many people will be unable to meet the stringent demands of its moral code, then we can expect environmental citizenship theory to be more likely to feed defeatism and resignation than meaningful action (Butler 2010: 183). While some may hope for the market economy to autonomously provide the kind of technologies needed for global sustainability (Beckerman 1995), others, and even once staunch ‘deniers’ like Bjørn Lomborg, are now calling for political intervention and radical investments to meet the challenges of environmental change (Lomborg 2010).

Now is key – IMMEDIATE ACTION to develop competitive alternative fuels is the only way to avoid a zero sum tradeoff between warming and killing poor people – any delay commits the unforgivable sin of myopic self-indulgance.

Shue 11 – (2011, Henry, Senior Research Fellow at Merton and Professor of Politics and International Relations, Merton College, Oxford, “Human rights, climate change, and the trillionth ton,” in The Ethics of Global Climate Change, Ed. David G. Arnold, p. 312-4)

Clearly, then, the third reason for urgent vigorous action is that for now, but not indefinitely, we face an opportunity to arrange for the protection of two sets of human rights that will become more and more difficult to protect simultaneously. On the one hand, we can protect against undermining by severe climate change the ability of people of the more distant future to enjoy their rights to life, subsistence, and health by avoiding the emission of the trillionth metric ton of carbon. On the other hand, we can protect against undermining, by means of the very cap-and-trade institution being created for the first purpose, the ability of the market-dependent poor of the present and the near future to enjoy their rights by guaranteeing them carbon emission permits without charge. As time goes by, we are liable to be told, as we often are, that we must choose between the “present poor” and the “future poor.” As the remaining pool of carbon emissions possibly “tolerable” by the planetary climate system shrinks, we are likely to be told that everyone must, in order to drive down carbon emissions, pay more to emit carbon, which could price the then-current poor out of the energy market even for what have sometimes been called “subsistence emissions,” carbon emissions essential to survival and subsistence.43 This would sacrifice the present poor to the future poor. Or, we will be told, we must relax the ceiling on total cumulative carbon emissions and let them run on beyond 1 Tt C, which will likely produce more severe climate change and greater obstacles to the fulfillment of the rights of the future poor, sacrificing them to the present poor (and whoever else is emitting carbon!).

The most significant point is that we do not need to face any such dilemma between present rights and future rights if – and, as far as I can see, only if – we take robust action immediately that cuts carbon emissions sharply (so the future poor are not threatened by a deteriorating environment) and does it while protecting the urgent interests of the current poor, which are the substance of their same rights. The longer we continue to fiddle with our current casualness, the closer we will approach a dilemma in which a sudden crackdown on carbon emissions, designed to forestall the trillionth metric ton, which would threaten the subsistence emissions of the then-current poor, will seem to be the only alternative to an abandonment of the ceiling of 1 Tt C, which would threaten the future poor (and possibly everyone else as well, not to mention innumerable other species). But there is no need to put ourselves – or, rather, the current and future poor – into this box by continuing to delay facing reality.44
Instead, action is urgent on two converging fronts. First, carbon emissions need to be cut back sharply and aggressively. The atmospheric concentration of carbon will not stop growing until emissions are zero, as the language quoted twice above from the latest IPCC report indicates. Probably the maximum carbon concentration will determine the maximum climate change. Second, alternative energy technologies need to be developed as quickly as humanly possible, aiming at an early day when prices of the alternative technologies are competitive with the prices of fossil fuel and become affordable for the poorest. Fossil fuels are notoriously cheap, of course, which is the main reason we need the cap-and-trade (or carbon tax) institutions to drive up their price by political choice. We must aim for the point of crossover at which declines in the prices of alternative technologies and rises in the prices of fossil fuels mean that fossil fuels lose their competitive price advantage. The farther we move on either front – making fossil fuels more expensive and making alternative energy technologies less expensive – the less far we need to move on the other front. Once the crossover occurs, even the purely selfish who care nothing for the environment and nothing for the rights of others will simply find it efficient to use alternative fuels. At that point, humanity might be out of the woods, provided that we have meanwhile not emitted the trillionth metric ton, or whatever the rapidly advancing science tells us is the outer boundary of environmentally “tolerable” carbon emissions. If we act vigorously and creatively now, we can invent institutions that will provide a priceless legacy of rights protection for multiple generations. Blinkered commission of the “unforgivable sin” of myopic self-indulgence or farsighted creation of invaluable institutions of rights protection – which choice will your generation make? To its undying shame, mine appears to have chosen.

       perm

Perm: Card

Morgenstern 11 – (2011, Richard, PhD in economics, University of Michigan, Senior Fellow, Resources for the Future,  “Addressing competitiveness in US climate policy,” in The Ethics of Global Climate Change, Ed. David G. Arnold, p. 170-1)

Our chapter identifies a critical requirement for progress: the widespread development of moral imagination, in order for many more individuals to develop a planetary identity that augments their other loyalties. We defend a fresh formulation of equitable allocation of responsibility. We argue for the merits of accounting rules that focus on the world’s individuals first and its countries second. Such an accounting would treat equally all individuals whose contributions to global emissions are the same, irrespective of whether they live in the USA or in Bangladesh. This accounting would therefore reflect individual lifestyles, as well as the institutions in each country that mediate lifestyles to create environmental impacts.

The next few decades are a crucial time to develop common values and aspirations through dialog. There is a need, for example, to discuss the desirability of a totally managed planet with many species of plants and animals found only in botanical gardens and zoos, versus a world with greater randomness and wildness. Philosophers have a major role here. Their professional assignment has long been to think about and help others think about what it means to be human.Our chapter argues that they now have an additional task: to help us think about what we as human beings should strive to accomplish during the millennia that lie ahead.

We are mindful that most of our analysis is predicated on the future bringing only modest changes in the globally dominant conceptualization of the good life. Given such a premise, the global targets endorsed at Copenhagen will be very hard to reach. Therefore, our chapter necessarily takes a positive view of the promise of technology to lead the way to an environmentally safer world. We argue for a nuanced view of technology that presumes that the implementation of every option can be done badly or well.

Returning to our original point, attaining the ultimate goal of long-term CO2 stabilization will require not only a technological but also a moral transformation: one that, we argue, necessitates cultivating a planetary identity using the tool of moral imagination. This moral transformation can and should be fostered now. Realistically, however, it will be slower to take root than a technological transformation. Both the immediate technological transformation and the fundamental moral transformation are essential.

climate impacts

Morgan card

Climate change is the unforgivable sin – ethical

Shue 11 – (2011, Henry, Senior Research Fellow at Merton and Professor of Politics and International Relations, Merton College, Oxford, “Human rights, climate change, and the trillionth ton,” in The Ethics of Global Climate Change, Ed. David G. Arnold, p. 298-9)

The practical implication of this rather mind-boggling conclusion is this: Once CO2 is emitted into the atmosphere, it stays there over any period of time of interest to humans; and once more CO2 is emitted, more stays there. Or in other words, at whatever level of CO2 the atmospheric concentration peaks, that concentration will stay for a long, long time – multiple generations at a bare minimum. This makes the duration of climate change like few other problems, except perhaps the generation of nuclear waste, which is also extraordinarily persistent, and the manufacture of the most persistent toxic chemicals. And of course the pervasiveness of climate change is incomparably greater than nuclear waste or any toxics about which we so far know. While it is always good for rights-protecting institutions to be enduring, for them to deal specifically with the dangers of climate change no other option is possible.

When I was a small boy in rural Virginia in the 1940s, traveling evangelists would pitch their tent for a week in our county and attempt to convert us (although most of us thought we had signed up locally). One of their standard ploys was to try to terrorize us by preaching on the final evening about the “unforgivable sin”: It was essential to convert before you committed it – later would be too late because on this one there was no going back. I used to lie awake after returning home from the tent meeting, worrying that I might have committed the “unforgivable sin” already without having realized it at the time, since the evangelist’s account of it was as vague as it was ominous, and so be eternally damned before I had even gotten a good start on life (or had much fun). Adolescence, of course, brought other worries, and I gave up on the “unforgivable sin,” coming to doubt that there was any such thing. Now, however, I sometimes think the atmospheric scientists may have figured out what the “unforgivable sin” is after all: emitting so much CO2 that uncountable generations face a severely disrupted and worsening climate that blights their lives from the beginning! The penalty is not quite the promised eternal damnation, but bad enough, and, worse, the penalty falls not on the unforgiven sinners/emitters but on their innocent descendants, dooming them from the start.

Turns accessibility and equality - Using carbon is MUCH worse for those who lack power– need immediate transition to alternative energies to be fair and equitable

Shue 11 – (2011, Henry, Senior Research Fellow at Merton and Professor of Politics and International Relations, Merton College, Oxford, “Human rights, climate change, and the trillionth ton,” in The Ethics of Global Climate Change, Ed. David G. Arnold, p. 308-9)

The next step in the argument will not be obvious, but it seems to me to be the only prudent approach, given how dangerous extreme climate change will be and how vital it therefore is to enforce a relatively low cap on total cumulative emissions (such as 1 Tt C) by the time fossil fuel use is eliminated completely (in order to avoid a temperature rise exceeding 2°C above pre-industrial levels). We do not know for how long the remaining budget consisting of the second 0.5 Tt C of possibly ‘tolerable’ emissions – 0.5 Tt C have already been emitted as of now38 – will have to supply the for-the-meantime-unavoidable carbon-emission needs of many of the poor. As things are going now, the budget consisting of the second half of the total of 1 Tt C will likely be exhausted in less than 40 years – well before 2050.39 The longer that many of the poor people on the planet must rely for survival on carbon emissions within a dominant fossil-fuel energy regime, the longer they will need to draw from whatever remains of this budget at any given time. If we are serious about not making the lives of the market-dependent poor impossible, and we accept the science, we must, in effect, reserve enough of the remaining budget of “tolerable” emissions for the fossil-fuel market dependent poor to use to maintain themselves at a decent level of existence for the duration of the period during which they must depend on the fossil-fuel regime. Obviously, the longer they are dependent on fossil fuels, the longer they will need to draw upon the budget and the more of it that will be needed strictly for them. On the one hand, the remaining budget of carbon emissions could be enlarged only by allowing warming beyond 2°C above pre-industrial levels, which is yet more dangerous. On the other hand, the time period of the dependence of the poor on carbon emissions can be shortened by making affordable alternative energy without carbon emissions available to them sooner, which is one of the actions most urgent to be taken, for this and other reasons.

There can be no authentic acceptance of extinction, it outweighs

Kennedy, 2k7 (Greg, PhD U of Ottowa, An Ontology of Trash, pg. 170-1)

The phenomenon of extinction is the technological ersatz for death. But our being-toward-extinction can never be authentic because it occludes the mortal being-in-the-worldwith-others, whose resolute acceptance authenticity requires. Unlike death, extinction cannot summon authentic individuals to their possibilities. Rather it addresses isolationists and solipsists, for "the lack of others is the defining feature of extinction."14 So long as we exist toward this lack, we cannot exist as whole, as healthy. "Being human, we have, through the establishment of a common world, taken up residence in the enlarged space of past, present and future, and if we threaten to destroy the future generations we harm ourselves, for the threat we pose to them is carried back to us through the channels of the common world that we all inhabit together."15 We fail to be human as long as we project a hostile indifference onto the possibility of perpetuity. Here again, the ontologically inconsistent phenomenon of extinction undermines its own being, for it dismantles the temporal platform from which all projections are cast. "We need the assurance that there will be a future if we are to take on the burden of mastering the past—a past that really does become the proverbial "dead past," an unbearable weight of millennia of corpses and dust, if there is no promise of a future."16 Schell's use of Arendt's notion of a social and biological common world convincingly demonstrates how the phenomenon of human extinction stymies our careful being-in-the-world-with-others. It does not, however, manage to exhaust the structural totality of care: "the being of Dasein means being-ahead-of-oneself-already-in (the world) as being-together-with (innerworldly beings encountered)" (BT 180). Our being-with extends beyond other humans to encompass all innerworldly beings. Thus, the lack of others definitive of extinction must include a lack of beings in general. The being of trash is ontologically deficient to the pint of phenomenal disappearance. The more the common world fills up with disposable commodities, the more it becomes ontologically empty, hence worthless and dispensable. Consequently, a thorough interpretation of human extinction requires an ontology of trash. Schell moves toward this necessity without meeting it when he writes: Like death, extinction is felt not when it has arrived, but beforehand, as a deep shadow cast back across the whole of life... Extinction saturates our existence and never stops happening. If we want to find the meaning of extinction, accordingly, we should start by looking with new eyes at ourselves and the world we live in, and at the lives we live. The question to be asked then is no longer what the features and characteristics of extinction are but what it says about us and what it does to us that we are preparing our own extermination.17 In the technological era, the lives we live are lives of consumption, and the world we live in teeters on a mountain of trash high above an infernal abyss. The ontology of trash comes to its end in the discovery of the full meaning of extinction. The twin phenomena appear as one in the destruction of time, the extermination, that is, the detemporalization of human being. 

Coal plants kill 50k Americans each year through air pollution and radiation

Richardson 9 (John H. Richardson, “Meet the Man Who Could End Global Warming,” 11/17/9) http://www.esquire.com/features/best-and-brightest-2009/nuclear-waste-disposal-1209

Next, you must also consider the magnitude of the problem he's solving: a looming series of biblical disasters that include global warming, mass starvation, financial collapse, resource wars, and a long-term energy crisis that's much more desperate than most of us realize. Barring any spectacular new discoveries, assuming current trends in population and economic growth prevail, all the conventional oil in the world will be gone in about forty years. We can get maybe ten more if we suck dry oil sands and shale. We have enough natural gas to last about fifty years, enough coal to last between 150 and 300 years. But these fuels carry a heavy price. The emissions of coal plants alone carry, along with massive amounts of CO2, thousands of pounds of beryllium, manganese, selenium, lead, arsenic, and cadmium. They are 180 times more radioactive than the U. S. government's permissible level for the emissions of nuclear power plants. If we were to burn enough coal to survive, the result would be acid rain and acidifying oceans and pollution that kills fifty thousand Americans each year through diseases like asthma, bronchitis, and emphysema.

wilderson

Wilderson’s theory is too myopic—it destroys the potential for political change
Ba 11 (Saer, Teaches at Portsmouth University, “The US Decentered: From Black Social Death to Cultural Transformation”, Cultural Studies Review, vol 17, no 2)

 

Red, White and Black is particularly undermined by Wilderson’s propensity for exaggeration and blinkeredness. In chapter nine, ‘“Savage” Negrophobia’, he writes: The philosophical anxiety of Skins is all too aware that through the Middle Passage, African culture became Black ‘style’ ... Blackness can be placed and displaced with limitless frequency and across untold territories, by whoever so chooses. Most important, there is nothing real Black people can do to either check or direct this process ... Anyone can say ‘nigger’ because anyone can be a ‘nigger’. (235)7 Similarly, in chapter ten, ‘A Crisis in the Commons’, Wilderson addresses the issue of ‘Black time’. Black is irredeemable, he argues, because, at no time in history had it been deemed, or deemed through the right historical moment and place. In other words, the black moment and place are not right because they are ‘the ship hold of the Middle Passage’: ‘the most coherent temporality ever deemed as Black time’ but also ‘the “moment” of no time at all on the map of no place at all’. (279) Not only does Pinho’s more mature analysis expose this point as preposterous (see below), I alsowonder what Wilderson makes of the countless historians’ and sociologists’ works on slave ships, shipboard insurrections and/during the Middle Passage,8 or of groundbreaking jazz‐studies books on cross‐cultural dialogue like The Other Side of Nowhere (2004). Nowhere has another side, but once Wilderson theorises blacks as socially and ontologically dead while dismissing jazz as ‘belonging nowhere and to no one, simply there for the taking’, (225) there seems to be no way back. It is therefore hardly surprising that Wilderson ducks the need to provide a solution or alternative to both his sustained bashing of blacks and anti‐Blackness.9 Last but not least, Red, White and Black ends like a badly plugged announcement of a bad Hollywood film’s badly planned sequel: ‘How does one deconstruct life? Who would benefit from such an undertaking? The coffle approaches with its answers in tow.’ (340)
at: social death

The invocation of social death as ontologically inevitable inscribes a pessimism towards politics which makes agency impossible and oversimplifies the history of resistance

Vincent Brown, Prof. of History and African and African-American Studies @ Harvard Univ., December 2009, "Social Death and Political Life in the Study of Slavery," American Historical Review, p. 1231-1249

Specters of the Atlantic is a compellingly sophisticated study of the relation be- tween the epistemologies underwriting both modern slavery and modern capitalism, but the book’s discussion of the politics of anti-slavery is fundamentally incomplete. While Baucom brilliantly traces the development of “melancholy realism” as an op- positional discourse that ran counter to the logic of slavery and finance capital, he has very little to say about the enslaved themselves. Social death, so well suited to the tragic perspective, stands in for the experience of enslavement. While this heightens the reader’s sense of the way Atlantic slavery haunts the present, Baucom largely fails to acknowledge that the enslaved performed melancholy acts of accounting not unlike those that he shows to be a fundamental component of abolitionist and human rights discourses, or that those acts could be a basic element of slaves’ oppositional activities. In many ways, the effectiveness of his text depends upon the silence of slaves—it is easier to describe the continuity of structures of power when one down- plays countervailing forces such as the political activity of the weak. So Baucom’s deep insights into the structural features of Atlantic slave trading and its afterlife come with a cost. Without engagement with the politics of the enslaved, slavery’s history serves as an effective charge leveled against modernity and capitalism, but not as an uneven and evolving process of human interaction, and certainly not as a locus of conflict in which the enslaved sometimes won small but important victories.11

Specters of the Atlantic is self-consciously a work of theory (despite Baucom’s prodigious archival research), and social death may be largely unproblematic as a matter of theory, or even law. In these arenas, as David Brion Davis has argued, “the slave has no legitimate, independent being, no place in the cosmos except as an instrument of her or his master’s will.”12 But the concept often becomes a general description of actual social life in slavery. Vincent Carretta, for example, in his au- thoritative biography of the abolitionist writer and former slave Olaudah Equiano, agrees with Patterson that because enslaved Africans and their descendants were “stripped of their personal identities and history, [they] were forced to suffer what has been aptly called ‘social death.’ ” The self-fashioning enabled by writing and print “allowed Equiano to resurrect himself publicly” from the condition that had been imposed by his enslavement.13 The living conditions of slavery in eighteenth-century Jamaica, one slave society with which Equiano had experience, are described in rich detail in Trevor Burnard’s unflinching examination of the career of Thomas Thistle- wood, an English migrant who became an overseer and landholder in Jamaica, and who kept a diary there from 1750 to 1786. Through Thistlewood’s descriptions of his life among slaves, Burnard glimpses a “world of uncertainty,” where the enslaved were always vulnerable to repeated depredations that actually led to “significant slave dehumanization as masters sought, with considerable success, to obliterate slaves’ personal histories.” Burnard consequently concurs with Patterson: “slavery completely stripped slaves of their cultural heritage, brutalized them, and rendered ordinary life and normal relationships extremely difficult.”14 This was slavery, after all, and much more than a transfer of migrants from Africa to America.15 Yet one wonders, after reading Burnard’s indispensable account, how slaves in Jamaica or- ganized some of British America’s greatest political events during Thistlewood’s time and after, including the Coromantee Wars of the 1760s, the 1776 Hanover conspiracy, and the Baptist War of 1831–1832. Surely they must have found some way to turn the “disorganization, instability, and chaos” of slavery into collective forms of belonging and striving, making connections when confronted with alien- ation and finding dignity in the face of dishonor. Rather than pathologizing slaves by allowing the condition of social death to stand for the experience of life in slavery, then, it might be more helpful to focus on what the enslaved actually made of their

situation.

Among the most insightful texts to explore the experiential meaning of Afro- Atlantic slavery (for both the slaves and their descendants) are two recent books by Saidiya Hartman and Stephanie Smallwood. Rather than eschewing the concept of social death, as might be expected from writing that begins by considering the per- spective of the enslaved, these two authors use the idea in penetrating ways. Hart- man’s Lose Your Mother: A Journey along the Atlantic Slave Route and Smallwood’s Saltwater Slavery: A Middle Passage from Africa to American Diaspora extend social death beyond a general description of slavery as a condition and imagine it as an experience of self. Here both the promise and the problem with the concept are most fully apparent.16

Both authors seek a deeper understanding of the experience of enslavement and its consequences for the past, present, and future of black life than we generally find in histories of slavery. In Hartman’s account especially, slavery is not only an object of study, but also the focus of a personal memoir. She travels along a slave route in Ghana, from its coastal forts to the backcountry hinterlands, symbolically reversing the first stage of the trek now commonly called the Middle Passage. In searching prose, she meditates on the history of slavery in Africa to explore the precarious nature of belonging to the social category “African American.” Rendering her re- markable facility with social theory in elegant and affective terms, Hartman asks the question that nags all identities, but especially those forged by the descendants of slaves: What identifications, imagined affinities, mythical narratives, and acts of re- membering and forgetting hold the category together? Confronting her own alienation from any story that would yield a knowable genealogy or a comfortable identity, Hartman wrestles with what it means to be a stranger in one’s putative motherland, to be denied country, kin, and identity, and to forget one’s past—to be an orphan.17 Ultimately, as the title suggests, Lose Your Mother is an injunction to accept dis- possession as the basis of black self-definition.

Such a judgment is warranted, in Hartman’s account, by the implications of social death both for the experience of enslavement and for slavery’s afterlife in the present. As Patterson delineated in sociological terms the death of social personhood and the reincorporation of individuals into slavery, Hartman sets out on a personal quest to “retrace the process by which lives were destroyed and slaves born.”18 When she contends with what it meant to be a slave, she frequently invokes Patterson’s idiom: “Seized from home, sold in the market, and severed from kin, the slave was for all intents and purposes dead, no less so than had he been killed in combat. No less so than had she never belonged to the world.” By making men, women, and children into commodities, enslavement destroyed lineages, tethering people to own- ers rather than families, and in this way it “annulled lives, transforming men and women into dead matter, and then resuscitated them for servitude.” Admittedly, the enslaved “lived and breathed, but they were dead in the social world of men.”19 As it turns out, this kind of alienation is also part of what it presently means to be African American. “The transience of the slave’s existence,” for example, still leaves its traces in how black people imagine and speak of home:

We never tire of dreaming of a place that we can call home, a place better than here, wherever here might be . . . We stay there, but we don’t live there . . . Staying is living in a country without exercising any claims on its resources. It is the perilous condition of existing in a world in which you have no investments. It is having never resided in a place that you can say is yours. It is being “of the house” but not having a stake in it. Staying implies transient quarters, a makeshift domicile, a temporary shelter, but no attachment or affiliation. This sense of not belonging and of being an extraneous element is at the heart of slavery.20

“We may have forgotten our country,” Hartman writes, “but we haven’t forgotten our dispossession.”21

Like Baucom, Hartman sees the history of slavery as a constituent part of a tragic present. Atlantic slavery continues to be manifested in black people’s skewed life chances, poor education and health, and high rates of incarceration, poverty, and premature death. Disregarding the commonplace temporalities of professional historians, whose literary conventions are generally predicated on a formal distinction between past, present, and future, Hartman addresses slavery as a problem that spans all three. The afterlife of slavery inhabits the nature of belonging, which in turn guides the “freedom dreams” that shape prospects for change. “If slavery persists as an issue in the political life of black America,” she writes, “it is not because of an antiquated obsession with bygone days or the burden of a too-long memory, but because black lives are still imperiled and devalued by a racial calculus and a political arithmetic that were entrenched centuries ago.”22

A professor of English and comparative literature, Hartman is in many respects in a better position than most historians to understand events such as the funeral aboard the Hudibras. This is because for all of her evident erudition, her scholarship is harnessed not so much to a performance of mastery over the facts of what hap- pened, which might substitute precision for understanding, as to an act of mourning, even yearning. She writes with a depth of introspection and personal anguish that is transgressive of professional boundaries but absolutely appropriate to the task. Reading Hartman, one wonders how a historian could ever write dispassionately about slavery without feeling complicit and ashamed. For dispassionate accounting—exemplified by the ledgers of slave traders—has been a great weapon of the powerful, an episteme that made the grossest violations of personhood acceptable, even necessary. This is the kind of bookkeeping that bore fruit upon the Zong. “It made it easier for a trader to countenance yet another dead black body or for a captain to dump a shipload of captives into the sea in order to collect the insurance, since it wasn’t possible to kill cargo or to murder a thing already denied life. Death was simply part of the workings of the trade.” The archive of slavery, then, is “a mortuary.” Not content to total up the body count, Hartman offers elegy, echoing in her own way the lamentations of the women aboard the Hudibras. Like them, she is concerned with the dead and what they mean to the living. “I was desperate to reclaim the dead,” she writes, “to reckon with the lives undone and obliterated in the making of human commodities.”23

It is this mournful quality of Lose Your Mother that elevates it above so many histories of slavery, but the same sense of lament seems to require that Hartman overlook small but significant political victories like the one described by Butter- worth. Even as Hartman seems to agree with Paul Gilroy on the “value of seeing the consciousness of the slave as involving an extended act of mourning,” she remains so focused on her own commemorations that her text makes little space for a consideration of how the enslaved struggled with alienation and the fragility of belonging, or of the mourning rites they used to confront their condition.24 All of the ques- tions she raises about the meaning of slavery in the present—both highly personal and insistently political—might as well be asked about the meaning of slavery to slaves themselves, that is, if one begins by closely examining their social and political lives rather than assuming their lack of social being. Here Hartman is undone by her reliance on Orlando Patterson’s totalizing definition of slavery. She asserts that “no solace can be found in the death of the slave, no higher ground can be located, no perspective can be found from which death serves a greater good or becomes any- thing other than what it is.”25 If she is correct, the events on the Hudibras were of negligible importance. And indeed, Hartman’s understandable emphasis on the personal damage wrought by slavery encourages her to disavow two generations of social history that have demonstrated slaves’ remarkable capacity to forge fragile com- munities, preserve cultural inheritance, and resist the predations of slaveholders. This in turn precludes her from describing the ways that violence, dislocation, and death actually generate culture, politics, and consequential action by the enslaved.26

This limitation is particularly evident in a stunning chapter that Hartman calls “The Dead Book.” Here she creatively reimagines the events that occurred on the voyage of the slave ship Recovery, bound, like the Hudibras, from the Bight of Biafra to Grenada, when Captain John Kimber hung an enslaved girl naked from the mizzen stay and beat her, ultimately to her death, for being “sulky”: she was sick and could not dance when so ordered. As Hartman notes, the event would have been unre- markable had not Captain Kimber been tried for murder on the testimony of the ship’s surgeon, a brief transcript of the trial been published, and the woman’s death been offered up as allegory by the abolitionist William Wilberforce and the graphic satirist Isaac Cruikshank. Hartman re-creates the murder and the surge of words it inspired, representing the perspectives of the captain, the surgeon, and the aboli tionist, for each of whom the girl was a cipher “outfitted in a different guise,” and then she puts herself in the position of the victim, substituting her own voice for the unknowable thoughts of the girl. Imagining the experience as her own and wistfully representing her demise as a suicide—a final act of agency—Hartman hopes, by this bold device, to save the girl from oblivion. Or perhaps her hope is to prove the impossibility of ever doing so, because by failing, she concedes that the girl cannot be put to rest. It is a compelling move, but there is something missing. Hartman discerns a convincing subject position for all of the participants in the events sur- rounding the death of the girl, except for the other slaves who watched the woman die and carried the memory with them to the Americas, presumably to tell others, plausibly even survivors of the Hudibras, who must have drawn from such stories a basic perspective on the history of the Atlantic world. For the enslaved spectators, Hartman imagines only a fatalistic detachment: “The women were assembled a few feet away, but it might well have been a thousand. They held back from the girl, steering clear of her bad luck, pestilence, and recklessness. Some said she had lost her mind. What could they do, anyway? The women danced and sang as she lay dying.”

Hartman ends her odyssey among the Gwolu, descendants of peoples who fled the slave raids and who, as communities of refugees, shared her sense of dispos- session. “Newcomers were welcome. It didn’t matter that they weren’t kin because genealogy didn’t matter”; rather, “building community did.” Lose Your Mother con- cludes with a moving description of a particular one of their songs, a lament for those who were lost, which resonated deeply with her sense of slavery’s meaning in the present. And yet Hartman has more difficulty hearing similar cries intoned in the past by slaves who managed to find themselves.27

Saltwater Slavery has much in common with Lose Your Mother. Smallwood’s study of the slave trade from the Gold Coast to the British Americas in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries likewise redeems the experience of the people traded like so many bolts of cloth, “who were represented merely as ciphers in the political arithmetic,” and therefore “feature in the documentary record not as subjects of a social history but as objects or quantities.”28 Each text offers a penetrating analysis of the market logic that turned people into goods. Both books work with the concept of social death. However, Smallwood examines the problem of social death for the enslaved even more closely than Hartman does.29

Like Hartman, Smallwood sees social death as a by-product of commodification. “If in the regime of the market Africans’ most socially relevant feature was their exchangeability,” she argues, “for Africans as immigrants the most socially relevant feature was their isolation, their desperate need to restore some measure of social life to counterbalance the alienation engendered by their social death.” But Small- wood’s approach is different in a subtle way. Whereas for Hartman, as for others, social death is an accomplished state of being, Smallwood veers between a notion of social death as an actual condition produced by violent dislocation and social death as a compelling threat. On the one hand, she argues, captivity on the Atlantic littoral was a social death. Exchangeable persons “inhabited a new category of mar- ginalization, one not of extreme alienation within the community, but rather of ab- solute exclusion from any community.” She seems to accept the idea of enslaved commodities as finished products for whom there could be no socially relevant relationships: “the slave cargo constituted the antithesis of community.” Yet elsewhere she contends that captives were only “menaced” with social death. “At every point along the passage from African to New World markets,” she writes, “we find a stark contest between slave traders and slaves, between the traders’ will to commodify people and the captives’ will to remain fully recognizable as human subjects.”30 Here, I think, Smallwood captures the truth of the idea: social death was a receding ho- rizon—the farther slaveholders moved toward the goal of complete mastery, the more they found that struggles with their human property would continue, even into the most elemental realms: birth, hunger, health, fellowship, sex, death, and time.

If social death did not define the slaves’ condition, it did frame their vision of apocalypse. In a harrowing chapter on the meaning of death (that is, physical death) during the Atlantic passage, Smallwood is clear that the captives could have no frame of reference for the experience aboard the slave ships, but she also shows how des- perate they were to make one. If they could not reassemble some meaningful way to map their social worlds, “slaves could foresee only further descent into an endless purgatory.” The women aboard the Hudibras were not in fact the living dead; they were the mothers of gasping new societies. Their view of the danger that confronted them made their mourning rites vitally important, putting these at the center of the women’s emerging lives as slaves—and as a result at the heart of the struggles that would define them. As Smallwood argues, this was first and foremost a battle over their presence in time, to define their place among ancestors, kin, friends, and future progeny. “The connection Africans needed was a narrative continuity between past and present—an epistemological means of connecting the dots between there and here, then and now, to craft a coherent story out of incoherent experience.” That is precisely what the women on the Hudibras fought to accomplish.31

Insistence on the centrality of social death reifies western social sciences and attempts to distil a universal grounds for understanding slavery resulting in reductionism and the inability to see forms of sociability within slavery itself

Brown ’9 (Vincent, Professor of History and of African and African-American Studies at Harvard, “Social Death and Political Life in the Study of Slavery”, American Historical Review, December)

ABOARD THE HUDIBRAS IN 1786, in the course of a harrowing journey from Africa to America, a popular woman died in slavery. Although she was “universally esteemed” among her fellow captives as an “oracle of literature,” an “orator,” and a “songstress,” she is anonymous to historians because the sailor on the slave ship who described her death, the young William Butterworth, did not record her name. Yet he did note that her passing caused a minor political tumult when the crew herded the other enslaved women below decks before they could see the body of their fallen shipmate consigned to the water. This woman was no alienated isolate to be hurled over the side of the ship without ceremony. She had been, according to Butterworth, the “soul of sociality” when the women were on the quarterdeck. There she had knelt “nearly prostrate, with hands stretched forth and placed upon the deck, and her head resting on her hands.” Then, “In order to render more easy the hours of her sisters in exile,” the woman “would sing slow airs, of a pathetic nature, and recite such pieces as moved the passions; exciting joy or grief, pleasure or pain, as fancy or inclination led.”1 Around her the other women were arranged in concentric circles, with the innermost ring comprising the youngest girls, and the elderly on the perimeter—a fleeting, makeshift community amid the chaos of the slave trade. The first to die on that particular voyage, the woman was laid out on the deck while the sailors awaited flood tide to heave her overboard. The other women commenced a “loud, deep, and impressive” rite of mourning, often speaking softly to the corpse in the belief that the woman’s spirit would hear and acknowledge their wish “to be remembered to their friends in the other country, when they should meet again.” Before the ceremonies could reach a conclusion, the women and girls were ordered below, with the body left on the deck. Convinced that whites were cannibals and that the sailors “might begin to eat their dead favourite,” the Africans began a vehement protest. Fearing a general insurrection, the captain let several of the women out of the hold and had the corpse lowered into the water in their presence, “with the observance of rather more decency in the manner of doing it, than generally appeared in the funeral of a slave.” The protest subsided, the slaver eventually de- livered its captives on the American side of the Atlantic Ocean at Grenada, and it is likely that the remaining passengers lived and died as slaves.2 What happened aboard the Hudibras was an uncommon but not unimportant event. If slave funerals occasionally occurred on slave ships, they were hardly ever mentioned. Bodies were usually dumped unceremoniously into the ocean, cast to the sharks that followed the slavers with anticipation. Generally, there was no recognized ritual at all, no closure, only the continuation of disorientation on a cosmic scale. As historian Stephanie Smallwood has observed, captives on slave ships “confronted a dual crisis: the trauma of death, and the inability to respond appropriately to death.”3 Partly because they were uncommon, episodes such as the one aboard the Hudibras have been viewed as unlikely stories. Yet stories about slave ship funerals are unlikely not only because such ceremonies occurred infrequently, but because discussions of them have been seen as unpromising, likely to fail as explanations for any significant developments within the history of slavery. In other words, scholars are not well prepared to understand such funerals, because they do not really suit the prevailing ways we write about slavery’s past—and its presence in our concerns. Certainly, the popular woman’s rite of passage could be seen asevidence of African cultural retention, following the interpretive path hewn by Melville J. Herskovits and his admirers; or one might see it as an act of resistance against dehumanization, especially if one takes the view of scholars such as David Brion Davis, who sees dehumanization or “animalization” as the key characteristic of enslavement. In this sense, one could see the event as an example of the agency of the enslaved. The protest leading up to the burial at sea could also be interpreted as an act of resistance against the constraints of enslavement, or at least of claim-making; but this was not a claim that threatened slavery as such, and so it rests uncomfortably within the terms that have traditionally governed the analysis of political activity on the part of the enslaved.4 In fact, the funeral was an attempt to withstand the encroachment of oblivion and to make social meaning from the threat of anomie. As a final rite of passage and a ritual goodbye, the ceremony provided an outlet for anguish and an opportunity for commiseration.Yet it also allowed the women to publicly contemplate what it meant to be alive and enslaved. The death rite thus enabled them to express and enact their social values, to articulate their visions of what it was that bound them together, made individuals among them unique, and separated this group of people from others. The scene thus typifies the way that people who have been pronounced socially dead, that is, utterly alienated and with no social ties recognized as legitimate or binding, have often made a social world out of death itself. The funeral was an act of accounting, of reckoning, and therefore one among the multitude of acts that made up the political history of Atlantic slavery. This was politics conceived not as a conventional battle between partisans, but as a struggle to define a social being that connected the past and present. It could even be said that the event exemplified a politics of history, which connects the politics of the enslaved to the politics of their descendants. Although the deaths of slaves could inspire such active and dynamic practices of social reconnection, scholars in recent years have made too little of events like the funeral aboard the Hudibras and have too often followed Orlando Patterson’s monumental Slavery and Social Death (1982) in positing a metaphorical “social death” as the basic condition of slavery. In a comparative study of sixty-six slaveholding societies ranging from ancient Greece and Rome to medieval Europe, precolonial Africa, and Asia, Patterson combined statistical analysis and voluminous research with brilliant theoretical insights drawn from Marxian theory, symbolic anthropology, law, philosophy, and literature in order to offer what he called a “preliminary definition of slavery on the level of personal relations.” Recognizing violence, violations of personhood, dishonor, and namelessness as the fundamental constituent elements of slavery, Patterson distilled a transhistorical characterization of slavery as “the permanent, violent domination of natally alienated and generally dishonored persons.” In this waythe institution of slavery was and is a “relation of domination,” in which slaveholders annihilated people socially by first extracting them from meaningful relationships that defined personal status and belonging,communal memory, and collective aspiration and then incorporating these socially dead persons into the masters’ world. As a work of historical sociology concerned primarily with the comparative analysis of institutions, the book illuminated the dynamics of a process whereby the “desocialized new slave” was subsumed within slave society.5 Slavery and Social Death was widely reviewed and lavishly praised for its erudition and conceptual rigor. As a result of its success, social death has become a handy general definition of slavery, for many historians and non-historians alike. But it is often forgotten that the concept of social death is a distillation from Patterson’s breathtaking survey—a theoretical abstraction that is meant not to describe the lived experiences of the enslaved so much as to reduce them to a least common denominator that could reveal the essence of slavery in an ideal-type slave, shorn of meaningful heritage.6 As a concept, it is what Frederick Cooper has called an “agentless abstraction” that provides a neat cultural logic but ultimately does little to illuminate the social and political experience of enslavement and the struggles that produce historic transformations.7 Indeed, it is difficult to use such a distillation to explain the actual behavior of slaves, and yet in much of the scholarship that followed in the wake of Slavery and Social Death, Patterson’s abstract distillates have been used to explain the existential condition of the enslaved. Having emerged from the discipline of sociology, “social death” fit comfortably within a scholarly tradition that had generally been more alert to deviations in patterns of black life from prevailing social norms than to the worldviews, strategies, and social tactics of people in black communities. Together with Patterson’s work on the distortions wrought by slavery on black families, “social death” reflected sociology’s abiding concern with “social pathology”; the “pathological condition” of twentieth-century black life could be seen as an outcome of the damage that black people had suffered during slavery. University of Chicago professor Robert Park, the grand-pe`re of the social pathologists, set the terms in 1919: “the Negro, when he landed in the United States, left behind almost everything but his dark complexion and his tropical temperament.”8 Patterson’s distillation also conformed to the nomothetic imperative of social science, which has traditionally aimed to discover universal laws of operation that would be true regardless of time and place, making the synchronic study of social phenomena more tempting than more descriptive studies of historical transformation. Slavery and Social Death took shape during a period when largely synchronic studies of antebellum slavery in the United States dominated the scholarship on human bondage, and Patterson’s expansive view was meant to situate U.S. slavery in a broad context rather than to discuss changes as the institution developed through time. Thus one might see “social death” as an obsolete product of its time and tradition, an academic artifact with limited purchase for contemporary scholarship, were it not for the concept’s reemergence in some important new studies of slavery.9

Vincent Brown, Prof. of History and African and African-American Studies @ Harvard Univ., December 2009, "Social Death and Political Life in the Study of Slavery," American Historical Review, p. 1231-1249

THE PREMISE OF ORLANDO PATTERSON’S MAJOR WORK, that enslaved Africans were natally alienated and culturally isolated, was challenged even before he published his influential thesis, primarily by scholars concerned with “survivals” or “retentions” of African culture and by historians of slave resistance. In the early to mid-twentieth century, when Robert Park’s view of “the Negro” predominated among scholars, it was generally assumed that the slave trade and slavery had denuded black people of any ancestral heritage from Africa. The historians Carter G. Woodson and W. E. B. Du Bois and the anthropologist Melville J. Herskovits argued the opposite. Their research supported the conclusion that while enslaved Africans could not have brought intact social, political, and religious institutions with them to the Americas, they did maintain significant aspects of their cultural backgrounds.32 Herskovits ex- amined “Africanisms”—any practices that seemed to be identifiably African—as useful symbols of cultural survival that would help him to analyze change and continuity in African American culture.33 He engaged in one of his most heated scholarly disputes with the sociologist E. Franklin Frazier, a student of Park’s, who empha- sized the damage wrought by slavery on black families and folkways.34 More recently, a number of scholars have built on Herskovits’s line of thought, enhancing our understanding of African history during the era of the slave trade. Their studies have evolved productively from assertions about general cultural heritage into more precise demonstrations of the continuity of worldviews, categories of belonging, and social practices from Africa to America. For these scholars, the preservation of distinctive cultural forms has served as an index both of a resilient social personhood, or identity, and of resistance to slavery itself. 35

Scholars of slave resistance have never had much use for the concept of social death. The early efforts of writers such as Herbert Aptheker aimed to derail the popular notion that American slavery had been a civilizing institution threatened by “slave crime.”36 Soon after, studies of slave revolts and conspiracies advocated the idea that resistance demonstrated the basic humanity and intractable will of the enslaved—indeed, they often equated acts of will with humanity itself. As these writ- ers turned toward more detailed analyses of the causes, strategies, and tactics of slave revolts in the context of the social relations of slavery, they had trouble squaring abstract characterizations of “the slave” with what they were learning about the en- slaved.37 Michael Craton, who authored Testing the Chains: Resistance to Slavery in the British West Indies, was an early critic of Slavery and Social Death, protesting that what was known about chattel bondage in the Americas did not confirm Patterson’s definition of slavery. “If slaves were in fact ‘generally dishonored,’ ” Craton asked, “how does he explain the degrees of rank found among all groups of slaves—that is, the scale of ‘reputation’ and authority accorded, or at least acknowledged, by slave and master alike?” How could they have formed the fragile families documented by social historians if they had been “natally alienated” by definition? Finally, and per- haps most tellingly, if slaves had been uniformly subjected to “permanent violent domination,” they could not have revolted as often as they did or shown the “varied manifestations of their resistance” that so frustrated masters and compromised their power, sometimes “fatally.”38 The dynamics of social control and slave resistance falsified Patterson’s description of slavery even as the tenacity of African culture showed that enslaved men, women, and children had arrived in the Americas bearing much more than their “tropical temperament.”

The cultural continuity and resistance schools of thought come together pow- erfully in an important book by Walter C. Rucker, The River Flows On: Black Re- sistance, Culture, and Identity Formation in Early America. In Rucker’s analysis of slave revolts, conspiracies, and daily recalcitrance, African concepts, values, and cul- tural metaphors play the central role. Unlike Smallwood and Hartman, for whom “the rupture was the story” of slavery, Rucker aims to reveal the “perseverance of African culture even among second, third, and fourth generation creoles.”39 He looks again at some familiar events in North America—New York City’s 1712 Coromantee revolt and 1741 conspiracy, the 1739 Stono rebellion in South Carolina, as well as the plots, schemes, and insurgencies of Gabriel Prosser, Denmark Vesey, and Nat Turner—deftly teasing out the African origins of many of the attitudes and actions of the black rebels. Rucker outlines how the transformation of a “shared cultural heritage” that shaped collective action against slavery corresponded to the “various steps Africans made in the process of becoming ‘African American’ in culture, orientation, and identity.”40

Afro-pessimism is inaccurate and is used to justify white supremacism

Patterson 98

The Ordeal Of Integration:

Progress And Resentment In America's "Racial" Crisis

Orlando Patterson is a Jamaican-born American historical and cultural sociologist known for his work regarding issues of race in the United States, as well as the sociology of development

In the attempt to understand and come to terms with the problems of Afro-Americans and of their interethnic relations, the country has been ill served by its intellectuals, policy advocates, and leaders in recent years. At present, dogmatic ethnic advocates and extremists appear to dominate discourse on the subject, drowning out both moderate and other dissenting voices. A strange convergence has emerged between these extremists. On the left, the nation is misled by an endless stream of tracts and studies that deny any meaningful change in America's "Two Nations," decry "The Myth of Black Progress," mourn "The Dream Deferred," dismiss AfroAmerican middle-class status as "Volunteer Slavery," pronounce AfroAmerican men an "Endangered Species," and apocalyptically announce "The Coming Race War." On the right is complete agreement with this dismal portrait in which we are fast "Losing Ground," except that the road to "racial" hell, according to conservatives, has been paved by the very pQlicies intended to help solve the problem, abetted by "The Dream and the Nightmare" of cultural changes in the sixties and by the overbreeding and educational integration of inferior Afro-Americans and very policies intended to help solve the problem, abetted by "The Dream and the Nightmare" of cultural changes in the sixties and by the overbreeding and educational integration of inferior Afro-Americans and lower-class Euro-Americans genetically situated on the wrong tail of the IQ "Bell Curve." If it is true that a "racial crisis" persists in America, this crisis is as much one of perception and interpretation as of actual socioeconomic and interethnic realities. By any measure, the record of the past half century has been one of great achievement, thanks in good part to the suecess of the government policies now being maligned by the left for not having gone far enough and by the right for having both failed and gone too far. At the same time, there is still no room for complacency: because our starting point half a century ago was so deplorably backward, we still have some way to go before approaching anything like a resolution.

Violence is proximately caused – root cause logic is poor scholarship 

Sharpe, lecturer, philosophy and psychoanalytic studies, and Goucher, senior lecturer, literary and psychoanalytic studies – Deakin University, ‘10
(Matthew and Geoff, Žižek and Politics: An Introduction, p. 231 – 233) 

We realise that this argument, which we propose as a new ‘quilting’ framework to explain Žižek’s theoretical oscillations and political prescriptions, raises some large issues of its own. While this is not the place to further that discussion, we think its analytic force leads into a much wider critique of ‘Theory’ in parts of the latertwentieth- century academy, which emerged following the ‘cultural turn’ of the 1960s and 1970s in the wake of the collapse of Marxism. Žižek’s paradigm to try to generate all his theory of culture, subjectivity, ideology, politics and religion is psychoanalysis. But a similar criticism would apply, for instance, to theorists who feel that the method Jacques Derrida developed for criticising philosophical texts can meaningfully supplant the methodologies of political science, philosophy, economics, sociology and so forth, when it comes to thinking about ‘the political’. Or, differently, thinkers who opt for Deleuze (or Deleuze’s and Guattari’s) Nietzschean Spinozism as a new metaphysics to explain ethics, politics, aesthetics, ontology and so forth, seem to us candidates for the same type of criticism, as a reductive passing over the empirical and analytic distinctness of the different object fields in complex societies.

In truth, we feel that Theory, and the continuing line of ‘master thinkers’ who regularly appear particularly in the English- speaking world, is the last gasp of what used to be called First Philosophy. The philosopher ascends out of the city, Plato tells us, from whence she can espie the Higher Truth, which she must then bring back down to political earth. From outside the city, we can well imagine that she can see much more widely than her benighted political contemporaries. But from these philosophical heights, we can equally suspect that the ‘master thinker’ is also always in danger of passing over the salient differences and features of political life – differences only too evident to people ‘on the ground’. Political life, after all, is always a more complex affair than a bunch of ideologically duped fools staring at and enacting a wall (or ‘politically correct screen’) of ideologically produced illusions, from Plato’s timeless cave allegory to Žižek’s theory of ideology.

We know that Theory largely understands itself as avowedly ‘post- metaphysical’. It aims to erect its new claims on the gravestone of First Philosophy as the West has known it. But it also tells us that people very often do not know what they do. And so it seems to us that too many of its proponents and their followers are mourners who remain in the graveyard, propping up the gravestone of Western philosophy under the sign of some totalising account of absolutely everything – enjoyment, différance, biopower . . . Perhaps the time has come, we would argue, less for one more would- be global, allpurpose existential and political Theory than for a multi- dimensional and interdisciplinary critical theory that would challenge the chaotic specialisation neoliberalism speeds up in academe, which mirrors and accelerates the splintering of the Left over the last four decades. This would mean that we would have to shun the hope that one method, one perspective, or one master thinker could single- handedly decipher all the complexity of socio- political life, the concerns of really existing social movements – which specifi cally does not mean mindlessly celebrating difference, marginalisation and multiplicity as if they could be suffi cient ends for a new politics. It would be to reopen critical theory and non- analytic philosophy to the other intellectual disciplines, most of whom today pointedly reject Theory’s legitimacy, neither reading it nor taking it seriously.

***1AR DOUBLES FULLERTON***

impact

Anthropogenic extinction has to be the baseline for ethics

Bosworth et al. 11 (Andrew, Chair of the working group of the Ethics and Climate Change in Asia and the Pacific Project, Napat Chaipraditkul, Ming Ming Cheng, Kimberly Junmookda, Parag Kadam, Darryl Macer, Charlotte Millet, Jennifer Sangaroonthong, Alexander Waller “Ethics and Biodiversity”, Ethics and Climate Change in Asia and the Pacific Project)

Why should we be concerned with the loss of a species? How does extinction as a result of human activity change our ethical understanding? Ethics of extinction is an ominous topic and it may elicit feelings associated with catastrophe or inescapable demise depending on one’s temperament and view of evolution. From an environmentalist standpoint, the extinction of a species may be invoked to highlight what are considered ethical failures on the part of humans and are often accompanied by demands for change. There have been great extinction events in the past, as seen 250 million years ago at the end of the Palaeozoic era where nearly 90% of all organisms and 99% percent of animals went extinct, and 65 million years ago nearly two thirds of species and 80% of individuals disappeared (Courtillot, 1999). Although these occurred, they were caused by natural occurances, such as an asteroid impact. 

However, the ethical issue is about human responsibility and a common ethic across cultures to protect species. One example is that of the Yangtze River dolphin, which died off under the gaze of environmentalists and as a result of apathy. Some have accused those involved of political games and general lack of resilience in protecting a threatened species. The lack of clear data as the species diminished has been cited as an excuse towards the preventable conclusion and as a result the precautionary principle applied to biology has gained credence (Turvey, 2009). Summarized by feelings towards pro-active protection such as, “Do not wait until you have all the facts before you act—you will never have all you would like. Action is what brings change, and saves endangered animals, not word” (Merton, 1992). 

Such attitudes may resonate with compassionate individuals, yet our ethos is not universal as to what the human responsibility is towards non-human species. Qualifying this statement is the theme of this report, which is the necessity of biodiversity to the wellbeing of humans and non-humans alike. That ethos suggests that preventing anthropogenic extinction drivers is the least we can do normatively, and ethically our awareness must grow as a result of the increased effect we have on other species.  It is clear is that anthropogenic effects have altered extinction rates, but may not be the only factor during this Holocene period as summarized by Russell et al. (1998), “Holocene mammal and bird extinctions occurred at a significantly elevated rate, but taxa containing disproportionately few species are both disproportionately threatened with extinction today.” The denotations of that statement lead objective thinkers to desire more information, emphatically stated, “We need more work on the relationship between feature diversity and phylogenetic diversity. We also need more work on the use and non-use values of each” (Mooers, 2009). 

Remembering that after each of the previous mass extinction events life on earth rebounded, adds to the ethical obscurity of the ethics of extinction. Objectively, we can say that the human species will not remain to the end of this event (unless they physically destroy the entire planet) but life in some form will continue to evolve. In the short term, over a few hundred years for example, we may find that humans survive but our actions cause the extinction of many species. According to the moral principle of avoiding harm, the less species that human action causes to become extinct, the less moral harm, and this is a basis for conservation efforts.

Other people matter – there are billions who will die if you don’t force an energy shift, there are countries besides the united states

Fassin, 10 - James D. Wolfensohn Professor in the School of Social Science at the Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton, as well as directeur d’études at the École des Hautes Études en Sciences Sociales, Paris. (Didier, Fall, “Ethics of Survival: A Democratic Approach to the Politics of Life” Humanity: An International Journal of Human Rights, Humanitarianism, and Development, Vol 1 No 1, Project Muse)

Conclusion

Survival, in the sense Jacques Derrida attributed to the concept in his last interview, not only shifts lines that are too often hardened between biological and political lives: it opens an ethical space for reflection and action. Critical thinking in the past decade has often taken biopolitics and the politics of life as its objects. It has thus unveiled the way in which individuals and groups, even entire nations, have been treated by powers, the market, or the state, during the colonial period as well as in the contemporary era.

However, through indiscriminate extension, this powerful instrument has lost some of its analytical sharpness and heuristic potentiality. On the one hand, the binary reduction of life to the opposition between nature and history, bare life and qualified life, when systematically applied from philosophical inquiry in sociological or anthropological study, erases much of the complexity and richness of life in society as it is in fact observed. On the other hand, the normative prejudices which underlie the evaluation of the forms of life and of the politics of life, when generalized to an undifferentiated collection of social facts, end up by depriving social agents of legitimacy, voice, and action. The risk is therefore both scholarly and political. It calls for ethical attention.

In fact, the genealogy of this intellectual lineage reminds us that the main founders of these theories expressed tensions and hesitations in their work, which was often more complex, if even sometimes more obscure, than in its reduced and translated form in the humanities and social sciences today. And also biographies, here limited to fragments from South African lives that I have described and analyzed in more detail elsewhere, suggest the necessity of complicating the dualistic models that oppose biological and political lives. Certainly, powers like the market and the state do act sometimes as if human beings could be reduced to “mere life,” but democratic forces, including from within the structure of power, tend to produce alternative strategies that escape this reduction. And people themselves, even under conditions of domination, [End Page 93] manage subtle tactics that transform their physical life into a political instrument or a moral resource or an affective expression.

But let us go one step further: ethnography invites us to reconsider what life is or rather what human beings make of their lives, and reciprocally how their lives permanently question what it is to be human. “The blurring between what is human and what is not human shades into the blurring over what is life and what is not life,” writes Veena Das. In the tracks of Wittgenstein and Cavell, she underscores that the usual manner in which we think of forms of life “not only obscures the mutual absorption of the natural and the social but also emphasizes form at the expense of life.”22 It should be the incessant effort of social scientists to return to this inquiry about life in its multiple forms but also in its everyday expression of the human.

isaac

Moral absolutism makes them complicit in injustice – unintended consequences matter just as much as intentions

Jeffrey C. Isaac, James H. Rudy Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for the Study of Democracy and Public Life at Indiana University, Spring 2002, Dissent, Vol. 49, No. 2

As writers such as Niccolo Machiavelli, Max Weber, Reinhold Niebuhr, and Hannah Arendt have taught, an unyielding concern with moral goodness undercuts political responsibility. The concern may be morally laudable, reflecting a kind of personal integrity, but it suffers from three fatal flaws: (1) It fails to see that the purity of one's intention does not ensure the achievement of what one intends. Abjuring violence or refusing to make common cause with morally compromised parties may seem like the right thing; but if such tactics entail impotence, then it is hard to view them as serving any moral good beyond the clean conscience of their supporters; (2) it fails to see that in a world of real violence and injustice, moral purity is not simply a form of powerlessness; it is often a form of complicity in injustice. This is why, from the standpoint of politics--as opposed to religion--pacifism is always a potentially immoral stand. In categorically repudiating violence, it refuses in principle to oppose certain violent injustices with any effect; and (3) it fails to see that politics is as much about unintended consequences as it is about intentions; it is the effects of action, rather than the motives of action, that is most significant. Just as the alignment with "good" may engender impotence, it is often the pursuit of "good" that generates evil. This is the lesson of communism in the twentieth century: it is not enough that one's goals be sincere or idealistic; it is equally important, always, to ask about the effects of pursuing these goals and to judge these effects in pragmatic and historically contextualized ways. Moral absolutism inhibits this judgment. It alienates those who are not true believers. It promotes arrogance. And it undermines political effectiveness.

siting

Siting probems haven’t happened and no reason the 1ac has to be like that

Kevin 97

Mr. Kevin is an environmental analyst at the Ernest Orlando Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory in Berkeley, California. J.D., Golden Gate University Law School (1986); Doctoral Candidacy, University of California, Berkeley (1982); M.A., University of California, Berkeley (1975); B.A., University of California, Santa Cruz (1973). Mr. Kevin was an analyst with the U.S. Congressional Office of Technology Assessment from 1979 to 1987, and worked with private sector environmental consulting firms from 1987 to 1996. 8 Vill. Envtl. L.J. 121 "ENVIRONMENTAL RACISM" AND LOCALLY UNDESIRABLE LAND USES: A CRITIQUE OF ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE THEORIES AND REMEDIES

As one commentator concluded, "notwithstanding the growing significance of the environmental justice movement, few rigorous studies have been conducted that satisfactorily establish a statistically significant correlation between a community's race and socioeconomic status and its exposure to disproportionate environmental risks or impacts." n61 There are sufficiently important methodological problems with some of the more prominent studies that many environmental justice advocates rely upon to warrant caution in accepting claims of disproportionality at face value. A study by Douglas Anderton, et. al (Anderton Study) of hazardous waste treatment, storage and disposal facilities in the United States that opened for business prior to 1990 and were still open in 1992, and about which data could be found on the level of census [*134] tracts (about eighty-five percent of such facilities), came to very different conclusions than the UCC and other studies cited by many environmental justice advocates. n62 The Anderton Study found that there were no statistically significant differences between the percentages of Blacks and Hispanics in census tracts with TSDFs and in tracts without such facilities. n63 In other words, there was no correlation between the presence of these minority groups and the presence of a TSDF. n64 The study also found that there were statistically significant correlations between the presence of a TSDF and the following socioeconomic factors: lower employment rate of males, employment in industrial occupations and lower housing values, as compared with non-TSDF tracts. n65 Of these factors, "the most significant and consistent effect on TSDF location of those [factors] ... considered is that TSDFs are located in areas with larger proportions of workers employed in industrial activities, a finding that is consistent with a plausibly rational motivation to locate near other industrial facilities or markets." n66 The discrepancies between the results of the Anderton Study and the findings of the UCC Study stem from the differences in geographic units of analysis chosen by the researchers. n67 The zip code areas used in the UCC Study are larger than the census tracts used in the Anderton Study. The use of these larger units increases the percentage of Blacks in particular. The Anderton Study found that when census tracts within a two and a half mile radius of TSDFs were aggregated, the percentage of black residents was greater than the percentage of Blacks in census tracts containing TSDFs. n68 [*135] There are no firm guidelines on how to define the geographic extent of areas that are potentially affected, in terms of health, property values and other indicators, by the presence of TSDFs. However, it is likely that data derived from census tracts produce more defensible statistical results than do data based on zip code areas. Accordingly, it is likely that the Anderton Study is more reliable than the UCC Study. n69 Census tracts are designed to be homogeneous with respect to population characteristics, economic status and living conditions. n70 In contrast, zip code areas are basically geographic designations, intended to maximize the transportation efficiency of postal deliveries. n71 Thus, any homogeneity within zip codes is fortuitous, rather than being present by design. Assuming that greater impacts are experienced by individuals closer to a TSDF, census tracts containing a TSDF would logically bear the greatest potential burdens. If there is no correlation between minority populations and TSDFs within census tracts, then the core environmental justice arguments that minorities are targeted for the siting of TSDFs and that minorities disproportionately bear the burdens of such siting are weakened. If a larger percentage of minorities are found within a radius of several miles of TSDFs than is found in the national population, this is arguably due to the larger percentages of minorities in industrial areas in general, which occurs regardless of the presence of TSDFs.

Living next to a nuclear plant isn’t dangerous at all

Kirsch 8 (Steve Kirsch, Bachelor of Science and a Master of Science in electrical engineering and computer science from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, American serial entrepreneur who has started six companies: Mouse Systems, Frame Technology, Infoseek, Propel, Abaca, and OneID, “The Integral Fast Reactor (IFR) project,” 8/10/8) http://skirsch.com/politics/globalwarming/ifr.htm
If you live next door to a nuclear reactor, there are a number of radiological studies done on a hypothetical person called Fencepost Man who's supposed to have his house on the fencepost on the boundary of a nuclear power site. He would get approximately one millirem of radiation more than the general public, and that might sound like a lot but in fact the general public gets over 300 millirems of radiation each year just from natural sources. So essentially there's no difference between living next door to a nuclear power plant and living in most other places in the world. And indeed, if you live on top of a granite intrusion you'd get about twice that. So people tend to be a bit irrational about radiation and we need to have a bit of an education campaign about that too.

Nuclear is one of the lowest risk forms of energy on a kWh basis

In the entire 50 year history of commercial nuclear in the United States, it is estimated that one person might have died. That was due to radiation release in the Three Mile Island accident (more below).

Resolves mining

Yeah testing was horrible

localism da

The affirmative solves – a focus on technology and creating activism for said technology is necessary

Karlsson 12 – (Nov. 2012, Rasmus, PhD, lecturer at Hankuk University of Foreign Studies in Seoul, South Korea, “Individual Guilt or Collective Progressive Action? Challenging the Strategic Potential of Environmental Citizenship Theory,” Environmental Values 21 (2012): 459–474, ingenta)

In terms of its performative content, environmental citizenship theory tends to overlook the fundamental difference between individual and collective action. While an individual can presumably stop doing a particular activity (like driving), it nearly always takes a collective effort to provide a meaningful alternative (like public transportation). This difference seems to be especially pronounced when considering more radical strategies for sustainability like the difference between the individual action of not eating meat (because of its environmental impact) and the collective action of launching a new ‘Manhattan-project’ to develop artificial meat (Edelman et al. 2005) as a humane, safe and environmentally beneficial alternative to traditional meat production (Datar and Betti 2010). Thinking further about this difference, one could argue that environmental citizenship theory provides a deceptively simple answer to a complex question when it holds that justice primarily requires us to reduce our own individual ecological footprint. This line of criticism becomes especially powerful if we have reason to believe that there are indeed accelerating technological paths to sustainability on a global level but that these paths are dependent on radical political action and a serious commitment to investment in the present (Mandle 2008). Under such circumstances, the environmental movement’s resistance to an innovation-driven future (Cohen 2006) becomes ethically problematic since it is precisely those activists that are needed to not only persuade mainstream politicians about the urgency of the ecological crisis but also to build public support for radical investments in breakthrough technologies. Recent paleoclimatological evidence suggests that in order to avoid reaching the tipping level for catastrophic climatic effects, the CO2 level in the atmosphere will need to be reduced from its current 385 ppm to at most 350 ppm, but likely even less than that (Hansen et al. 2008). However, with both India and China on a carbon-intensive path of rapid industrialisation with hundreds of new coal-fired plants currently under construction (Fairley 2007; Peng 2010), even optimistic calculations will see the atmospheric CO2 level approach 550 ppm in the coming decades (Sheehan et al. 2008). To achieve the reductions needed for climate stability will require a Herculean effort. With this in mind, it seems as if the foremost duty of people in rich countries would be to develop the kind of new energy technology that would make this industrial rise possible without causing irreversible environmental damage. Only if such technologies are substantially ‘faster, cleaner, and cheaper’ (Shellenberger et al. 2008) can we expect them to be implemented on a sufficient scale. By individualising the site of political change, we risk losing the collective force necessary to pursue such Herculean projects. Instead of offering a progressive vision of universal affluence that can bring together diverse (national) interests, the future becomes marked by scarcity and dependent on individual moral betterment. If we are right to assume that many people will be unable to meet the stringent demands of its moral code, then we can expect environmental citizenship theory to be more likely to feed defeatism and resignation than meaningful action (Butler 2010: 183). While some may hope for the market economy to autonomously provide the kind of technologies needed for global sustainability (Beckerman 1995), others, and even once staunch ‘deniers’ like Bjørn Lomborg, are now calling for political intervention and radical investments to meet the challenges of environmental change (Lomborg 2010).

Now is key – IMMEDIATE ACTION to develop competitive alternative fuels is the only way to avoid a zero sum tradeoff between warming and killing poor people – any delay commits the unforgivable sin of myopic self-indulgance.

Shue 11 – (2011, Henry, Senior Research Fellow at Merton and Professor of Politics and International Relations, Merton College, Oxford, “Human rights, climate change, and the trillionth ton,” in The Ethics of Global Climate Change, Ed. David G. Arnold, p. 312-4)

Clearly, then, the third reason for urgent vigorous action is that for now, but not indefinitely, we face an opportunity to arrange for the protection of two sets of human rights that will become more and more difficult to protect simultaneously. On the one hand, we can protect against undermining by severe climate change the ability of people of the more distant future to enjoy their rights to life, subsistence, and health by avoiding the emission of the trillionth metric ton of carbon. On the other hand, we can protect against undermining, by means of the very cap-and-trade institution being created for the first purpose, the ability of the market-dependent poor of the present and the near future to enjoy their rights by guaranteeing them carbon emission permits without charge. As time goes by, we are liable to be told, as we often are, that we must choose between the “present poor” and the “future poor.” As the remaining pool of carbon emissions possibly “tolerable” by the planetary climate system shrinks, we are likely to be told that everyone must, in order to drive down carbon emissions, pay more to emit carbon, which could price the then-current poor out of the energy market even for what have sometimes been called “subsistence emissions,” carbon emissions essential to survival and subsistence.43 This would sacrifice the present poor to the future poor. Or, we will be told, we must relax the ceiling on total cumulative carbon emissions and let them run on beyond 1 Tt C, which will likely produce more severe climate change and greater obstacles to the fulfillment of the rights of the future poor, sacrificing them to the present poor (and whoever else is emitting carbon!).

The most significant point is that we do not need to face any such dilemma between present rights and future rights if – and, as far as I can see, only if – we take robust action immediately that cuts carbon emissions sharply (so the future poor are not threatened by a deteriorating environment) and does it while protecting the urgent interests of the current poor, which are the substance of their same rights. The longer we continue to fiddle with our current casualness, the closer we will approach a dilemma in which a sudden crackdown on carbon emissions, designed to forestall the trillionth metric ton, which would threaten the subsistence emissions of the then-current poor, will seem to be the only alternative to an abandonment of the ceiling of 1 Tt C, which would threaten the future poor (and possibly everyone else as well, not to mention innumerable other species). But there is no need to put ourselves – or, rather, the current and future poor – into this box by continuing to delay facing reality.44
Instead, action is urgent on two converging fronts. First, carbon emissions need to be cut back sharply and aggressively. The atmospheric concentration of carbon will not stop growing until emissions are zero, as the language quoted twice above from the latest IPCC report indicates. Probably the maximum carbon concentration will determine the maximum climate change. Second, alternative energy technologies need to be developed as quickly as humanly possible, aiming at an early day when prices of the alternative technologies are competitive with the prices of fossil fuel and become affordable for the poorest. Fossil fuels are notoriously cheap, of course, which is the main reason we need the cap-and-trade (or carbon tax) institutions to drive up their price by political choice. We must aim for the point of crossover at which declines in the prices of alternative technologies and rises in the prices of fossil fuels mean that fossil fuels lose their competitive price advantage. The farther we move on either front – making fossil fuels more expensive and making alternative energy technologies less expensive – the less far we need to move on the other front. Once the crossover occurs, even the purely selfish who care nothing for the environment and nothing for the rights of others will simply find it efficient to use alternative fuels. At that point, humanity might be out of the woods, provided that we have meanwhile not emitted the trillionth metric ton, or whatever the rapidly advancing science tells us is the outer boundary of environmentally “tolerable” carbon emissions. If we act vigorously and creatively now, we can invent institutions that will provide a priceless legacy of rights protection for multiple generations. Blinkered commission of the “unforgivable sin” of myopic self-indulgence or farsighted creation of invaluable institutions of rights protection – which choice will your generation make? To its undying shame, mine appears to have chosen.

