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Extinction outweighs
Nye, 86 (Joseph S. 1986; Phd Political Science Harvard. University; Served as Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs; “Nuclear Ethics” pg. 45-46)

Is there any end that could justify a nuclear war that threatens the survival of the species? Is not all-out nuclear war just as self contradictory in the real world as pacifism is accused of being? Some people argue that "we are required to undergo gross injustice that will break many souls sooner than ourselves be the authors of mass murder."73 Still others say that "when a person makes survival the highest value, he has declared that there is nothing he will not betray. But for a civilization to sacrifice itself makes no sense since there are not survivors to give meaning to the sacrifical [sic] act. In that case, survival may be worth betrayal." Is it possible to avoid the "moral calamity of a policy like unilateral disarmament that forces us to choose between being dead or red (while increasing the chances of both)"?74 How one judges the issue of ends can be affected by how one poses the questions. If one asks "what is worth a billion lives (or the survival of the species)," it is natural to resist contemplating a positive answer. But suppose one asks, "is it possible to imagine any threat to our civilization and values that would justify raising the threat to a billion lives from one in ten thousand to one in a thousand for a specific period?" Then there are several plausible answers, including a democratic way of life and cherished freedoms that give meaning to life beyond mere survival. When we pursue several values simultaneously, we face the fact that they often conflict and that we face difficult tradeoffs. If we make one value absolute in priority, we are likely to get that value and little else. Survival is a necessary condition for the enjoyment of other values, but that does not make it sufficient. Logical priority does not make it an absolute value. Few people act as though survival were an absolute value in their personal lives, or they would never enter an automobile. We can give survival of the species a very high priority without giving it the paralyzing status of an absolute value. Some degree of risk is unavoidable if individuals or societies are to avoid paralysis and enhance the quality of life beyond mere survival. The degree of that risk is a justifiable topic of both prudential and moral reasoning. 
A2: Author Bias

This argument should be rejected as a non-falsifiable conspiracy theory since it essentially presumes a priori that only anti-capitalist authors are correct

It cuts both ways—academia provides just as many incentives to be anti-capitalist as the market does to be pro-capitalist, all of their evidence is just as suspect

Prefer aff evidence any day—it relies on studies rather than rhetoric which empirically makes for better predictions

Lomborg ‘1

Bjorn Lomborg, associate professor of statistics at university of Aarhus. The skeptical environmentalist; measuring the real state of the world. 2001, p. 29. 
The consequences of relying on rhetoric instead of sound analysis are many, primarily poor forecasts and consequent biased decisions. Perhaps the most famous set of predictions came from the 1972 global best-seller Limits to Growth, that claimed we would run out of most resources. Indeed, gold was predicted to run out in 1981, silver and mercury in 1985, and zinc in 1990,235 though as we shall see in Part III, most resources actually have become more abundant. Needless to say, gold, silver, mercury and zinc are still here too.
predictions good

Future wars are inevitable—history proves preparedness is vital

Campell and O’Hanlon, 06  (Kurt, director at the CSIS Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, and Michael, senior policy analyst at the Brookings Institution, Hard Power: The New Politics of National Security, p. 12)

The second, more important rationale behind this imperative is that Democrats should prioritize national‑ security concerns not just because so many voters do, but also because those voters are right. International stability is needed for Americans to live in security and prosperity; it is just that simple. When we have forgotten this simple truth‑most notably in the 1920s and 1930s, but also to some extent in the late 1940s and 1970s‑the United States has paid dearly for our oversight‑and so have the political leaders associated with these times.  Moreover, the origins of overseas dangers are often difficult to pre​dict. Who would have thought that Germany, defeated so resoundingly in World War 1, would be the main cause of World War II just twenty years later? Or that the physically small island nation of Japan could dominate much of its region and set the United States back on its heels for several years in that same war? Or that a guerrilla movement in an​other geographically small and underdeveloped Asian country, Vietnam, could defeat first France and then the world's most powerful country in combat? Or that one of the world's poorest nations, Afghanistan, could serve as the base of operations for the most deadly attack on U.S. soil in the history of the United States? The only constants running through these and other cataclysmic events of the last century are the inevitabil​ity of being surprised and the centrality of national security in ensuring the well‑being of American citizens.
