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This selfishness makes all impacts inevitable – weigh every right of the affirmative against extinction
Ophuls, member of the U.S. Foreign Service and has taught political science at Northwestern University. He is the author of Ecology and the Politics of Scarcity, which won the International Studies Association’s Sprout Prize and the American Political Science Association’s Kammerer Award, 1997 	[William, Requiem for Modern Politics]
In the end, therefore, not only did the Enlightenment paradigm of politics fail to achieve many of its avowed goals--for example, equality (at least to the extent hoped)--but it also inflicted a wanton destruction on the world, becoming thereby both its own worst enemy and the author of new forms and possibilities of tyranny undreamt of by ancient despots. Everything that does not work, all that we hate and fear about the modern way of life, is the logical or even foreordained consequence of the basic principles we have chosen to embrace. Explosive population growth, widespread habitat destruction, disastrous pollution, and every other aspect of ecological devastation; increasing crime and violence, runaway addictions of every kind, the neglect or abuse of children, and every other form of social breakdown; antinomianism, nihilism, millenarianism, and every other variety of ideological madness; hyperpluralism, factionalism, administrative despotism, and every other manifestation of democratic decay; weapons of mass destruction, terrorism, the structural poverty of underdevelopment, and many other global pathologies--all are deeply rooted in Hobbesian politics, whose basic principles set up a vicious circle of power seeking and self-destruction. In other words, the most intractable problems of our age are due not to human nature itself but, instead, to the way in which the Enlightenment in general and Hobbesian politics in particular have encouraged the worst tendencies of human nature to flourish in the modern era.

Linear impact – every life saved now means ten dead in the future
Ehrlich, 74 – Professor of Biology @ Stanford (Paul, New York Times) 

Furthermore, there are other pernicious fallacies in the “what we as Americans can do about the world population program” game.  Let’s start with a fallacy that the authors helped to create-the idea that we might successfully pressure governments of developing countries into launching effective population control programs.  In the first edition of our book “The Population Bomb,” it was suggested that the United States try to use its food aid as a lever to get recalcitrant governments moving on population control programs.  The logic then (as today) was impeccable.  If you deluded people into thinking that either the U.S could ( or would) supply food in perpetuity for any number of people, you were doing evil.  Sooner or later, popualation growth would completely outstrip the capacity of the United States or any other nation to supply food.  For every 1,000 people saved today, perhaps 10,000 would die when the crunch came.  Simply sending food to hungry nations with population explosions is analogous to a physician prescribing aspirin as a treatment for a patient with operable cancer-in deferring something unpleasant, disaster is entrained.  Yes, send some good- but insist that population control measure be instituted.  But despite the logic, no one in the U.S. Government paid the slightest heed to that suggestion ( or to related proposals by William and Paul Paddock in their 1968 book, “Famine-1975!”) , and the point is now moot, since we have no more surplus food.



Social Control K/T Create Equality
Ophuls, 1977 [william, commissioned officer in the united states coast guard and as a foreign service officer with the department of state in d.c. and at the american embassies in abidjan, ivory coast and tokyo, japan. Received his doctorate in political science for yale university “the american political economy 1” ecology and the politics of scarcity, w. H. Freeman and company pg 187-188]
The political stage is therefore set for a showdown between the claims of ecological scarcity and socioeconomic justice on the other. If the impact of scarcity is distributed in a laissez-faire fashion, the result will be to intensify existing inequalities. Large-scale redistribution, however, is almost totally foreign to our political machinery, which was designed for a growth economy and which has used economic surplus as the coin of social and political payoff. Thus the political measures necessary to redistribute income and wealth so that scarcity is to a large degree equally shared will require greater social cooperation and solidarity than has been achieved by the system in the past.  They will also require greater social control. Under conditions of scarcity, there is a trade-off between freedom and equality, with perfect equality necessitating almost total social control (as in Maoist China). However, even partial redistribution will involve wholesale government intervention in the economy and major transfers of property rights, as well as other infringements of liberty in general, that would inevitably be resisted bitterly by important and powerful interests. Thus either horn of the dilemma—laissez faire or redistribution — would toss us into that would strain our meager political and moral  scarcity is likely to aggravate rather than ameliorate the competitive struggle to gain economic benefitsfor oneself or one's group. Similarly, our political ethic is based on a just division of the spoils defined almost purely in terms of fair access to the increments of growth; once the spoils of abundance are gone, little is left to promote social cooperation and sharing. As Adam Smith pointed out, the "progressive state" is "cheerful" and "hearty"; by contrast, resources to or beyond capacity. American society is founded on competition rather than cooperation, and the stationary state is "hard," the declining state "miserable" (Smith 1776, p. 81). How well will a set of political institutions so completely predicated on abundance and molded by over 200 years of continuous growth cope with the hardness, much less the misery, of ecological scarcity?


Turns their case – the crunch is inevitable and resource scarcity will collapse modern government order into world wars
Hanson ‘8, civil engineer from Hawaii, a retired systems analyst,		[Jay, “A BASIC IDEA OF HOW OUR GOVERNMENT WORKS,” 6-24-2008, http://www.warsocialism.com/democratic.htm]
Our Founders saw the “common good” as the sum of “individual goods” which could be measured by spending [4] – the more, the better. Obviously, now that we are entering a decades-long period of declining global economic activity (in the physical sense – not GDP), all of our Founders’ core assumptions are known to be wrong …BIOPHYSICAL LAWS  Thermodynamic laws, evolution theory, and modern genetic sciences were unknown by our Founders. Today, these laws and sciences signal the end of our form of government. The first law of thermodynamics (conservation law) states that there can be no creation of matter/energy. This means that the economy is totally dependent upon natural resources for everything. The German physicist Helmholtz and the British physicist Lord Kelvin had explained the principle by the middle of the 19th century.The second law of thermodynamics (entropy law) tells us that energy is wasted in all economic activity. In 1824, the French physicist Sadi Carnot formulated the second law’s concepts while working on “heat engines”. Lord Kelvin and the German physicist Clausius eventually formalized Carnot’s concepts as the second law of thermodynamics.Our government was designed to require more-and-more energy (endless economic growth) to solve social problems, but the thermodynamic laws described above limit the available energy. Energy “resources” must produce more energy than they consume, otherwise they are called “sinks” (this is known as the “net energy” principle). In other words, if it costs more-than-one-barrel-of-oil to “produce” one-barrel-of-oil, then that barrel will never be produced – the money price of oil is irrelevant!  Thus, the net energy principle places strict limits (in the physical sense) on our government’s ability to solve social problems. Although bankers can print money, they can not print energy! Biologists have found that our genes predispose us to act in certain ways under certain environments. This explains why history repeats itself and why humans have engaged in war after war throughout history: from time-to-time an environment emerges when “inclusive fitness”[5] is served by attacking your neighbor and stealing his resources. [6] Since our government was designed to require ever-growing energy resources, but energy resources are strictly limited by thermodynamic laws, sooner-or-later our government will collapse into another orgy of world wars. It’s just a matter of time... ELECTIONS DON’T MATTER! WHAT MATTERS ARE LOBBYISTS! A “genetic” process called “reciprocal altruism” guarantees that elected officials and their cronies will nearly always come around to agree with the suggestions of lobbyists. It’s a natural, automatic and subconscious process. Only a sociopath is immune. Unfortunately, no lobbyists represent the common interest. Our Founders assumed that the common interest was the sum of individual interests. Our Founders based our system on the ideas of the French Physiocrats,[7] which were formulated before the laws of thermodynamics were understood. LOCAL GOVERNMENT: No public advocate! Local government policy begins in corporate boardrooms too, but additional structural aspects of our political system guarantee that local communities are powerless to stop the rich from converting local neighborhoods into cash. Our present system of government is designed so elected and appointed officials serve as BOTH public advocate and judge. I can tell you from personal experience that it’s impossible. On the one hand, we are expected to evaluate the impacts of complex economic proposals; on the other hand, we are supposed to be non-professionals – just plain folks. The result is that commissioners can’t personally evaluate the proposals in front of them, nor do they get objective opinions or studies from a public advocate (the government’s professional planners are known to NOT represent the public interest – in fact, commissioners are supposed to act as a watchdog on government). Yes, commissioners DO hear from a few citizens of unknown motivation and expertise who are able to take a day off work to testify. But since these individuals do not bring “studies” (with explicitly-stated assumptions, etc.), it’s always unclear how much weight to give to their testimony. Moreover, commissioners are acutely aware of their impossible double role of judge AND advocate, bend over backwards to give the appearance of objectivity, and thereby nearly-always give the benefit of the doubt to the developer. A good analogy for our present system is a trial composed of a “defendant” (the public), a “prosecutor” (the developer), and a “judge” (elected officials or commissioners.) The public has NO professional advocate and there is no trial by jury. Moreover, the judge frequently accepts gifts from – and takes the advice of – the prosecutor (the developer’s lobbyists). No one would argue that the defendant could ever get a fair trial with a legal system like this! Our Founders assumed that since economic growth was always the best way to solve social problems, the public didn’t need a professional advocate to ever question special interests. The point here is that our government was specifically designed to rely on perpetual economic growth to solve social problems and maintain public order. The political system is self-reinforcing and literally out of human control. When economic growth becomes impossible – as thermodynamics tells us it must – then our present form of government becomes impossible too

Must act now – can’t get stuck in a time of two ages
Ophuls 98
[William, Commissioned officer in the United States Coast Guard and as a Foreign Service Officer with the Department of State in D.C. and at the American Embassies in Abidjan, Ivory Coast and Tokyo, Japan. Received his doctorate in political science for Yale University “The Politics of Scarcity” Ecology and the Politics of Scarcity, W. H. Freeman and Company pg xx]
/Moreover, the fact is that we are in a distressing predicament, and ray purpose is to make this inescapably plain. We seem to confront an array of tragic choices: business-as-usual is becoming impossible and intolerable, yet all the immediately available political alternatives appear unworkable, un- 1 palatable, or downright repugnant. Let me state quite clearly that I take no delight in my conclusions, and I ccrtainly did not set out to reach them. I can now regard them with some measure of dispassion only because Icon- fronted and dealt with my own distress as I wrote the original draft. In the process, I came to see that the import of my conclusions was not as grim as I had thought. In any change in the human condition, something is lost—but something is gained too. As Hermann Hesse put it in Steppenwolf, Every age, every culture, every custom and tradition has its own character, its own weakness and its own strength, its beauties and ugliness; accepts certain sufferings as matters of course, puts up patiently with certain cviis. Human life is reduced to real suffering, to hell, only when two ages, two cultures and religions overlap. . . . Now there are times when a whole generation is caught in this way between two ages, two modes of life, with the consequence that it loses all power to understand itself and has no standard, no security, no simple acquiescence. As I see it, the only wav out of the hellish suffering of the transition is to construct the new age as rapidly as possible, so that we are no longer caught "between two ages." The first step is to acknowledge our distress and understand its roots; only then can we begin to to grapple constructively with the task of transition. Thus my purpose is not to spread doom and gloom, but to promote a constructive response to the crisis.





Value to life, etc don’t make sense in the context of scarcity – lifeboat ethics turns and outweighs their feel-good impacts
Elliott and Lamm, 2 - *Emeritus Associate Professor of Philosophy at the University of Florida and **former Governor of Colorado, Professor at the University of Denver, Executive Director of the University of Denver’s Center for Public Policy and Contemporary Issues
(Herschel and Richard D, “A Moral Code for a Finite World,” The Chronicle Review, Volume 49, Issue 12, Page B0, The Chronicle of Higher Education, November 15, 2002, http://chronicle.com/free/v49/i12/12b00701.htm)

What if global warming is a reality, and expanding human activity is causing irreparable harm to the ecosystem? What if the demands of a growing human population and an expanding global economy are causing our oceans to warm up, our ice caps to melt, our supply of edible fish to decrease, our rain forests to disappear, our coral reefs to die, our soils to be eroded, our air and water to be polluted, and our weather to include a growing number of floods and droughts? What if it is sheer hubris to believe that our species can grow without limits? What if the finite nature of the earth's resources imposes limits on what human beings can morally do? What if our present moral code is ecologically unsustainable?  A widely cited article from the journal Science gives us one answer. Garrett Hardin's "The Tragedy of the Commons" (1968) demonstrated that when natural resources are held in common -- freely available to everyone for the taking -- the incentives that normally direct human activity lead people to steadily increase their exploitation of the resources until they are inadequate to meet human needs. The exploiters generally do not intend to cause any harm; they are merely taking care of their own needs, or those of others in want. Nevertheless, the entire system moves inexorably to disaster. Everyone in the world shares in the resulting tragedy of the commons.  Today, our standard of living, our economic system, and the political stability of our planet all require the increasing use of energy and natural resources. In addition, much of our political, economic, and social thinking assumes a continuous expansion of economic activity, with little or no restraint on our use of resources. We all feel entitled to grow richer every year. Social justice requires an expanding pie to share with those who are less fortunate. Progress is growth; the economies of developed nations require steady increases in consumption.  What if such a scenario is unsustainable? What if we need an ethics for a finite world, an ethics of the commons?  It is not important that you agree with the premise. What is important is that you help debate the alternatives. An ethics of the commons would require a change in the criteria by which moral claims are justified.  You may believe that current rates of population growth and economic expansion can go on forever -- but debate with us what alternative ethical theories would arise if they cannot. Our thesis is that any ethical system is mistaken and immoral if its practice would cause an environmental collapse.  Many people assume that moral laws and principles are absolutely certain, that we can know the final moral truth. If moral knowledge is certain, then factual evidence is irrelevant, for it cannot limit or refute what is morally certain.  Our ethics and concepts of human rights have been formulated for a world of a priori reasoning and unchanging conclusions. Kant spoke for that absolutist ethical tradition when he argued that only knowledge that is absolutely certain can justify the slavish obedience that moral law demands. He thought he had found rational grounds to justify the universal and unchanging character of moral law. Moral knowledge, he concluded, is a priori and certain. It tells us, for example, that murder, lying, and stealing are wrong. The fact that those acts may sometimes seem to benefit someone cannot diminish the absolute certainty that they are wrong. Thus, for example, it is a contradiction to state that murder can sometimes be right, for, by its very nature, murder is wrong.  Many human rights are positive rights that involve the exploitation of resources. (Negative rights restrain governments and don't require resources. For example, governments shouldn't restrict our freedom of speech or tell us how to pray.) Wherever in the world a child is born, that child has all the inherent human rights -- including the right to have food, housing, and medical care, which others must provide. When positive rights are accorded equally to everyone, they first allow and then support constant growth, of both population and the exploitation of natural resources.  That leads to a pragmatic refutation of the belief that moral knowledge is certain and infallible. If a growing population faces a scarcity of resources, then an ethics of universal human rights with equality and justice for all will fail. Those who survive will inevitably live by a different ethics.  Once the resources necessary to satisfy all human needs become insufficient, our options will be bracketed by two extremes. One is to ration resources so that everyone may share the inadequate supplies equally and justly.  The other is to have people act like players in a game of musical chairs. In conditions of scarcity, there will be more people than chairs, so some people will be left standing when the music stops. Some -- the self-sacrificing altruists -- will refuse to take the food that others need, and so will perish. Others, however, will not play by the rules. Rejecting the ethics of a universal and unconditional moral law, they will fight to get the resources they and their children need to live.  Under neither extreme, nor all the options in between, does it make sense to analyze the problem through the lens of human rights. The flaw in an ethical system of universal human rights, unqualified moral obligations, and equal justice for all can be stated in its logically simplest form: If to try to live by those principles under conditions of scarcity causes it to be impossible to live at all, then the practice of that ethics will cease. Scarcity renders such formulations useless and ultimately causes such an ethics to become extinct.  We have described not a world that we want to see, but one that we fear might come to be. Humans cannot have a moral duty to deliver the impossible, or to supply something if the act of supplying it harms the ecosystem to the point where life on earth becomes unsustainable. Moral codes, no matter how logical and well reasoned, and human rights, no matter how compassionate, must make sense within the limitations of the ecosystem; we cannot disregard the factual consequences of our ethics. If acting morally compromises the ecosystem, then moral behavior must be rethought. Ethics cannot demand a level of resource use that the ecosystem cannot tolerate.  The consequences of human behavior change as the population grows. Most human activities have a point of moral reversal, before which they may cause great benefit and little harm, but after which they may cause so much harm as to overwhelm their benefits. Here are a few representative examples, the first of which is often cited when considering Garrett Hardin's work: In a nearly empty lifeboat, rescuing a drowning shipwreck victim causes benefit: It saves the life of the victim, and it adds another person to help manage the boat. But in a lifeboat loaded to the gunwales, rescuing another victim makes the boat sink and causes only harm: Everyone drowns. When the number of cars on a road is small, traveling by private car is a great convenience to all. But as the cars multiply, a point of reversal occurs: The road now contains so many cars that such travel is inconvenient. The number of private cars may increase to the point where everyone comes to a halt. Thus, in some conditions, car travel benefits all. In other conditions, car travel makes it impossible for anyone to move. It can also pump so much carbon dioxide into the atmosphere that it alters the world's climate.  Economic growth can be beneficial when land, fuel, water, and other needed resources are abundant. But it becomes harmful when those resources become scarce, or when exploitation causes ecological collapse. Every finite environment has a turning point, at which further economic growth would produce so much trash and pollution that it would change from producing benefit to causing harm. After that point is reached, additional growth only increases scarcity and decreases overall productivity. In conditions of scarcity, economic growth has a negative impact.  Every environment is finite. Technology can extend but not eliminate limits. An acre of land can support only a few mature sugar maples; only so many radishes can grow in a five-foot row of dirt. Similar constraints operate in human affairs. When the population in any environment is small and natural resources plentiful, every additional person increases the welfare of all. As more and more people are added, they need increasingly to exploit the finite resources of the environment. At a certain point, the members of an increasing population become so crowded that they stop benefiting each other; by damaging the environment that supports everyone, by limiting the space available to each person, and by increasing the amount of waste and pollution, their activity begins to cause harm. That is, population growth changes from good to bad. And if the population continues to expand, its material demands may so severely damage the environment as to cause a tragedy of the commons -- the collapse of both environment and society. 

Their ethics link to the DA and cause extinction
Rohe, 6 – J.D, Board of Directors of the Federation for American Immigration Reform
(John F, “Book Review of "Ethics for a Finite World" by Herschel Elliott,” The Social Contract Journal, Volume 16, Number 2, Winter 2005-2006, http://www.thesocialcontract.com/artman2/publish/tsc1602/article_1381.shtml) 
Conventional ethics are enshrined in the United Nations' "universal human rights." The rights mandate is self-perpetuating as long as the biological web is accommodating. The mandate, however, bears no relationship to an ecosystem's ability to offer support. Rights are unrelated to the cause of hardship. In a world of abundance, the U.N. ethics offer a rational framework. Amid scarcity, however, universal human rights become a recipe for desperation and extinction. The ethic turns on itself. It devours its subjects. Elliot's ethical analysis exposes human vulnerability. As scarcities expand, universal human rights assure universal human collapse. Unqualified aid to overpopulated regions, for example, subsidizes overpopulation, the very cause of hardship. Unqualified aid and a growth ethic divorces responsibility for overpopulation from responsibility for remedial measures. In time, the ethic inflicts dispassionate cruelty. It conflicts with biological standards of decency. Nevertheless, it comports with the U.N.'s ethical mandate. Every species tests the carrying capacity of its niche in the ecosystem. To breach the carrying capacity is to enroll in a hazardous Darwinian experiment. Striking a responsible biological balance might not be humanity's preferred choice, but it is an ungovernable reality. Natural systems will be the final arbiter. Rules in this domain are unappealable. Elliott proffers an ethical system based less on human hopes and more on biological realities. Biological imperatives clash with Western notions of how things ought to be. Elliott reminds us of Vice President Cheney's mantra "Our lifestyle is not negotiable." Perhaps Cheney has never negotiated with vanishing fossil fuel reserves. Manmade laws are not necessarily reconcilable with the laws of nature. Yogi Berra concludes "Nature bats last." Our growth ethic has been assuaged by the fortuitous discovery of abundant resources. Blinded by the dizzying treasure trove of resources and fossil fuels, we have been lulled into a human-centered ethical system. The endowment, however, remains finite. As limits are approached, the momentum of unchecked growth (in human numbers or consumption) is destined to be arrested.
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Their choice to abandon scientific claim in this instance justifies larger skepticism of science

Bloom and Weisberg, 2007, Paul,  psychologist at Yale University and the author of Descartes' Baby, and Deena,  doctoral candidate in psychology at Yale University, “ WHY DO SOME PEOPLE RESIST SCIENCE?” http://www.edge.org/3rd_culture/bloom07/bloom07_index.html, KHaze 
In sum, the developmental data suggest that resistance to science will arise in children when scientific claims clash with early emerging, intuitive expectations. This resistance will persist through adulthood if the scientific claims are contested within a society, and will be especially strong if there is a non-scientific alternative that is rooted in common sense and championed by people who are taken as reliable and trustworthy. This is the current situation in the United States with regard to the central tenets of neuroscience and of evolutionary biology. These clash with intuitive beliefs about the immaterial nature of the soul and the purposeful design of humans and other animals — and, in the United States, these intuitive beliefs are particularly likely to be endorsed and transmitted by trusted religious and political authorities. Hence these are among the domains where Americans' resistance to science is the strongest. We should stress that this failure to defer to scientists in these domains does not necessarily reflect stupidity, ignorance, or malice. In fact, some skepticism toward scientific authority is clearly rational. Scientists have personal biases due to ego or ambition—no reasonable person should ever believe all the claims made in a grant proposal. There are also political and moral biases, particularly in social science research dealing with contentious issues such as the long-term effects of being raised by gay parents or the explanation for gender differences in SAT scores. It would be naïve to ignore all this, and someone who accepted all "scientific" information would be a patsy. The problem is exaggerated when scientists or scientific organizations try to use their authority to make proclamations about controversial social issues. People who disagree with what scientists have to say about these issues might reasonably infer that it is not safe to defer to them more generally. But this rejection of science would be mistaken in the end. The community of scientists has a legitimate claim to trustworthiness that other social institutions, such as religions and political movements, lack. The structure of scientific inquiry involves procedures, such as experiments and open debate, that are strikingly successful at revealing truths about the world. All other things being equal, a rational person is wise to defer to a geologist about the age of the earth rather than to a priest or to a politician. Given the role of trust in social learning, it is particularly worrying that national surveys reflect a general decline in the extent to which people trust scientists. To end on a practical note, then, one way to combat resistance to science is to persuade children and adults that the institute of science is, for the most part, worthy of trust. 
Debates about science and facts based on evidence are key to good policymaking – it allows for empirical checks – absent our framing for policies political groups will manipulate information to control populations and start aggressive wars

Sokal, 2008, Alan, Department of Physics New York University and Department of Mathematics University College London, “What is science and why should we care?” http://www.physics.nyu.edu/sokal/sense_about_science_PUBL.pdf, KHaze

Rather, my concern that public debate be grounded in the best available evidence is, above all else, ethical. To illustrate the connection I have in mind between epistemology and ethics, let me start with a fanciful example: Suppose that the leader of a militarily powerful country believes, sincerely but erroneously, on the basis of flawed “intelligence", that a smaller country possesses threatening weapons of mass destruction; and suppose further that he launches a preemptive war on that basis, killing tens of thousands of innocent civilians as “collateral damage". Aren't he and his supporters ethically culpable for their epistemic sloppiness? I stress that this example is fanciful. All the available evidence suggests that the Bush and Blair administrations first decided to overthrow Saddam Hussein, and then sought a publicly presentable pretext, using dubious or even forged “intelligence" to “justify" that pretext and to mislead Congress, Parliament and the public into supporting that war. 34 Which brings me to the last, and in my opinion most dangerous, set of adversaries of the evidence-based worldview in the contemporary world: namely, propagandists, public-relations, hacks and spin doctors, along with the politicians and corporations who employ them - in short, all those whose goal is not to analyze honestly the evidence for and against a particular policy, but is simply to manipulate the public into reaching a predetermined conclusion by whatever technique will work, however dishonest or fraudulent.



The 1ac deployment of the term ALREADY had an effect – it framed the rest of the debate – any link is not solved by the permutation
.
Jackson 05 Richard Jackson, Lecturer in Politics @ University of Manchester, 2k5 “Language Power and Politics: Critical Discourse Analysis and the War on Terrorism,” 49th Parallel: An Interdisciplinary Journal of North American Studies, Spring, http://www.49thparallel.bham.ac.uk/back/issue15/jackson1.htm
	
[bookmark: _ednref5][bookmark: _ednref6][bookmark: _ednref7]There are both ontological and normative reasons why a critical analysis of the discourse of the ‘war on terrorism’ is urgently called for. Ontologically, as a number of important works have reminded us,[5] political reality is a social construct, manufactured through discursive practices and shared systems of meaning. Language does not simply reflect reality, it actually co-constitutes it. As a consequence, a fully informed understanding of the current global ‘war on terrorism’ is unattainable in the absence of a critical deconstruction of the official language of counter-terrorism. From a normative viewpoint, the enactment of any large-scale project of political violence—such as war or counter-terrorism—requires a significant degree of political and social consensus and consensus is not possible without language. The process of inducing consent—of normalising the practice of counter-terrorist war—requires more than just propaganda or so-called ‘public diplomacy’; it actually requires the construction of a whole new language, or a kind of public narrative, that manufactures approval while simultaneously suppressing individual doubts and wider political protest. To put it another way, power is a social phenomenon and constantly needs to be legitimated; language is the medium of legitimation.[6] Thus, the deployment of language by politicians is an exercise of power and without rigorous public interrogation and critical examination, unchecked power inevitably becomes abusive. This is never truer than during times of national crisis when the authorities assume enhanced powers to deal with perceived threats. Academics that live within a relatively open society have a normative responsibility to act as constructive critics and to challenge the lies and obfuscations of government; this is critical for the strengthening of civil society.[7] Alarmingly, the abuse of state power under the banner of the ‘war on terrorism’ is already well advanced—from the unconstitutional powers to try ‘enemy combatants’ in secret trials to the manipulation of intelligence information about Iraq and the unconstitutional violation of civil liberties in America, Britain and elsewhere. The systematic and institutionalised abuse of Iraqi prisoners first exposed in April 2004 is a direct consequence of the language used by senior administration officials: conceiving of terrorist suspects as ‘evil’, ‘inhuman’ and ‘faceless enemies of freedom’ (and with hoods on they really are faceless) creates an atmosphere where abuses become normalised and tolerated. There is therefore, an ethical duty to cross examine and scrutinise the language of political leaders, to challenge what they say, rather than just passively and uncritically absorb it or reproduce it in academic discourse. 

our language shapes our reality as soon as we use it

Arieli 84 Prof History Hebrew Univ [Yehoshua, "History as Reality," Images and Reality in International Politics, p. 58-59 ]

All expressions and dimensions of human life are permeated and shaped by representations (Vorstellungen,) ideas, conceptions beliefs purposes and ages that transform the basic and recurrent biological and psychological needs and behavior patterns into a world dominated by meanings and mental constructs, images and symbols. They are constituent parts of human reality. We can neither conceive nor understand the individual and society unless we relate to mental constructs and images inherent in their make-up. The units comprising social reality are conscious agents, a myriad of wills, minds, mentalities and behavior patterns held together by semiconscious and conscious relations that contain structures of meanings and images of a meta- natural world. The way to understand this world is by understanding its language and forms of communication; by analyzing the intentions, motives, conceptions and purposes embodied in actions, Institutions and patterns of behavior, as well as the nature and the logic of the relations between individuals and groups; by taking account of material, social and mental resources organized for the satisfaction of needs and the employment of power While images and representations of nature cannot influence or change nature unless an action taken is based on a correct understanding of its structure, images about nature or the human world can change human reality irrespective of their truth value, as soon as they are translated into actions and patterns of behavior and gain power over the minds of men [people]
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