heg
They have conceded a uniqueness argument—clings to social status are INEVITABLE even if heg collapses
Their wolforth indicts don’t interact with THIS level of the argument—culimination sociological and psychological research says humans will inevitably cling to status

This turns the interventionist wars arguments because it means we will inevitably lash out to pursue hegemony—our collina ev supplements this, the decline of hegemony through 
[bookmark: _GoBack]American military intervention and engagement is inevitable- there is no alternative in dominant political discourse- checks Russia, China, and Iran
Dorfman ’12 (Zach Dorfman, Zach Dorfman is assistant editor of Ethics & International Affairs, the journal of the Carnegie Council, and co-editor of the Montreal Review, an online magazine of books, art, and culture, “What We Talk About When We Talk About Isolationism”, http://dissentmagazine.org/online.php?id=605, May 18, 2012, LEQ)
	
The rise of China notwithstanding, the United States remains the world’s sole superpower. Its military (and, to a considerable extent, political) hegemony extends not just over North America or even the Western hemisphere, but also Europe, large swaths of Asia, and Africa. Its interests are global; nothing is outside its potential sphere of influence. There are an estimated 660 to 900 American military bases in roughly forty countries worldwide, although figures on the matter are notoriously difficult to ascertain, largely because of subterfuge on the part of the military. According to official data there are active-duty U.S. military personnel in 148 countries, or over 75 percent of the world’s states. The United States checks Russian power in Europe and Chinese power in South Korea and Japan and Iranian power in Iraq, Afghanistan, and Turkey. In order to maintain a frigid peace between Israel and Egypt, the American government hands the former $2.7 billion in military aid every year, and the latter $1.3 billion. It also gives Pakistan more than $400 million dollars in military aid annually (not including counterinsurgency operations, which would drive the total far higher), Jordan roughly $200 million, and Colombia over $55 million. U.S. long-term military commitments are also manifold. It is one of the five permanent members of the UN Security Council, the only institution legally permitted to sanction the use of force to combat “threats to international peace and security.” In 1949 the United States helped found NATO, the first peacetime military alliance extending beyond North and South America in U.S. history, which now has twenty-eight member states. The United States also has a trilateral defense treaty with Australia and New Zealand, and bilateral mutual defense treaties with Japan, Taiwan, the Philippines, and South Korea. It is this sort of reach that led Madeleine Albright to call the United States the sole “indispensible power” on the world stage. The idea that global military dominance and political hegemony is in the U.S. national interest—and the world’s interest—is generally taken for granted domestically. Opposition to it is limited to the libertarian Right and anti-imperialist Left, both groups on the margins of mainstream political discourse. Today, American supremacy is assumed rather than argued for: in an age of tremendous political division, it is a bipartisan first principle of foreign policy, a presupposition. In this area at least, one wishes for a little less agreement. In Promise and Peril: America at the Dawn of a Global Age, Christopher McKnight Nichols provides an erudite account of a period before such a consensus existed, when ideas about America’s role on the world stage were fundamentally contested. As this year’s presidential election approaches, each side will portray the difference between the candidates’ positions on foreign policy as immense. Revisiting Promise and Peril shows us just how narrow the American worldview has become, and how our public discourse has become narrower still. Nichols focuses on the years between 1890 and 1940, during America’s initial ascent as a global power. He gives special attention to the formative debates surrounding the Spanish-American War, U.S. entry into the First World War, and potential U.S. membership in the League of Nations—debates that were constitutive of larger battles over the nature of American society and its fragile political institutions and freedoms. During this period, foreign and domestic policy were often linked as part of a cohesive political vision for the country. Nichols illustrates this through intellectual profiles of some of the period’s most influential figures, including senators Henry Cabot Lodge and William Borah, socialist leader Eugene Debs, philosopher and psychologist William James, journalist Randolph Bourne, and the peace activist Emily Balch. Each of them interpreted isolationism and internationalism in distinct ways, sometimes deploying the concepts more for rhetorical purposes than as cornerstones of a particular worldview. Today, isolationism is often portrayed as intellectually bankrupt, a redoubt for idealists, nationalists, xenophobes, and fools. Yet the term now used as a political epithet has deep roots in American political culture. Isolationist principles can be traced back to George Washington’s farewell address, during which he urged his countrymen to steer clear of “foreign entanglements” while actively seeking nonbinding commercial ties. (Whether economic commitments do in fact entail political commitments is another matter.) Thomas Jefferson echoed this sentiment when he urged for “commerce with all nations, [and] alliance with none.” Even the Monroe Doctrine, in which the United States declared itself the regional hegemon and demanded noninterference from European states in the Western hemisphere, was often viewed as a means of isolating the United States from Europe and its messy alliance system. In Nichols’s telling, however, modern isolationism was born from the debates surrounding the Spanish-American War and the U.S. annexation of the Philippines. Here isolationism began to take on a much more explicitly anti-imperialist bent. Progressive isolationists such as William James found U.S. policy in the Philippines—which it had “liberated” from Spanish rule just to fight a bloody counterinsurgency against Philippine nationalists—anathema to American democratic traditions and ideas about national self-determination. As Promise and Peril shows, however, “cosmopolitan isolationists” like James never called for “cultural, economic, or complete political separation from the rest of the world.” Rather, they wanted the United States to engage with other nations peacefully and without pretensions of domination. They saw the United States as a potential force for good in the world, but they also placed great value on neutrality and non-entanglement, and wanted America to focus on creating a more just domestic order. James’s anti-imperialism was directly related to his fear of the effects of “bigness.” He argued forcefully against all concentrations of power, especially those between business, political, and military interests. He knew that such vested interests would grow larger and more difficult to control if America became an overseas empire. Others, such as “isolationist imperialist” Henry Cabot Lodge, the powerful senator from Massachusetts, argued that fighting the Spanish-American War and annexing the Philippines were isolationist actions to their core. First, banishing the Spanish from the Caribbean comported with the Monroe Doctrine; second, adding colonies such as the Philippines would lead to greater economic growth without exposing the United States to the vicissitudes of outside trade. Prior to the Spanish-American War, many feared that the American economy’s rapid growth would lead to a surplus of domestic goods and cause an economic disaster. New markets needed to be opened, and the best way to do so was to dominate a given market—that is, a country—politically. Lodge’s defense of this “large policy” was public and, by today’s standards, quite bald. Other proponents of this policy included Teddy Roosevelt (who also believed that war was good for the national character) and a significant portion of the business class. For Lodge and Roosevelt, “isolationism” meant what is commonly referred to today as “unilateralism”: the ability for the United States to do what it wants, when it wants. Other “isolationists” espoused principles that we would today call internationalist. Randolph Bourne, a precocious journalist working for the New Republic, passionately opposed American entry into the First World War, much to the detriment of his writing career. He argued that hypernationalism would cause lasting damage to the American social fabric. He was especially repulsed by wartime campaigns to Americanize immigrants. Bourne instead envisioned a “transnational America”: a place that, because of its distinct cultural and political traditions and ethnic diversity, could become an example to the rest of the world. Its respect for plurality at home could influence other countries by example, but also by allowing it to mediate international disputes without becoming a party to them. Bourne wanted an America fully engaged with the world, but not embroiled in military conflicts or alliances. This was also the case for William Borah, the progressive Republican senator from Idaho. Borah was an agrarian populist and something of a Jeffersonian: he believed axiomatically in local democracy and rejected many forms of federal encroachment. He was opposed to extensive immigration, but not “anti-immigrant.” Borah thought that America was strengthened by its complex ethnic makeup and that an imbalance tilted toward one group or another would have deleterious effects. But it is his famously isolationist foreign policy views for which Borah is best known. As Nichols writes: He was consistent in an anti-imperialist stance against U.S. domination abroad; yet he was ambivalent in cases involving what he saw as involving obvious national interest….He also without fail argued that any open-ended military alliances were to be avoided at all costs, while arguing that to minimize war abroad as well as conflict at home should always be a top priority for American politicians. Borah thus cautiously supported entry into the First World War on national interest grounds, but also led a group of senators known as “the irreconcilables” in their successful effort to prevent U.S. entry into the League of Nations. His paramount concern was the collective security agreement in the organization’s charter: he would not assent to a treaty that stipulated that the United States would be obligated to intervene in wars between distant powers where the country had no serious interest at stake. Borah possessed an alternative vision for a more just and pacific international order. Less than a decade after he helped scuttle American accession to the League, he helped pass the Kellogg-Briand Pact (1928) in a nearly unanimous Senate vote. More than sixty states eventually became party to the pact, which outlawed war between its signatories and required them to settle their disputes through peaceful means. Today, realists sneer at the idealism of Kellogg-Briand, but the Senate was aware of the pact’s limitations and carved out clear exceptions for cases of national defense. Some supporters believed that, if nothing else, the law would help strengthen an emerging international norm against war. (Given what followed, this seems like a sad exercise in wish-fulfillment.) Unlike the League of Nations charter, the treaty faced almost no opposition from the isolationist bloc in the Senate, since it did not require the United States to enter into a collective security agreement or abrogate its sovereignty. This was a kind of internationalism Borah and his irreconcilables could proudly support. The United States today looks very different from the country in which Borah, let alone William James, lived, both domestically (where political and civil freedoms have been extended to women, African Americans, and gays and lesbians) and internationally (with its leading role in many global institutions). But different strains of isolationism persist. Newt Gingrich has argued for a policy of total “energy independence” (in other words, domestic drilling) while fulminating against President Obama for “bowing” to the Saudi king. While recently driving through an agricultural region of rural Colorado, I saw a giant roadside billboard calling for American withdrawal from the UN. Yet in the last decade, the Republican Party, with the partial exception of its Ron Paul/libertarian faction, has veered into such a belligerent unilateralism that its graybeards—one of whom, Senator Richard Lugar of Indiana, just lost a primary to a far-right challenger partly because of his reasonableness on foreign affairs—were barely able to ensure Senate ratification of a key nuclear arms reduction treaty with Russia. Many of these same people desire a unilateral war with Iran. And it isn’t just Republicans. Drone attacks have intensified in Yemen, Pakistan, and elsewhere under the Obama administration. Massive troop deployments continue unabated. We spend over $600 billion dollars a year on our military budget; the next largest is China’s, at “only” around $100 billion. Administrations come and go, but the national security state appears here to stay.

US predominance key to facilitating global governance.  We control uniqueness for every source of global conflict 
Larson & Shevchenko 10 – Professor of Political Science @ UCLA & Professor of Political Science @ CSU - Fullerton. [Welch Larson & Alexei Shevchenko, “Status Seekers: Chinese and Russian Responses to U.S. Primacy,” International Security, Vol. 34, No. 4 (Spring 2010), pp. 63–95]

The United States needs Chinese and Russian assistance to curb proliferation of WMD, control terrorism, maintain stable energy supplies, and stabilize Eurasia. China and Russia have permanent seats on the United Nations (UN) Security Council, allowing them to veto resolutions authorizing intervention or sanctions against would-be proliferators or aggressors. China and Russia also have political ties with Iran and North Korea that could make them useful intermediaries. Because of its economic aid and geographic proximity, China is an essential interlocutor with North Korea; Russia is a major arms supplier and economic partner with Iran. Russia has thousands of nuclear weapons and tons of nuclear materials, both coveted by rogue states and terrorist groups. As the second-largest oil exporter and the holder of the world’s largest gas reserves, Russia can affect global energy supplies and prices. Russia could provide help as a transit route for U.S. military supplies and source of intelligence for the U.S. effort to stabilize Afghanistan. As the dominant power in Central Asia, Russia can assist in maintaining stability in this energy-rich region, an area that is increasingly important to China as well. The United States needs to work with China to stabilize security relationships in the Asia-Pacific region, head off regional rivalries, and prevent dangerous conflict resulting from a North Korean implosion. 
Scholars have debated whether future Chinese and Russian foreign policies will contribute to global stability.6 Both states have been reluctant to agree to tough sanctions on North Korea and Iran to stop their nuclear programs.7 As China’s consumption of energy has grown, Beijing has been actively competing for control of energy resources around the world, sometimes in rogue states such as Burma, Iran, and Sudan.8 China has used the growing wealth of its economy to modernize its military, increasing its ability to coerce Taiwan or seize disputed territory in the East and South China Seas.9 Russia has been trying to exert influence over the post-Soviet space by such means as cutting off the supply of oil and gas,10 and most dramatically, its August 2008 incursion into Georgia followed by recognition of the breakaway republics Abkhazia and South Ossetia.11 Both China and Russia have sold arms to objectionable regimes such as Burma, Iran, Syria, and Venezuela.12 pg. 65-66
Securing Chinese and Russian cooperation requires understanding the objectives and logic of their grand strategies and devising effective policies to achieve that goal. In what follows, we demonstrate that despite apparent shifts and turns, Chinese and Russian foreign policies since the end of the Cold War have been motivated by a consistent objective—to restore both countries’ great power status. We argue that China and Russia will be more likely to participate in global governance if the United States can find ways to recognize their distinctive status and identities.
For insights into the role of status in international politics, we draw on social identity theory (SIT), which explores how social groups strive to achieve a positively distinctive identity.14 When a group’s identity is no longer favorable, it may pursue one of several strategies: social mobility, social competition, or social creativity. Social mobility emulates the values and practices of the higher-status group with the goal of gaining admission into elite clubs. Social competition tries to equal or surpass the dominant group in the area on which its claims to superior status rest. Finally, social creativity reframes a negative attribute as positive or stresses achievement in a different domain. Applied to international relations, SIT suggests that states may improve their status by joining elite clubs, trying to best the dominant states, or achieving preeminence outside the arena of geopolitical competition.15
We apply a theoretical framework based on SIT to case studies of changes in Chinese and Russian grand strategy since the end of the Cold War as a plausibility probe.16 Our study indicates that China and Russia initially sought great power status through partial acceptance of Western capitalist norms but were denied integration into eliteWestern clubs. Both states turned to more competitive policies but did not enhance their relative standing. Rather than adjust to the U.S.-led liberal democratic system, China and Russia sought to develop new, more positive images by contributing to global governance while maintaining distinctive identities. China has been remarkably successful in changing other states’ perceptions of its identity, whereas Russia’s cooperation was largely taken for granted. Russia’s foreign policy is currently in a transitional phase with some elements of social competition.
Our case studies suggest that the desire for greater status may motivate rising powers to take on more responsibility for maintaining world order. For this outcome to occur, the dominant power, the United States, must offer recognition of the rising state’s more positive identity and status. Overall U.S. predominance allows the United States to recognize other countries’ achievements and contributions in the area of global governance without detracting from its own status. Use of status incentives should receive greater consideration as a tool of global governance.
We begin by discussing the basic propositions of SIT, showing why groups are motivated to achieve positive distinctiveness. We then elaborate and conceptualize the SIT typology of identity management strategies, providing applications to international relations. This theoretical framework is then used to explain major shifts in Chinese and Russian grand strategy since the end of the Cold War, and especially the adoption of more cooperative policies. The conclusion identifies contributions of SIT to understanding otherwise puzzling Chinese and Russian behavior. Pg. 66-68  //1ac
Wohlforth is a fantastic answer to multipolarity- status competition

Multipolarity increases the risk of war among proximate rivals.  Kagan is the impact 
Layne 97 – Professor and Chair in Intelligence and National Security @ Texas A&M University [Christopher Layne, “From preponderance to offshore balancing.,” International Security; Summer97, Vol. 22 Issue 1, p86//EBSCOhost]

The strategy of preponderance assumes that multipolar systems are unstable. As a generalization this may be true, but instability does not affect all states equally. Preponderance's advocates fail to consider geography's differential effects. An offshore balancing strategy, however, would account explicitly for geography's impact on grand strategy. Insular great powers are substantially less likely to be affected by instability than are states that face geographically proximate rivals. Hence the United States could effectively insulate itself from the future great power wars likely to be caused by power transition effects. Because of the interlocking effects of geography, nuclear weapons (which enhance insularity's strategic advantages), and formidable military and economic capabilities, the United States is virtually impregnable against direct attack. The risk of conflict, and the possible exposure of the American homeland to attack, derive directly from the overseas commitments mandated by preponderance's expansive definition of U.S. interests.

There will be preventative great power wars in the transition.  We just have to win is that the US will fight to preserve its status.  That’s the 1ac Wholforth & Goldstein ev.
Layne 09 – Professor and Chair in Intelligence and National Security @ Texas A&M University [Christopher Layne, “America’s Middle East grand strategy after Iraq: the moment for offshore balancing has Arrived,” Review of International Studies (2009), 35, 5–25]

Some primacists believe that the US is immune to being counter-balanced because, as the only great power in a ‘unipolar’ system, it is so much more powerful than its nearest possible competitors.4 Yet, recent studies by the CIA offer compelling evidence that by 2020 the era of America’s unipolar ascendancy will be drawing to a close as new poles of power in the international system approach the US share of world power.5 And, of course, growing apprehensions about the military, as well as economic, implications of China’s rapid ascent are – at the very least – an implicit acknowledgment that the days of unchallenged US dominance in world affairs are numbered. Offshore balancers believe the US must adjust to incipient multipolarity because they understand that – unless the US is prepared to fight an unending series of preventive wars – new great powers inevitably will emerge in the next decade or two. Pg. 8-9 

Cp
Scientific consensus is on our side – no intelligent life beyond earth
Financial Times 2k (Clive Cookson and Victoria Griffith, “Our Odyssey ends here: Man’s quest for self-discovery is at a dead-end with the acceptance that we are alone in space”, December 30, L/N)

Yet, since the film was first shown in 1968, scientific opinion has gradually shifted away from the belief in smart aliens. Where science moves, the public usually follows. This may seem an odd statement, considering the number of recent media reports about extraterrestrial life. Signs of water on Mars and Europa, a moon of Jupiter, have encouraged speculation about alien creatures. Yet the type of life astronomers talk about these days is "dumb", not intelligent. The great hope of Nasa's Mars missions is to find evidence of microbes, living or dead. Martian bacteria would certainly be an important find, but they are a big step down from the little green men of earthlings' imagination. Even veterans of SETI, as the Search for Extraterrestrial Intelligence is known, are beginning to sound more sceptical. Frank Drake, chairman of the SETI Institute in California, has dreamt of discovering life on other planets for 40 years. Every day, he and his colleagues attempt to pick up radio signals from other planets. Every day, they go home empty-handed. "There may be no complex organisms out there," says Drake. "The chances of tool-bearing organisms who could send out a signal are even more remote. There is intelligent life in the oceans, for example, but the whales and dolphins wouldn't be able to communicate with another planet." Astronomers' growing scepticism about intelligent life on other planets is fuelled partly by changes in thinking about Darwin's theory of evolution. Kubrick dedicates the first quarter of 2001 to a segment called "The Dawn of Man". The movie explores the notion that alien intervention 4m years ago transformed apes from vegetarian victims into tool-bearing carnivores, kick-starting their evolution into human beings. While the film's notion of evolutionary "progress" is vague, Kubrick's Dawn of Man sequence reflects the famous Darwinian idea that apes gradually became more upright and more intelligent until they turned into modern homo sapiens. This view allows humans to see themselves at the pinnacle of the evolutionary tree - so far. Who knows what kind of superior beings may lie on the evolutionary path ahead? Just a few years after the movie's debut, however, a new twist on Darwinism radically altered this view. In 1972 palaeontologist Stephen Jay Gould and his colleague Niles Eldredge developed the theory of "punctuated equilibria", according to which the most important evolutionary changes are not a gradual progression but radical and swift. Research in geology and palaeontology since then has emphasised the random nature of such biological shifts. Species are formed not by the movement to greatness but by a series of "accidents". If the evolutionary tape were to be rewound a thousand times, nothing like human beings would appear again. Had the dinosaurs not been wiped out by a cataclysmic event, mammals would have been a mere footnote in the evolutionary bible. And if human beings are merely an "accident" - a small twig on the evolutionary tree, as Gould likes to say - then the likelihood that creatures like ourselves would exist on other planets seems very remote indeed. At the same time, some astronomers say the conditions in which intelligent life evolved on Earth are extra-ordinary enough to make it likely that we are alone in our galaxy, if not in the universe. In their influential book Rare Earth (Springer, Pounds 17), Peter Ward and Donald Brownlee of the University of Washington list the factors that make Earth so special: Its distance from the sun has ensured the existence of liquid water for 3.5bn years. It has the right mass to retain atmosphere and oceans. Plate tectonics built land masses. Jupiter, its giant neighbour, has protected Earth from too many life-extinguishing collisions with asteroids and comets, while allowing a few to punctuate the evolutionary equili-brium. Its orbit around the sun is stable. There is enough carbon to support life but not to allow runaway greenhouse heating. Radiation levels promote genetic change without causing lethal damage.
Condo Bad 1AR

Conditionality is a voting issue otherwise it becomes a no risk option for the negative 

Our offense—

-Affirmative time and strategy skew.  Condo spreads out the 2ac, allows the block to go for the undercovered argument -- leads to a race to the bottom. Condo prevents the aff from reading offense against counterplans.  —only their world allows the propensity for no-penalty contradictions.  Things like the cap k and the privatization cp


--Advocacy skills.  Argumentative consistency is a valuable skill.  It is a requirement for writing papers, political advocacy, in-class arguments and any debate besides multiple-condo debates.  Multiple-condo teaches the neg to only capitalize on strategic undercoverings.  Most neg arguments are only about the aff's advocacy skills, but really ignore what conditionality teaches for the negative.  

--Judge's job to correct structural inequities.  the judge needs to protect the affirmative because they have a ton of advs.  They get: generics, kritiks that moot the 1ac, PICS, the private and international cp—limit aff flexibility


Our Defense—
Our interpretation is that they get one conditional option
Their interpretation is always going to be arbitrary and self-serving

(1) Out of round conditionality solves—the negative can test the affirmative from multiple angles in their research and preparation (solves education and BPO)

(2) Multiple debate solve -- the negative will debate SMR 25 times this year.  They can read something different.  This means all of the same research occurs, we learn real world skills of defending from both sides, but we don't need to do it at the same time in the same debate.  

(3) Our interp preserves enough neg ground – we give them negative flexibility—their claims about needing more are self-serving and ignore that aff abuse o/w when you determine if they should get one vs two conditional options.


AT Reject the Argument
Reject the argument not the team doesn't make sense in the context of conditionality.  If the affirmative wins conditionality, it is an impact turn to the idea that simply the argument should be rejected if it's proved insufficient.  


Impact Overview
Their impacts are inevitable—without oil dependence we will engage in imperialist resource wars like Iraq, this is empirically proven- proves we solve the worst forms of securitization
There’s no way the alt resolves this because it doesn’t affect consuming foreign oil
Conceded DA—Mcormack ev from the heg flow proves OUR security is actually productive
AT Consumption Link

Levy evidence says it is inevitable—which is conceded, the alt doesn’t change any of the material structures which currently produce the consumption mindset which means it’s inevitable
This card also works as offense—says that because we have consumed an energy which has damned the environment—we should use production positively (aka the plan) to reverse all the damage we have done
Fossil fuels are inevitably going to be produced (the alt doesn’t solve that) but the plan has the power to solve for the best ecological relationship by solving for warming
None of their consumption authors assume a shift from FF to nuclear energy, they would probably agree with the plan, works as perm solvency
AT Heg Link

They concede all our epistemology claims
1) Anthropological and psychological studies, Wolforth evidence proves humans inevitably pursue power—unipolarity empirically fosters the most amount of peace because it deters competition of powers caused by a vacuum
a. The impact to collapse is apolarity
2) Drezner cites longitudinal empirical analysis, over the past 15 years conflicts have halved—hegemony leads to UN peacekeeping, the spread of democracy, and bandwagoning
3) Kagan—warranted US influence and support is key to the liberal order, without the US there will be authoritarianism and worse instances of structural violence

Neuroscience and evolutionary psychology is real ----- humans are inherently violent

PINKER ‘2 - Harvard College Professor and Johnstone Family Professor in the Department of Psychology at Harvard University, professor emiritus Department of Brain and Cognitive Sciences at MIT (Steven, "The Blank Slate: the Modern Denial of Human Nature", Chapter 20)

The noble savage has also been threatened by findings in the sciences of mind, brain, genes, and evolution. Behavioral genetics has shown that among the heritable traits are having an antagonistic personality, a tendency toward violent crime, and a lack of conscience, or psychopathy. Neuroscience has identified brain mechanisms associated with aggression. And evolutionary psychology and anthropology have underscored the ubiquity of conflict in human affairs, as one would expect from the outcome of a Darwinian process. I’ll give you a couple of examples. The archaeologist Lawrence Keeley has calculated the percentage of male deaths due to warfare in a number of societies—that is, if you’re a man, what are the chances that you will die at the hands of another man, as opposed to passing away of natural causes in your sleep? Among pre-state societies, such as hunter-gatherer and hunter-horticultural societies in the New Guinea highlands and the Amazon rainforest, the figures range from a low of about a 15 percent chance that a man will die at the hands of another man to almost a 60 percent chance. These figures dwarf the corresponding statistics for the United States and Europe in the 20th century, even if you include all of the casualties from both world wars. Not to put too fine a point on it, but when it comes to life in a state of nature, Hobbes was right; Rousseau was wrong. What about our society? How did we get to enjoy this state of peace and harmony? Is it because all violent impulses have somehow been socialized out of us? Probably not. A number of social psychologists have asked people the following question: Do you ever fantasize about killing someone you don’t like? They typically find that about 15 percent of women, and a third of men, frequently think about killing people they don’t like, especially romantic rivals, stepparents, and people who have humiliated them in public. And more than 60 percent of women and about three-quarters of men at least occasionally think about killing people they don’t like. And the rest of them are lying.


AT Climate Focus Link
We’re the only ones with scientific studies on this question—we don’t mask other environmental isses, we just think that warming is the controlling impact of everything he isolates—leads to mass extinction of species, ocean acidification and EXACERABTES the impact of things like deforestation, also leads to ozone depletion—this is all in our impact evidence

The alternative obviously doesn’t solve any of these things—it doesn’t change ANY of these institutions, try or die affirmative

HEG is predicated off of oil independence—as long as we achieve that then we solve the advantage, exports would actually increase our heg by dramatically increasing revenue and economy size—also would give us a leverage in diplomatic negotiations
Other countries won’t be given an adv—their claims are NU—they already have energy so it’s empirically disproven

The prolif DA does not make sense—our Sznody card says SMRs produce energy through waste, not that they produce nuclear weapons—SMRs actually solve global prolif because they have safeguards which make sure it won’t turn into a weapon
Also, if we export the energy to them—it will obviously be safe and will give us leverage ot make sure they don’t proliferate
AT Tech Optimism
1) Specificity is key—our Madia evidence indicates all the concepts have been tested and they’re scientifically safe
a. Should be preferred over blanket statements that don’t assume a lot of important factors like the fact that SMRs have safeguards
2) Tech innovation is a DA—means we will never be able to solve for the environmental problems we’ve created
3) Their evidence is about fusion
4) Nuke energy optimism is preferable over fossil fuel optimism which has a lot worse effects than instances like chernobyl
Perm
Perm do the plan and engage in sociocritical analysis of energy productions
Intrinsicness is justified by the alt shift
You can reject the judge choice arg—no reason we should we get stuck with it if they prove it’s bad—the perm is two fold, we’re not reframing it—we’re just 
If we prove we are a good form of energy production then we can do the plan and solve worse forms of it like fossil fuels by engaging in a sociocritical analysis of energy production
Not severing our reps—our instances of focusing on production are good
They have to prove that the plan and the perm are mutually exclusive—if there’s a world in which the plan can exist in the world of the alt—it solves
We didn’t say all tech is good, we said a very specific technology is good 
The permuation gives the alt a solvency mechanism by engaging in policy
· They have to prove that
· The alt has a motive for solvency
· And a mechanism for solvency
· Otherwise its utopian nonsense
· No intl spillover
· We use the profit motive which they don’t remove

1AR Framework
We get to weigh the aff
They can weigh their epistemology indicts but that is not offense against the consequences- solves their offense—solves all their neg ground and education claims
Otherwise they kill topic education and make it impossible to be aff- We lose the 1AC - 9 minutes timesuck
It’s impossible for us to win on representations alone –we need the plan to stand a chance
	
This educational model is vital to policy and academia– prevents insular education- this answers FIAT isn’t real
Jentleson ‘2 (Bruce W. Jentleson, Source: International Security, Vol. 26, No. 4 (Spring, 2002), pp. 169-183, “Bringing  Policy  Relevance  Back In”, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3092106, Spring 2002, LEQ)

So, a Washington for- eign policy colleague asked, which of your models and theories should I turn to now? What do you academics have to say about September 11? You are sup- posed to be the scholars and students of international affairs-Why did it hap- pen? What should be done? Notwithstanding the surly tone, the questions are not unfair. They do not pertain just to political scientists and international relations scholars; they can be asked of others as well. It falls to each discipline to address these questions as they most pertain to its role. To be sure, political science and international relations have produced and continue to produce scholarly work that does bring important policy insights. Still it is hard to deny that contemporary political science and international relations as a discipline put limited value on policy relevance-too little, in my view, and the discipline suffers for it.1 The problem is not just the gap between theory and policy but its chasmlike widening in recent years and the limited valuation of efforts, in Alexander George's phrase, at "bridging the gap."2 The events of September 11 drive home the need to bring policy relevance back in to the discipline, to seek greater praxis between theory and practice. This is not to say that scholars should take up the agendas of think tanks, journalists, activists, or fast fax operations. The academy's agenda is and should be principally a more scholarly one. But theory can be valued without policy relevance being so undervalued. Dichotomization along the lines of "we" do theory and "they" do policy consigns international relations scholars almost exclusively to an intradisciplinary dialogue and purpose, with conver- sations and knowledge building that while highly intellectual are excessively insular and disconnected from the empirical realities that are the discipline's raison d'etre. This stunts the contributions that universities, one of society's most essential institutions, can make in dealing with the profound problems and challenges society faces. It also is counterproductive to the academy's own interests. Research and scholarship are bettered by pushing analysis and logic beyond just offering up a few paragraphs on implications for policy at the end of a forty-page article, as if a "ritualistic addendum."3 Teaching is enhanced when students' interest in "real world" issues is engaged in ways that reinforce the argument that theory really is relevant, and CNN is not enough. There also are gains to be made for the scholarly community's standing as perceived by those outside the aca- demic world, constituencies and colleagues whose opinions too often are self- servingly denigrated and defensively disregarded. It thus is both for the health of the discipline and to fulfill its broader societal responsibilities that greater praxis is to be pursued. September 11 Questions: Answers from the International Relations Literature? What knowledge is most needed to understand September 11 and the ques- tions posed about its causes, consequences, and the policy agenda it has set? And what answers do political scientists and especially international relations specialists have to offer? Four sets  of  questions  need  to be  considered.

The only way to re-politicize energy issue and force re-engagement is to put forward political debate and pressure about it
Kuzemko 12
[Caroline Kuzemko, CSGR University of Warwick, Security, the State and Political Agency: Putting ‘Politics’ back into UK Energy, http://www.psa.ac.uk/journals/pdf/5/2012/381_61.pdf]
Less is said in these analyses about how politicisation takes place. This is, however, an important question given the degree to which the most recent phase of depoliticisation in the UK is understood to have become entrenched within a pro-market policy paradigm. Hay comes closest to describing how politicisation in his suggestion that it can be through the successful lobbying of government, the replacement of one administration by another, or the attempt by an incumbent administration to expand its political reach (Hay 2007: 82). To this we can add the suggestion of Flinders and Buller that repoliticisation can result from external pressures on politicians to reengage with a subject. In such instances issues which may already have considerable salience within broader public discourse are taken up and incorporated within formal legislative processes (Hay 2007: 82). This suggestion that it is issues which have prior and considerable degree of resonance with public opinion and/or discourse is one to which we will return below.
Also we can still influence the government through voting and we see ourselves as future policymakers and leaders

We get to weigh the 1ac against the critique- key to wrestle energy policy out of the hands of the technocratic elite—turns his first framework argument
Kuzemko 12 

Pragmatic reasoning is correct- prior questions cause policy failure
Kratochwil,


