CTL = Coal

WM: plan increases domestic coal production and CTL plants produce electricity 
Wagner ‘8 (Breanne, Associate Editor for National Defense Magazine,  Market for Synthetic Aviation Fuels Off to a Shaky Start, May 2008, http://www.nationaldefensemagazine.org/archive/2008/May/Pages/Market2236.aspx)

A provision included in the 2007 Energy Independence and Security Act that was signed into law by President Bush in December contains language that would prevent the Air Force — or any government agency — from buying synthetic jet fuel unless it is proven to emit less carbon over the life of the substance than currently used petroleum. The problem is that no one knows how to measure that. “No one has the ability to capture life cycle costs,” Anderson says. Without life cycle data, manufacturers of alternative fuel have no benchmark to go by, says Paul Bollinger, Anderson’s former special assistant. He says the Air Force was taken off guard by the new requirement, contained in section 526 of the energy act. “The Air Force always said it wanted a greener fuel than petroleum, but we were focused on the production, which is where most of the carbon dioxide comes from. We weren’t talking about the life cycle,” Bollinger says. Chief executive officers of Rentech and Baard assert that their fuels are cleaner than petroleum. The companies have decided to mix traditional hydrocarbon-based products with biomass — plant matter that can be burned for fuel — in an attempt to reduce harmful emissions. Rentech plans to build the first U.S. synthetic aviation fuel plant in Natchez, Miss., which will produce a blend derived from petroleum residue called petroleum coke and water sludge, says CEO Hunt Ramsbottom. Rentech will employ a variation of the Fischer-Tropsch method to gasify the substances and convert them to synthetic fuel. Fischer-Tropsch is named after two German scientists who created the process to convert natural gas or coal to liquid fuel. Rentech may also experiment with natural gas as the primary feedstock and blend it with sugarcane, garbage, or wood chips, Ramsbottom tells National Defense. The company will avoid using coal as a feedstock, he says. Industry experts have said fuel derived from coal has enormous potential because of its abundance, but production of the fuel could release twice as much greenhouse gas as petroleum, the Environmental Protection Agency says. Facilities that use hydrocarbon substances as a feedstock — including coal-to-liquid plants — will require an expensive process known as carbon capture and sequestration, which catches the carbon during production before it can be released into the environment. Ramsbottom asserts that his company will capture enough carbon to “produce fuels with carbon footprints that are better than what it replaces.” Rentech’s petcoke/biomass fuel could be up to 25 percent cleaner than petroleum, depending on the feedstock mix, he says. John Baardson, CEO of Baard Energy, says that his company’s fuel would be 40 to 50 percent cleaner than petroleum, based on a life cycle analysis. Baard plans to open its plant one year after Rentech, in 2012. The company chose to use a combination of coal and wood waste to make its synthetic fuel, Baardson says. The mixture of coal and biomass is expected to significantly reduce the carbon footprint and reduce costs. The company will produce either Jet-A, used in commercial aircraft, or JP-8, used in military airplanes. Rentech built a testing facility in Commerce City, Colo., which was scheduled for completion in the spring. The plant is expected to produce 10 barrels a day of diesel, aviation fuel and naphtha (petroleum ether) using a variety of feedstocks, including natural gas, coal and biomass. Baard is building an 800-acre coal-to-liquid test site in Wellsville, Ohio, which is expected to produce 35,000 barrels per day of jet fuel, diesel and other chemicals. The facility will capture and sequester at least 85 percent of all carbon dioxide produced, the company says. The Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency and utility provider Arizona Public Service are also studying how to produce cleaner jet propellants by adding plant oils. Both are looking at triglyceride oils, such as algae oil, as potential feedstocks because they do not emit any carbon during production. DARPA program manager Doug Kirkpatrick says that there are at least 68 different oil crops that could be used and says the technology is already available to convert them to fuel. However, critics say that biofuels production is expensive and results in carbon emissions when the crops are harvested. Despite industry claims of cleaner fuel, the Air Force is uncertain if companies can satisfy the new energy act requirement. Bollinger points to a lack of standards as the main impediment. “You heard industry representatives who are producing this fuel say that they can meet this standard,” Bollinger says. “But there is no standard.” Industry estimates are based on an antiquated EPA standard that doesn’t measure the life cycle, he explains. Until those life cycle standards are developed, the Air Force simply can’t buy the fuel, Bollinger says. He believes the requirement is hampering market development because it deters companies from building facilities. The uncertainty associated with the new rule is viewed as a risk in the market, Bollinger says. Companies need financing to build plants, but they can’t get money until the standard is defined. The EPA estimated that it would take at least a year to write new standards. Tom Sayles, Rentech vice president of government affairs and communications, says that besides the life cycle requirement, the industry has bigger financial concerns. “Long-term contracts are needed to get this [industry] off the ground.” Today, the military purchases fuel on an annual basis, Sayles says, while electricity is bought in 10-year contracts. Additionally, Ramsbottom believes the industry won’t move forward in a timely manner without strong government support. The Air Force wants to develop synthetic jet fuel as soon as possible, but is restricted by Congress. Lawmakers are showing greater interest in alternative energy, but many caution against moving too quickly.


CI: coal includes all coal derived products
Katz of the EPA ‘97 (Judith M. Katz, Acting-Director Air Protection Division, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Applicability Determination Index Control Number: 0000117 Category: NSPS EPA Office: Region 3 Date: 10/10/1997 Title: Coke Oven Gas Under NSPS Subpart Db, http://www.epa.gov/oecaadix/pdf/adi-nsps-0000117.pdf)

The Philadelphia Regional Office of EPA (Region III) has received and reviewed your letter, dated June 2, 1997, requesting a response to the question, "Does by-product COG constitute coal as defined by 40 CFR Section 60.41b?". Subpart Db of the New Source Performance Standards (NSPS), "Standards of Performance for Industrial-Commercial Institutional Steam Generating Units," imposes control requirements on steam generating units that combust coal and certain other fuels. The Subpart Db definition of coal is found at 40 CFR Section 60.41b. After studying the definitions under Subpart Db and having various discussions with both Research Triangle Park and Headquarters personnel, the Air Division of Region III determined that, yes, coke oven gas (COG) does constitute "coal" as defined under Section 60.41b. The definition of "coal" under Section 60.41b encompasses "[c]oal-derived synthetic fuels, including but not limited to solvent refined coal, gasified coal, coal-oil mixtures, and coal­ water mixtures." The words "including but not limited to" indicate that all coal-derived synthetic fuels are "coal" for purposes of Subpart Db regardless of whether they are specifically listed. In promulgating Subpart Db, EPA explained that the rule was intended to have broad application: "Coal and all coal-derived fuels, including both liquid and gaseous fuels, are being covered because there are demonstrated control technologies available to reduce emissions from the combustion of fuels in both forms." 51 FR 42768, 42773 (Nov. 25, 1986). Coke oven gas is clearly "coal-derived." Coke oven gas is produced in coke ovens during the coking process where the volatile matter of coal is driven off, in the form of coke oven gas, by extremely high temperatures and the only thing left is coke, which is basically carbon, which is shipped off for use, primarily, in blast furnaces as a fuel and reducing agent. Coke oven gas is also "synthetic." Webster's states that "synthetic" is a synonym for "manmade." Coke oven gas is made by humans, as opposed to occurring naturally, and thus is "manmade." Coke oven gas used as fuel, therefore, is a "coal-derived synthetic fuel" and, hence, is regulated as coal under Subpart Db.


Energy production includes an increase in the use of energy 
COAG 9 (Department of Climate Change on behalf of the Council of Australian Governments (COAG) Expert Group on Streamlining Greenhouse and Energy Reporting, "national Greenhouse and Energy Reporting Streamlining Protocol," http://www.climatechange.gov.au/~/media/publications/greenhouse-report/nger-streamlining-protocol.pdf) 
‘Energy production’ is defined in NGER Regulation 2.23: Production of energy, in relation to a facility, means any one of the following: (a) the extraction or capture of energy from natural sources for final consumption by or from the operation of the facility or for use other than in operation of the facility; (b) the manufacture of energy by the conversion of energy from one form to another form for final consumption by or from the operation of the facility or for use other than in the operation of the facility.


Prefer our interpretation:

1) Topic education – the DoD is the largest purchaser of oil, clean coal is at the heart of the lit over the next generation of fossil fuels for both government and private sector

2) Predictrable ground – they get more disads based on agency energy purchases, free market transportation, and oil links

Their interpretation is overlimiting and produces stale debates over generic coal good/debates, which means AFF flexibility should outweigh neg ground 

Default to reasonability – competing interpretations is a no cost option for the neg, leads to a race-to-the-bottom, and makes judge intervention inevitable 

Consumption

 
State based energy politics are key to hold the government accountable—alt causes a technocratic fill in and kills agency 
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]
Both Hay (2007) and Flinders and Buller (2006) suggest that there are other forms that depoliticisation can take, or in the terminology of Flinders and Buller ‘tactics’ which politicians can pursue in order to move a policy field to a more indirect governing relationship (Flinders and Buller 2006: 296). For the purposes of understanding the depoliticisation of UK energy policy, however, two of Colin Hay’s forms of depoliticisation are most useful: the ‘… offloading of areas of formal political responsibility to the market…’ and the passing of policymaking responsibility to quasipublic, or independent, authorities (Hay 2007: 82-3). 1 What each of these forms of depoliticisation has in common is the degree to which they can serve, over time, to reduce political capacity by removing processes of deliberation and contestation, thereby reducing the ability for informed agency and choice. In that politics can be understood as being inclusive of processes of deliberation, contestation, informed agency and collective choice the lack of deliberation and capacity for informed agency would result in sub-optimal politics (Hay 2007: 67; cf. Gamble 2000; Wood 2011; Jenkins 2011). There seems little doubt that, with regard to energy as a policy area, the principal of establishing a more indirect governing system had become accepted by UK political elites. One of the very few close observers of UK energy policy from the 1980s to early 2000s claims that both Conservative and New Labour politicians had actively sought to remove energy from politics, making it an ‘economic’ subject: From the early 1980s, British energy policy, and its associated regulatory regime, was designed to transform a state-owned and directed sector into a normal commodity market. Competition and 1 "These"forms"are"referred"to"elsewhere"by"the"author"as"‘marketised’"and"‘technocratic’"depoliticisation"(Kuzemko" 2012b:").liberalization would, its architects hoped, take energy out of the political arena… Labour shared this vision and hoped that energy would drop off the political agenda…. (Helm 2003: 386) 2 As already suggested this paper considers the intention to depoliticise energy to have been reasonably successful. By the early 2000s the Energy Ministry had been disbanded, there was little or no formal Parliamentary debate, energy was not represented at Cabinet level, responsibility for the supply of energy had been passed to the markets, it was regulated by an independent body, and the (cf. Kuzemko 2012b). Furthermore, the newly formed Energy Directorate within the Department of Trade and Industry (DTI), which now had responsibility for energy policy, had no specific energy mandates but instead mandates regarding encouraging the right conditions for business with an emphasis on competition (Helm et al 1989: 55; cf. Kuzemko 2012b: 107). As feared by various analysts who write about depoliticisation as a sub-optimal form of politics, these processes of depoliticisation had arguably resulted in a lack of deliberation about energy and its governance outside of narrow technocratic elite circles. Within these circles energy systems were modelled, language was specific and often unintelligible to others, including generalist politicians or wider publics, and this did, indeed, further encourage a high degree of disengagement with the subject (cf. Kern 2010; Kuzemko 2012b; Stern 1987). Technical language and hiring practices that emphasised certain forms of economic education further isolated elite technocratic circles from political contestation and other forms of knowledge about energy. Arguably, by placing those actors who have been elected to represent the national collective interest at one remove from processes of energy governance the result was a lack of formal political capacity in this policy field. It is worth, briefly, at this point reiterating the paradoxical nature of depoliticisation. Whilst decisions to depoliticise are deeply political, political capacity to deliberate, contest and act in an issue area can be reduced through these processes. Depoliticisation has been an ongoing form of governing throughout the 20 th century it may (Burnham 2001: 464), however, be particularly powerful and more difficult to reverse when underpinned by increasingly dominant ideas about how best to govern. For example Hay, in looking for the domestic sources of depoliticisation in the 1980s and 1990s, suggests that these processes were firmly underpinned by neoliberal and public choice ideas not only about the role of the state but also about the ability for political actors to make sound decisions relating, in particular, to economic governance (Hay 2007: 95-99). Given the degree to which such ideas were held increasingly to be legitimate over this time period depoliticisation was, arguably, genuinely understood by many as a process that would result in better governance (Interviews 1, 2, 3, 15 cf. Hay 2007: 94; Kern 2010). This to a certain extent makes decisions to depoliticise appear both less instrumental but also harder to reverse given the degree to which such ideas become further entrenched via processes of depoliticisation (cf. Kuzemko 2012b: 61-66; Wood 2011: 7).


Combination of state based incentives is key to create demand shifts – alt alone fails
Willis & Eyre, ’11 (Rebecca, associate of Green Alliance environmental think tank, and Nick,  Jackson Senior Research Fellow in Energy at the ECI and Oriel College. He also leads the ECI programme on Lower Carbon Futures, Demanding less: why we need a new politics of energy, December 2011, P. 24-6,  )

Our energy supply capabilities are stretched to breaking point. Yet we are stretching them even further, rather than asking the simple question of whether we need to use as much energy as we do. The central conclusion of this paper is deceptively simple. It is this: that we should put as much, if not more, emphasis on energy demand reduction as we do on energy supply. This emphasis should be explicit: we should acknowledge that we cannot just predict and provide energy and that we are pushing up against biophysical limits of the amount of energy that we can extract for human use. It should be moral: that developing countries have a greater need to increase their energy use than we do. It should be technical: looking for policies and solutions that reduce demand, rather than pinning hopes just on low carbon supply. And it should be financial, with as much investment in demand reduction as in supply capacity. So what would a more effective, integrated and honest approach to energy politics look like? How could government get serious about energy demand reduction? What would politicians have to do to begin to shape a low energy society? The first step in a new politics of energy is to set a goal of a low energy future, explicitly addressing energy use, not just energy supply. This is not to downplay the importance of energy supply, but to stress that we cannot rely on a predict and provide approach to the energy we need. Energy needs to be seen as a public good, not a private commodity. Government needs to play a role in shaping energy outcomes, in the same way that it shapes health and education outcomes. This means policies and incentives to shape the way that people use energy, both directly and indirectly. “We should acknowledge that we cannot just predict and provide energy and that we are pushing up against biophysical limits of the amount of energy that we can extract for human use.” This shift in approach will create the conditions for new policies, from a focus on low carbon supply and efficiency to policies that encourage absolute demand reduction. The policy detail will be complex and difficult, but we need a relentless focus on how we can use less energy, in our homes, getting around, and in the products and services we consume. It requires fundamental changes in four areas: 1. linking to people’s lives; 2. investing in demand reduction; 3. spreading the effort across government; and 4. honesty about international transfers of energy and carbon. 1. Linking to people’s lives This new approach is about influencing energy demand, rather than relying on supply side solutions. It means searching for ways to influence lifestyles and patterns of behaviour. The government has taken considerable interest in influencing behaviour, taking a cue from the bestselling Nudge, 49 which examines how behavioural science can be used to achieve public policy goals. This is useful, because it moves beyond the simplistic assumptions of most economic analysis to a behavioural economics that draws on a more nuanced and realistic view of human psychology. Yet ‘nudge’ thinking is essentially individualistic in approach, and the complexities of energy use require social, not individual, responses. The assumption is that energy behaviours are personal choices that respond only to incentives. Most energy research indicates that this is, at best, an unconvincing assumption for dealing with the complexities of energy use, particularly in the context of the problem of transforming highly networked energy systems to deliver the collective goals of climate stability and energy security. “The complexities of energy use require social, not individual, responses.” Most energy using practice arises from a combination of factors. New purchases, eg of homes, cars and appliances, are highly influenced by marketing with limited incentives to reduce demand, and habitual routines, such as heating and lighting control, and food and hygiene practices, are strongly influenced by social norms and purchases already made. The attractiveness of many low energy options, notably the use of alternative transport modes, is determined very largely by land use patterns and infrastructure which are not able to be influenced by individual choice. This is well documented in academic social sciences 50 and the implications for more community based approaches are set out in various policy reports. 51 Large scale change in centralised supply side technologies can be delivered by a technical elite, but demand side change requires engagement of a more complex set of actors: from politicians to citizens, from product technologists to small builders and from the traditional energy sector to companies engaged in construction, transport, agriculture and food. Linking to people’s lives also means a particular focus on social justice. Poorer households spend a higher proportion of their income on energy, particularly direct energy in the home. Existing statutory goals for fuel poverty eradication are already extremely unlikely to be met. 52 If energy demand reduction is achieved through individualised nudges and financial incentives, this is likely to impact most negatively on poorer households. Socialised approaches, tackling the structural causes of high energy demand, will not only be more effective but will have positive social benefits too. 2. Investing in low energy infrastructure To get serious about demand reduction, we need to invest in low energy infrastructure, not just low carbon supply. As the International Energy Agency has made clear, investment decisions over the next decade will determine whether we meet carbon targets. Every new carbon intensive investment today, whether a car, a road or a new site for shale gas exploitation, locks us further into a high energy economy. 53  We need to shift focus from the supply of units of energy, which is what the energy market is designed to do at present, to investment in the infrastructure which allows people to use fewer units of energy. As Walt Patterson writes, “we have to refocus policy away from supplying commodity fuel to investing in user technology and user infrastructure.” 54 This means breaking down the barriers between supply on the one hand and demand on the other. It means investing in energy infrastructure in communities, particularly renewable heat and electricity. It is still very difficult and expensive to get many small scale schemes off the ground, and a tiny fraction of energy generation capacity, less than one per cent, is owned by communities, rather than the private sector. There is no reason why all types of energy generation, large and small scale, should not be community owned, as is the norm in Denmark. But in this country, we have channelled community ownership into a small scale niche and, under the current structure of the energy market, it is likely to remain there. 55 3. Spreading the effort across government As the above analysis shows, there are huge sources of energy use that have been largely ignored by energy policy: energy from food and drink consumption, air travel, waste and resources. Policies and incentives are overwhelmingly concentrated on a small, albeit significant, area of energy use: direct energy use in homes and, to a lesser extent, transport. Lots of effort is expended trying to get people to insulate their homes, but very little thought is given to the energy embedded in the food that we eat, despite its significance for both energy consumption and carbon emissions. There are incentives to drive more efficient cars, but very little is done to discourage car dependent settlement patterns. “A refocused energy policy would start by looking at the most significant areas of energy consumption, both direct and indirect, and make sure that energy demand reduction was incentivised accordingly.” A step in this direction was made in 2009, when individual government departments were given their own carbon budgets, but the current government has not continued this process. Local government, too, has a crucial role to play, yet a recent Green Alliance analysis shows that local authorities are scaling back their work on climate change and energy, rather than taking a more active role. 


Criticism doesn’t affect IR
O'Callaghan ‘2 ( Lecturer in IR, 02  (Terry , lecturer in the school of International Relations at the University of South Australia, International Relations and the third debate, ed: Jarvis, 2002, p. 80-81)
There are also a host of technological and logistical questions that plague George's scheme and make problematic his recommendations. For example, through what medium are those on the fringes of the international system going to speak to the world? Although it may be true that the third world has now been integrated into the global polity via the advent of technological innovations in communications, allowing for remote access to information sources and the Internet, it also remains true that the majority of those on the fringes continue to be disenfranchised from such mediums, whether as a result of a lack of economic resources, the prevalence of illiteracy, or social, cultural and political circumstances that systemically exclude, women (among others) from economic resources and certain political and social freedoms. Need we remind George that social, political, and individual autonomy is at a minimum in these parts of the world, and an intellectual approach as controversial as postmodernism is not likely to achieve the sorts of goals that George optimistically foreshadows. Indeed, on practical questions such as these, matters otherwise central to the success of postmodern visions, George prefers to be vague, suggesting instead that the intricacies of such details will somehow work themselves out in a manner satisfactory to all. Such a position reveals George's latent idealism and underscores how George's schema is an intellectual one: a theory of international politics written for other theorists of international politics. George's audience is thus a very limited and elite audience and begs the question of whether a senior, middle-class scholar in the intellectual heartland of Australia can do anything of real substance to aid the truly marginalized and oppressed. How is it possible to put oneself in the shoes of the "other," to advocate on his or her behalf, when such is done from a position of affluence, unrelated to and far removed from the experiences of those whom George otherwise champions? Ideals are all good and well, but it is hard to imagine that the computer keyboard is mightier than the sword, and hard to see how a small, elite, affluent assortment of intellectuals is going to generate the type of political momentum necessary to allow those on the fringes to speak and be heard! 1 . Moreover, why should we assume that states and individuals want to listen and will listen to what the marginalized and the oppressed have to say? There is precious little evidence to suggest that "listening" is something the advanced capitalist countries do very well at all. Indeed, one of the allegations so forcefully alleged by Muslim fundamentalists as justification for the terrorist attacks of September I I is precisely that the West, and America in particular, are deaf to the disenfranchised and impoverished in the world. Certainly, there are agencies and individuals who are sensitive to the needs of the "marginalized" and who champion institutional forums where indigenous voices can be heard. But on even the most optimistic reckoning, such forums and institutions represent the exception, not the rule, and remain in the minority if not dwarfed by those institutions that represent Western, first world interests. To be sure, this is a realist power-political image of the current configuration of the global polity, but one apparently, and ironically, endorsed by George if only because it speaks to the realities of the marginalized, the imposed silences, and the multitude of oppressions on which George founds his call for a postmodern ethic. Recognizing such realities, however, does not explain George's penchant for ignoring them entirely, especially in terms of the structural rigidities they pose for meaningful reform. Indeed, George's desire to move to a new "space beyond International Relations" smacks of wishful idealism, ignoring the current configuration of global political relations and power distribution; of the incessant ideological power of hyperindividualism, consumerism, advertising, Hollywood images, and fashion icons; and of the innate power bestowed on the (institutional) barons of global finance, trade, and transnational production. George seems to have little appreciation of the structural impediments such institutions pose for radical change of the type he so fiercely advocates. Revolutionary change of the kind desired by George ignores that fact that many individuals are not disposed to concerns beyond their family, friends, and daily work lives. And institutional, structural transformation requires organized effort, mass popular support, and dogged single-mindedness if societal norms are to be challenged, institutional reform enacted, consumer tastes altered, and political sensibilities reformed. Convincing Nike that there is something intrinsically wrong with paying Indonesian workers a few dollars a week to manufacture shoes for the global market requires considerably more effort than postmodern platitudes and/or moral indignation. The cycle of wealth creation and distribution that sees Michael Jordan receive multimillion dollar contracts to inspire demand for Nike products, while the foot soldiers in the factory eke out a meager existence producing these same products is not easily, or realistically, challenged by pronouncements of moving beyond International Relations to a new, nicer, gentler nirvana.  More generally, of course, what George fails to consider is the problem of apathy and of how we get people to care about the plight of others. What do we with the CEOs of multinational corporations, stockbrokers, accountants, ctory workers, and the unemployed, who, by and large, fail to consider the omeless and destitute in their own countries, let alone in places they have never isited and are never likely to visit? Moral indignation rarely translates into action, and apathy about the plight of others is a structural impediment as strong any idea, theory, or writing. What George's treatise thus fails to consider is how we overcome this, and how we get others to listen. He needs to explain how the social, political, psychological, and moral structures that define the parameters of existence for the many millions of ordinary citizens in the first world, and that deflects attention from the marginalized and the oppressed can be broken down. Unfortunately, there is little to indicate that George has thought much about this, suggesting that his commitment to postmodern theory is not likely to make much difference. In fact, in the academy the postmodern light is already beginning to dim in certain quarters, having registered scarcely a glimmer in the broader polity, where, if change was to ensue, it needed to burn brightly. Even among those versed in the nomenclature of scholarly debate, theorists of international politics remain skeptical of the value of postmodern discourse, by and large rejecting it. This does not portend well for postmodern visionaries and the future of postmodern discourse. But can George really be surprised by this? After all, his discourse indicts the "backward discipline" for complicity in crimes against humanity, calling for a repudiation of realism and with it a repudiation of the lifelong beliefs and writings of eminent theorists like Kenneth Waltz, Robert Gilpin, and Stephen Krasner who have otherwise defined the parameters of the discipline, its projects, and research agendas. Can George really expect discipline-wide capitulation to an intellectual diaspora that would see theorists repudiate their beliefs and works in order to take up the creed of postmodernism, as vague, open-ended, and indeterminate as it is? Without a clear and credible plan of how to get from "incarceration and closure" to intellectual freedom, creativity, and openness, George's postmodern musings have understandably attracted few disciples. 


Prioritizing discourse destroys critique. It runs from debate over hard questions of implementation necessary to challenge domination.
Wendy Brown, Poli Sci and Women’s Studies @ Berkeley, ‘1 (Politics Out of History, p. 35-6)

“Speech codes kill critique,” Henry Louis Gates remarked in a 1993 essay on hate speech.14 Although Gates was referring to what happens when hate speech regulations, and the debates about them, usurp the discursive space in which one might have offered a substantive political response to bigoted epithets, his point also applies to prohibitions against questioning from within selected political practices or institutions. But turning political questions into moralistic ones – as speech codes of any sort do – not only prohibits certain questions and mandates certain genuflections, it also expresses a profound hostility toward political life insofar as it seeks to preempt argument with a legislated and enforced truth. And the realization of that patently undemocratic desire can only and always convert emancipatory aspirations into reactionary ones. Indeed, it insulates those aspirations from questioning at the very moment that Weberian forces of rationalization and bureaucratization are quite likely to be domesticating them from another direction. Here we greet a persistent political paradox: the moralistic defense of critical practices, or of any besieged identity, weakens what it strives to fortify precisely by sequestering those practices from the kind of critical inquiry out of which they were born. Thus Gates might have said, “Speech codes, born of social critique, kill critique.” And, we might add, contemporary identity-based institutions, born of social critique, invariably become conservative as they are forced to essentialize the identity and naturalize the boundaries of what they once grasped as a contingent effect of historically specific social powers. But moralistic reproaches to certain kinds of speech or argument kill critique not only by displacing it with arguments about abstract rights versus identity-bound injuries, but also by configuring political injustice and political righteousness as a problem of remarks, attitude, and speech rather than as a matter of historical, political-economic and cultural formations of power. Rather than offering analytically substantive accounts of the forces of injustice or injury, they condemn the manifestation of these forces in particular remarks or events. There is, in the inclination to ban (formally or informally) certain utterances and to mandate others, a politics of rhetoric and gesture that itself symptomizes despair over effecting change at more significant levels. As vast quantities of left and liberal attention go to determining what socially marked individuals say, how they are represented, and how many of each kind appear in certain institutions or are appointed to various commissions, the sources that generate racism, poverty, violence against women, and other elements of social injustice remain relatively unarticulated and unaddressed. We are lost as how to address those sources; but rather than examine this loss or disorientation, rather than bear the humiliation of our impotence, we posture as if we were still fighting the big and good fight in our clamor over words and names. Don’t mourn, moralize.


Heg is epistemologically sound
Moore 04 – Dir. Center for Security Law @ University of Virginia, 7-time Presidential appointee, & Honorary Editor of the American Journal of International Law, Solving the War Puzzle: Beyond the Democratic Peace, John Norton Moore, pages 41-2.

If major interstate war is predominantly a product of a synergy between a potential nondemocratic aggressor and an absence of effective deterrence, what is the role of the many traditional "causes" of war? Past, and many contemporary, theories of war have focused on the role of specific disputes between nations, ethnic and religious differences, arms races, poverty or social injustice, competition for resources, incidents and accidents, greed, fear, and perceptions of "honor," or many other such factors. Such factors may well play a role in motivating aggression or in serving as a means for generating fear and manipulating public opinion. The reality, however, is that while some of these may have more potential to contribute to war than others, there may well be an infinite set of motivating factors, or human wants, motivating aggression. It is not the independent existence of such motivating factors for war but rather the circumstances permitting or encouraging high risk decisions leading to war that is the key to more effectively controlling war. And the same may also be true of democide. The early focus in the Rwanda slaughter on "ethnic conflict," as though Hutus and Tutsis had begun to slaughter each other through spontaneous combustion, distracted our attention from the reality that a nondemocratic Hutu regime had carefully planned and orchestrated a genocide against Rwandan Tutsis as well as its Hutu opponents.I1 Certainly if we were able to press a button and end poverty, racism, religious intolerance, injustice, and endless disputes, we would want to do so. Indeed, democratic governments must remain committed to policies that will produce a better world by all measures of human progress. The broader achievement of democracy and the rule of law will itself assist in this progress. No one, however, has yet been able to demonstrate the kind of robust correlation with any of these "traditional" causes of war as is reflected in the "democratic peace." Further, given the difficulties in overcoming many of these social problems, an approach to war exclusively dependent on their solution may be to doom us to war for generations to come. A useful framework in thinking about the war puzzle is provided in the Kenneth Waltz classic Man, the State, and War,12 first published in 1954 for the Institute of War and Peace Studies, in which he notes that previous thinkers about the causes of war have tended to assign responsibility at one of the three levels of individual psychology, the nature of the state, or the nature of the international system. This tripartite level of analysis has subsequently been widely copied in the study of international relations. We might summarize my analysis in this classical construct by suggesting that the most critical variables are the second and third levels, or "images," of analysis. Government structures, at the second level, seem to play a central role in levels of aggressiveness in high risk behavior leading to major war. In this, the "democratic peace" is an essential insight. The third level of analysis, the international system, or totality of external incentives influencing the decision for war, is also critical when government structures do not restrain such high risk behavior on their own. Indeed, nondemocratic systems may not only fail to constrain inappropriate aggressive behavior, they may even massively enable it by placing the resources of the state at the disposal of a ruthless regime elite. It is not that the first level of analysis, the individual, is unimportant. I have already argued that it is important in elite perceptions about the permissibility and feasibility of force and resultant necessary levels of deterrence. It is, instead, that the second level of analysis, government structures, may be a powerful proxy for settings bringing to power those who may be disposed to aggressive military adventures and in creating incentive structures predisposing to high risk behavior. We should keep before us, however, the possibility, indeed probability, that a war/peace model focused on democracy and deterrence might be further usefully refined by adding psychological profiles of particular leaders, and systematically applying other findings of cognitive psychology, as we assess the likelihood of aggression and levels of necessary deterrence in context. A post-Gulf War edition of Gordon Craig and Alexander George's classic, Force and Statecraft,13 presents an important discussion of the inability of the pre-war coercive diplomacy effort to get Saddam Hussein to withdraw from Kuwait without war.14 This discussion, by two of the recognized masters of deterrence theory, reminds us of the many important psychological and other factors operating at the individual level of analysis that may well have been crucial in that failure to get Hussein to withdraw without war. We should also remember that nondemocracies can have differences between leaders as to the necessity or usefulness of force and, as Marcus Aurelius should remind us, not all absolute leaders are Caligulas or Neros. Further, the history of ancient Egypt reminds us that not all Pharaohs were disposed to make war on their neighbors. Despite the importance of individual leaders, however, we should also keep before us that major international war is predominantly and critically an interaction, or synergy, of certain characteristics at levels two and three, specifically an absence of democracy and an absence of effective deterrence. Yet another way to conceptualize the importance of democracy and deterrence in war avoidance is to note that each in its own way internalizes the costs to decision elites of engaging in high risk aggressive behavior. Democracy internalizes these costs in a variety of ways including displeasure of the electorate at having war imposed upon it by its own government. And deterrence either prevents achievement of the objective altogether or imposes punishing costs making the gamble not worth the risk.I5 VI Testing the Hypothesis Theory without truth is but costly entertainment. HYPOTHESES, OR PARADIGMS, are useful if they reflect the real world better than previously held paradigms. In the complex world of foreign affairs and the war puzzle, perfection is unlikely. No general construct will fit all cases even in the restricted category of "major interstate war"; there are simply too many variables. We should insist, however, on testing against the real world and on results that suggest enhanced usefulness over other constructs. In testing the hypothesis, we can test it for consistency with major wars; that is, in looking, for example, at the principal interstate wars in the twentieth century, did they present both a nondemocratic aggressor and an absence of effective deterrence?' And although it is by itself not going to prove causation, we might also want to test the hypothesis against settings of potential wars that did not occur. That is, in nonwar settings, was there an absence of at least one element of the synergy? We might also ask questions about the effect of changes on the international system in either element of the synergy; that is, what, in general, happens when a totalitarian state makes a transition to stable democracy or vice versa? And what, in general, happens when levels of deterrence are dramatically increased or decreased?


Our methodology is critical to prevent war with China – their self-fulfilling prophecy claims are backwards
Blumenthal et al ’11 (Dan Blumenthal is a Resident Fellow and the Director of Asian Studies at the American Enterprise Institute, where his research focuses on the national security implications of U.S.-China relations. Previously, he was senior Director for China, Taiwan, and Mongolia in the secretary of Defense’s Office of International Security Affairs. Michael Mazza is a senior research associate at AEI. Mark Stokes is executive director of the Project 2049 Institute, Armageddon with China, 9/6/11, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2011/09/06/avoiding_armageddon_with_china)

Meanwhil, according to its own estimates, the U.S. Air Force will have a tactical aircraft shortfall of an astounding 800 planes in the next few years. The Navy and Marine Corps are projecting a 200-fighter shortfall in the same time period. Compare this with China's relentless build-up of fighter aircraft, which includes a new stealth fighter that once again surprised the China-watching community (including us). DOD assessed its own shortfalls before the Obama administration and the Congress put as much as $1 trillion more in defense cuts on the table over the next ten years. Such cuts would mean much more than failure to execute current DOD investment plans. If enacted the new cuts will mean that every system the military says it needs in the future will be in peril (e.g., a new bomber, space systems, perhaps even carriers). The idea of a self-fulfilling prophecy -- of turning China into an enemy by treating it as one -- is like a unicorn; it is a make believe creature that still has its believers. Proponents of defense cuts never answer this question: What are the costs of not properly resourcing American plans and strategies? Which commitments should the United States back away from, and how? Taiwan? Japan? Open access to the South China Sea? Is there a way to elegantly cede Asia to China? Is there a way to do so peacefully, without catalyzing a multi-player nuclear arms race? Can we thrive as a nation if we need China's permission to access Asia's trade routes? Traub compares the paper to the thinking of such Cold Warriors as Herman Kahn and uses such Cold War terms as "roll back." But our paper decidedly stays away from a Cold War analogy. The Cold War is too simple a metaphor to describe Sino-U.S. relations. China is an economic partner, and Washington is deeply engaged in a diplomacy that tries to convince China to peacefully take its place as a great power. At the same time, we are balancing China's power and hedging against a more bellicose China. The paper lays out a strategy for successfully doing the latter two (many others have written at length about engagement's requirements). It is precisely because the Sino-American security competition is so different than the Cold War that we identify the dire need for sophisticated statecraft. We need to get the mix of engagement, balancing, and hedging right. The balancing and hedging strategy should involve options to avoid what Traub e rightfully describes as "Armageddon." We call for a myriad of conventional options short of striking the nuclear-armed PRC, in the hope that such a strategy enhances deterrence in the first place and avoids Armageddon should deterrence fail. The strategy aims to slow escalation rather than quicken it. The idea of a self-fulfilling prophecy -- of turning China into an enemy by treating it as one -- is like a unicorn; it is a make believe creature that still has its believers. The United States has done more than any other country to "turn China into a friend" by welcoming it into the international community. Alas, China has not fulfilled this U.S. "prophesy of friendship." Instead China has built what all credible observers call a destabilizing military that has changed the status quo by holding a gun to Taiwan's head even as Taiwan makes bold attempts at peace, by claiming ever more territory in the South China Sea, and by attempting to bully and intimidate Japan. Traub asks whether our allies and partners will be willing to participate in an "anti-Chinese coalition," as he describes it. As the paper says, all allies, partners, and potential partners are already modernizing their militaries in response to China. And they will continue to do so regardless of whether the U.S. pursues what Traub would see as an "anti-China" strategy. Even laid-back Australia has plans to double its submarine fleet -- it is not doing so to defend against Fiji. The paper argues that it is time for the United States to offer more serious assistance so that matters do not get out of hand. A strong U.S. presence and commitment to the region's security can help avoid a regional nuclear arms race, for example. The United States can be a force multiplier by providing the intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance that only Washington possesses, and by training, and equipping our allies and friends. This strategy is one way of beginning to put Asia back in balance as China changes the status quo. Not doing so, we fear, would lead to Armageddon.

Our scenario planning is key to promote cooperation – solves policy failure
Blumenthal ’10 (Daniel, Resident Fellow and the Director of Asian Studies at the American Enterprise Institute, where his research focuses on the national security implications of U.S.-China relations. Previously, he was senior Director for China, Taiwan, and Mongolia in the secretary of Defense’s Office of International Security Affairs, Sino-U.S. Competition and U.S. Security:  How Do We Assess the Military Balance? December 2010, The National Bureau of Asian Research)

While political leaders made the decisions that led to success in the Cold War, analysts certainly helped by engaging in a spirited debate about the balance of power. 3 Many of these assessments were the basis for U.S. Cold War policy, from cooperative issues such as how to control certain arms races to competitive issues such as military posture. Although competition with China shares little in common with the Cold War— primarily because this competition is unfolding under conditions of deep economic interdependence—balance of power assessments are no less important than they were in the competition with the Soviet Union. Indeed, an ongoing analysis of where the United States stands in relative power may make it less likely for Washington to treat China as an enemy. Successfully competing with China militarily may in fact lead to more cooperative behavior between the two countries. The United States can make efforts to dominate the region or coerce other countries more costly and unattractive for China. In turn, China can put its energies into more cooperative policies that accept the status quo. And, it is possible to imagine that if Washington takes the right steps to remediate a balance of power trending toward China, the United States and its allies will feel less threatened, act out of a sense of confidence rather than anxiety, have more leverage, and find themselves more willing to concede in certain areas of diplomacy. It is thus incumbent on U.S. leaders to know where the nation stands in relation to China’s growing power. An analytical debate over the security competition with China—a topic ripe for scholarly debate—can edify the public and contribute to sound policy. The Pentagon has now published several reports on Chinese military power, 4 but curiously there is a relative dearth of debate about the Asian military balance. 5 This is a mistake. Scholars and analysts can help policymakers think through this critical problem.

Individual focus fails—consumers are always embedded in social normality
Bartiaux 09
[Francoise Bartiaux, Institute of Demography at the Universite catholique de Louvain (UCL), Changing energy-related practices and behaviours in the residential sector: Sociological approaches, 2009]
Consumers are definitely members of societies and not individual consumers, rational or not, obeying to price signals and applying energy advice. They are living in socio-technical systems and their practices of energy use and savings are embedded in social definitions of comfort, convenience, cleanliness and connectedness (Shove, 2003; Gram-Hansen, 2008). Although there is a growing convergence between societies, these definitions are time and location specific. So “environmentalists should argue for social and cultural diversity. They should do all that can be done to engender multiple meanings of comfort, diverse conventions of cleanliness and forms of social order less reliant on individual modes of co-ordination” concludes Shove (2003, p. 199). Escalating energy consumption has been explained by the interplay between technological developments and the co-evolution of practices and norms. Will declining consumption and energy savings be brought about by similar but reverse co-evolution patterns? It a micro-analytical scale now, these co-evolutions may be transposed into combinations of several “factors” or “domain”, which are not only numerous and complex, but also in competition and even paradoxical: the same ‘factor’ has a double valence, being possibly a lever or a brake to changes in a more energy-saving behaviour. This is summarised in the table below, presenting the major levers and barriers to changes in energy-related practices. Most domains are made of social factors (e.g. technological developments) and aggregate charac-teristics (e.g. proportion of owners). Three points are important to underline. Firstly, the same factor can be experienced as a brake or as a lever; there is thus no straightforward solution. Secondly, the weight that is given to the different lever factors also depends on the action to be undertaken or on the practice to be changed. This process of priorities-setting is often non conscious, except of course in situations where explicit advices are given, for example by an energy expert. Thirdly, there is always a combination of several lever factors: none will thus be sufficient by itself. However, one brake factor will be sufficient. (Bartiaux et al., 2006). If energy consumption is to be divided by ‘a factour four’ (von Weiszäcker, Lovins 8 and Lovins, 1997), or more, all the dimensions mentioned above indicate potential policy implications in various forms, either for energy policies as such or more broadly in terms of urban planning, employment and training policies and so on. On the whole, this synthesis calls for visible policies of sustainable energy consumption, as these policies would provide discursive consciousness, social legitimacy and relief from making individual “choice” that would be conflicting with social normality, as contextually defined.

That dooms the alternative
Heiskanen et al 09
[Eva Heiskanen, Mikael Johnson, Mika Saastamoinen and Edina Vadovics National Consumer Research Centre, Finland Green Dependent Sustainable Solutions Association, Hungary, “Future of the Consumer Society”, Proceedings of the Aforementioned Conference, 28–29 May 2009, Tampere, Finland]
As part of the social context, community relations influence energy conservation in a number of  ways that extend beyond the kinds of products offered in the market. Firstly, much of our behaviour is socially learned from other people, and shaped by socially shared conventions. Secondly, if we are asked to save energy for the sake of the environment, we are asked to make a personal sacrifice for a common good. Yet individual decisions to save energy in order to conserve common natural resources are framed by a social dilemma: individual efforts are useless unless others participate. Moreover, energy-related behaviour is shaped by socially shared conventions and sociotechnical infrastructures that are largely  beyond individual control. Finally, these problems, together with the invisibility of the consequences of our action, lead to a sense of helplessness and disempowerment that is a major obstacle to low-energy lifestyles.

Coal pollutions destroy African American communities and increase public health diseases
BLF, SOC, GCPA, and Clear Air, 2002. Black Leadership forum- Black leaders to grapple with issues of the deepest significance to African Americans, particularly civil rights and major public policy issues, BLF sponsored two international forums in Durban, South Africa, Today focuses on environmental justice.  The Southern Organizing Committee for Economic and Social Justice- SOC was in the vanguard promoting community empowerment, capacity building and grassroots organizing, particularly in the South. Under the leadership of Connie Tucker who has served as the Executive Council of the National Environmental Justice Advisory Council, its Waste and Facility Siting Sub-committee, The Georgia Coalition for The Peoples’ Agenda- an advocacy organization that includes all of the major Civil Rights/Human Rights/Peace & Justice organizations around the state of Georgia. Dr. Joseph E. Lowery is the convener of this coalition. Dr. Joseph E. Lowery is minister in the United Methodist Church and leader in the American civil rights movement and effectively became Martin Luther King’s Immediate successor , Clear the Air- A joint project of three tasks forces: Clean Air Task Force, National Environmental Trust and U.S. PIRG Education Fund. The Clean Air Task Force is a non-profit organization dedicated to restoring clean air and healthy environments through scientific research, public education and legal advocacy. The National Environmental Trust is a non-profit, non-partisan organization dedicated to applying modern communications and public education techniques to environmental education and advocacy. The U.S. PIRG Education Fund is a nonprofit, nonpartisan organization that conducts independent research, and educates and organizes the public about a wide variety of environmental, consumer and government reform problems. Air of injustice. http://www.catf.us/resources/publications/files/Air_of_Injustice.pdf
This report chronicles how African Americans are affected by the air pollution emitted by our nation’s biggest polluters: coal-fired power plants. These plants release millions of pounds of a wide variety of chemicals to the air, water and landfills. This report describes the relationship between power plant pollutants like sulfur dioxide, particulate matter, mercury, nitrogen oxides and carbon dioxide and environmental health issues that have the most impact on African Americans: pediatric asthma, infant death rates, emergency room visits and hospitalizations, fish contamination and climate change. African Americans are at risk from power plant pollution. • The air in our communities violates air quality standards. In 2002, 71% of African Americans live in counties that violate federal air pollution standards, compared to 58% of the white population. (1) • Most African Americans live near a power plant. Sixty-eight percent of African Americans live within 30 miles of a coal-fired power plant — the distance within which the maximum effects of the smokestack plume are expected to occur. By comparison, about 56% of the white population live within 30 miles of a coal-fired power plant. (2) • We are likely to live near a power plant waste site. African Americans account for 17% of the people living within five miles of a power plant waste site. • Asthma attacks send African Americans to the emergency room at three times the rate (174.3 visits per 10,000 population) of whites (59.4 visits per 10,000 population). (3) • African Americans are hospitalized for asthma at more than three times the rate of whites (35.6 admissions per 10,000 population vs. 10.6 admissions per 10,000 population). (3) • The death rate from asthma for African Americans is twice that of whites (38.7 deaths per million population vs. 14.2 deaths per million population (3) . Studies in the U.S. have shown that emergency room visits increase when particulate matter and/or ozone levels are just slightly above national standards. (4,5) • In a comparison of 86 cities in the U.S., researchers found that infants who lived in a highly polluted city during their first two months of life had a higher mortality rate than infants living in the city with the cleanest air. (6) High particulate matter levels markedly increased the risk of SIDS and respiratory mortality. As African Americans live in more polluted areas, this has a significant impact. • One-third of African Americans are avid anglers, and we eat fish more often and in larger portions than whites. Consequently, we have higher exposure to mercury. In 1996, there were 1.8 million licensed African American anglers who spent over $813 million dollars on fishing trips and equipment. (7) • The potential health impacts of climate change include increased prevalence of infectious disease such as Dengue fever and West Nile virus. (8) Since many African Americans lack health insurance and regular medical access, our community is particularly at risk. (9) • A study of the 15 largest U.S. cities found that climate change would increase heat-related deaths by at least 90%. (10) Most African Americans live in inner cities, (11) which tend to be about 10 degrees warmer than their surrounding areas. Studies have shown that People of Color are twice as likely to die in a heat wave, (12) and suffer from more heat-related stress and illness.3 Global warming could enhance ozone formation, which could, in turn, exacerbate ozone-related health problems such as asthma attacks. (13) Power plants are major sources of some of the most common and harmful pollutants. (14) Power plants emit 67% of the sulfur dioxide (SO2 ) in the U.S., a noxious gas that irritates the lungs and worsens asthma, coughing, wheezing, shortness of breath and lung function in general. Power plants are also responsible for 23% of nitrogen oxides (NOx) emissions, which combine with other pollutants in the presence of sunlight to form ozone smog. Exposure to ozone can cause rapid, shallow breathing and related airway irritation, coughing, wheezing, shortness of breath and asthma attacks. Emergency room visits for asthmatic children are strongly linked to ozone levels. These pollutants also form tiny acidic particles (fine particulate matter) that are inhaled deep into the lungs, affecting both the respiratory and cardiovascular systems. Particulate matter levels in the air are strongly associated with asthma attacks. Coal-fired power plants are the largest industrial emitters of mercury, producing over one-third of all mercury pollution in the U.S. (15) The problem is not inhalation of airborne mercury, but rather eating contaminated fish. When mercury-tainted fish are consumed by an expectant mother, the mercury passes through the placenta to the developing fetus. Infants appear normal during the first few months of life, but later display subtle health effects such as poor performance on neurobehavioral tests, particularly on tests of attention, fine motor function, language, visual-spatial abilities (e.g., drawing) and memory. (16) Power plants account for 38% of the most prevalent greenhouse gas, carbon dioxide, emitted from fossil fuel use in the U.S. (17) Changes in the Earth’s temperature and precipitation patterns are occurring due to the buildup of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere. Warming of the planet could induce crop failures, famines, flooding, and other environmental, economic and social problems.


Only the AFF eliminates current coal waste and pollution
NETL ‘8 (National Energy Technology Laboratory, Gilberton Coal-toClean Fuels and Power Co-Production Project, May 2008, http://www.netl.doe.gov/technologies/coalpower/cctc/ccpi/project_briefs/WMPI_Jun-24-08.pdf)

Beneﬁts 
This project addresses a long-standing environmental issue associated with vast abandoned coal waste piles while providing a sorely needed alternative source of high-grade, ultra-clean transportation fuels. Well over a billion tons of coal waste resides in Pennsylvania, Illinois, West Virginia, and Ohio. With successful demonstration of project technologies, coal waste that has threatened major watersheds may become low-cost feedstock to help fuel our nation’s transportation ﬂeet and contribute to energy independence. This project will process about one million tons per year of coal waste materials from the Gilberton site. If successful, this technology could be applied in many regions of the country where coal wastes currently are stockpiled, and signiﬁcantly reduce waste disposal activities from operating coal mines. The FT transportation fuels produced can be used for a variety of high-end fuel applications, and being virtually free of sulfur, nitrogen, and aromatics, are superior to their conventional petroleum counterparts in both end-use and environmental properties. Their characteristics translate into reduced sulfur, nitrogen oxides, particulate matter, hydrocarbon, and CO emissions. The process scheme is very ﬂexible, allowing use of a broad range of feedstock (coal, coal waste, petroleum coke, biomass, and blends thereof), and facilitating carbon separation/capture for sequestration by keeping CO2 streams concentrated. If successful, this project is of sufﬁcient scale to reduce technical, business, and ﬁnancial risks, clearing the way for subsequent applications.

They cause political paralysis and make ideology unmanageable – alt can’t solve by itself
Schatz 12 (JL, Binghamton U, "The Importance of Apocalypse: The Value of End-­‐Of-­‐ The-­‐World Politics While Advancing Ecocriticism," The Journal of Ecocriticism: Vol 4, No 2 (2012))
Despite the merits of ontological ecocriticism, using it to prohibit ecocritical appeals for concrete action fractures a movement that should work in coalition. We should not approach our choices as an either/or situation. Strategies of direct action can be compatible with Heideggerian thought so long as we understand such action as always already inevitable and not a way to enframe others. Deploying apocalyptic threats can challenge hegemonic systems since they serve as a catalyst for evolving change instead of legislating it. In fact, “the pervasiveness of a dystopian imaginary can help notions of historical contingency and fallibilism gain traction against their determinist and absolutist counterparts. Once we recognize that the future is uncertain and that any course of action produces both unintended and unexpected consequences, the responsibility to face up to potential disasters … can act as catalysts for public debate and socio--‐political action, spurring citizens’ involvement in the work of preventive foresight” (Kurasawa 458). Put plainly, we must understand any action in both its social and political dimensions. As the way we confront environmental challenges change so too does the conditions surrounding ecocriticism. To alter conditions in the political or social realm is always already to impact the other. This allows us to redeploy even problematic deployments in order to reshape the public debates surrounding ecological awareness. Just as discourse can serve governmental biopower or civic biopolitics, our ontological connections can at any moment serve both as an avenue for repression or a venue for resistance. It is not the ecocritics’ task to proscribe how other people should interact with the environment. Instead they should act within their environment in a way that makes the necessary actions to save our planet beneficial. Our eco--‐orientation to the world will evolve our Being’s very possibility to act in the same way language, technology, and species evolve based upon their interactions with living and social organisms. No doubt, “the power that is inherent in language is thus not something that is centralized, emanating from a pre--‐given subject. Rather, like the discursive practices in which it inheres, power is dispersed and, most important, is productive of subjects and their worlds” (Doty, 1993: 302--‐303). In large part the current environmental destruction exists because democratic capitalism has been able to wield its hegemonic influence to exploit the niche of technological production. Sadly, this niche rewards increased GDP over the planet’s ecological well--‐being. The belief that these conditions cannot be un--‐ thought is not merely misplaced but also serves to support the hegemonic myth of the inevitability of capitalism. It is up to each of us to directly act upon this world only after we approach the question of acting differently. Only then can we see past the current imperial enframing and inspire true collective action.

Plan spurs CCS – it’s cost effective 
Karbuz ‘8 (Sohbet, Observatoire Mediterraneen de l’Energie an energy industry association in Paris director of hydrocarbons division, Air Force energy reduction plans, 10/12/8, http://karbuz.blogspot.com/2008/10/air-force-energy-reduction-plans.html)

So far the military’s coal-to-liquids efforts have slowed down. Congress failed to authorize much of the needed funds and the White House has yet to allow the Air Force to enter long-term contracts with synthetic fuel manufacturers. Private industry, on the other hand, has made strides in launching coal-to-liquids projects and in capturing and recycling carbon dioxide. Coal-based fuel entrepreneurs will still require governmental guidance, and will need to agree to invest in carbon capture technologies that will make the conversion of coal into liquids no more emitting in carbon than current oil refining processes. Companies believe that the investment in carbon capture technology can be recouped by recycling the byproduct for downstream domestic industries. This is contrasted with the costly sequestering of carbon into the ground, an option that will be both economical and safe only for oil and gas drilling and coal mining operations.Coal-to-liquids programs can serve as the best vehicle for accelerated development of carbon capture, storage and recycling technologies, even without a large Air Force contract as the main driver. A barrel of synthetic fuel can be made for about $40, and capture might add another $20.Baard Energy announced earlier this year that it has raised private funds and won state assistance to build coal-to-liquids and biomass plants in Ohio. Baard was one of the companies maneuvering for an Air Force contract but lost patience with Washington. Another firm, DKRW, associated with Arch Coal, announced it will build a coal-to-liquids plant in Wyoming that will make gasoline and jet fuel. The Crow Nation announced it is partnering with an outside investor to build a coal-to-liquids plant on its lands in Billings, Mont. Those three projects alone represent private investments of almost $15 billion. Energy entrepreneurs with outside financing, as well as cash-flush energy companies that can self-finance, still face at least two major challenges. First, they will need to get their potential legal liabilities mapped out under a new regime that all of them recognize. Second, they will need to guarantee Washington that they can produce liquids from coal without emitting more CO2 than liquids from crude. the next challenge will be what to do with all the captured carbon. Many in government and industry have assumed that storage in the ground will be the main, if not only, way to handle the mountains of carbon captured. Sequestering CO2 is truly an ambitious task.


Solves 90% of emissions
Guardian, 12 
("A guide to carbon capture technologies – interactive," 4-3-12, http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/interactive/2008/jun/12/, accessed 6-1-12, mss)

Carbon capture and storage encompasses a range of technologies that may cut CO2 emissions by up to 90% Carbon capture and storage is a range of technologies that can cut C02 by up to 90%. It is touted as the technical breakthrough that provides us with a rapid and practical way the world can cut overall C02 emissions, given that countries such as China and the US plan continue burning coal for the foreseeable future. There are three approaches to CCS: removing the C02 before combustion by treating the coal; scrubbing it from the exhaust gases after combustion; or burning the fuel with extra oxygen to produce an almost pure CO2 exhaust. The gas from combustion is collected and chilled to around 35F (2C). Ammonium carbonate, a solvent, absorbs C02 to make ammonium bicarbonate. Ammonium bicarbonate slurry is pumped to a regenerator for C02 removal, where the ammonium bicarbonate is converted back to ammonium carbonate and is reused to repeat the process. The cleaned gas, containing mainly nitrogen, oxygen, and some C02, is vented via the chimney. Captured C02 is sent for storage underground.

Only CCS can reverse C02 already in the atmosphere
Carrington, 12 – Guardian environment head 
(Damian, "Whatever happened to carbon capture in the fight against climate change?" Guardian, 5-9-12, www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2012/may/09/carbon-capture-storage-climate-change, accessed 6-1-12, mss)

In the cool, salty air of the Norwegian coast, a revolution in reverse is being attempted. Here, amid a mare's nest of gleaming steel pipes and flaming yellow gas flares, engineers are aiming to put back under the ground what many nations have exerted all their might for the last century to get out: carbon. If all goes to plan, the oil refinery and gas power plant at Mongstad will have millions of tonnes of its climate-warming carbon dioxide funnelled back under the North Sea. And there are plans aplenty around the world for carbon capture and storage (CCS). They carry racy names such as Goldeneye and Gorgon, promise to even suck greenhouse gases out of the air one day, and are laced with the delicious irony of having been kickstarted by climate sceptic US president George W Bush, who wanted to "do something for coal". But the optimism that fuelled hopes of CCS driving deep carbon cuts has stalled. The infant industry was knocked off course by the world economic crisis that dragged urgency about global warming down with it, and made money hard to come by. This matters, says the International Energy Agency, which thinks 20% of all the carbon cuts needed to tackle global warming could come from trapping the exhausts of power stations and putting them out of harm's way. "If CCS is out, we need to find other ways to get those carbon cuts and that will be very, very difficult: we have to do it," said Maria van der Hoeven, the IEA executive director, adding that almost three-quarters of all energy between now and 2050 will come from burning fossil fuels. The IEA, which recently warned current trends would lead to a catastrophic 6C of warming, says 3,000 large CCS plants will be needed by 2050, with three dozen within a decade. There are currently none on power stations. Norway's prime minister Jens Stoltenberg, who opened the Mongstad plant, told the Guardian: "With nine billion people expected on the planet in 2050, there is no way we can choose between increased energy production and reduced CO2 – we have to achieve both. Without CCS, we cannot do it." The country clearly in the lead is the US. Of the 15 major CCS projects currently running or being built, which aren't attached to power stations, it has eight. The $3bn for CCS in the US stimulus bill in 2009 turbocharged the several billion the nation had already ploughed in. "The former [Bush] administration wanted to do something for coal," said Jay Braitsch, senior CCS advisor at the US department of energy (DoE). He said Bush had dropped out of international climate negotiations and wanted another way to address energy concerns. "That meant giving it a whole lot of money," Braitsch said. But another factor has put the US in pole position: the need for copious carbon dioxide to pump out the last dregs of oil from drained reservoirs, so-called enhanced oil recovery. All but one of the eight current US projects depend on selling CO2 for this, to make their finances add up. Canada and Australia – who also have heavy carbon footprints and a history of sceptical climate policies – are next furthest advanced in CCS. Norway, which has put $1bn of state money into the world's largest CCS test centre at Mongstad and has been burying CO2 since 1996, is also a leader, but for different reasons. Howard Herzog, a CCS expert at Massachusetts Institute of Technology, said: "There are unique circumstances in Norway, where they care very much about climate change and have the money to actually do something about it," alluding to Norway's vast sovereign wealth fund built on oil and gas revenues. But the status of China, the world's biggest polluter, divides opinion. Brad Page, chief executive of the Global CCS Institute, said: "The fastest mover in the last 12 months has been China." A large plant opened in 2011 near Shanghai, was built very rapidly. But Herzog said: "China's goal is not to be the innovator, but to be the low-cost supplier. They will not leapfrog the rest of the world in technology." The Shanghai plant, which will pump its CO2 into fizzy drinks, was built using 20-year-old technology, he said. Europe hosts none of the 15 frontline CCS plants, but has 21 of the 60 or so plants currently in planning. But Herzog said: "The EU plan is totally on the rocks." Its plan to fund development by selling off 300m carbon pollution permits will raise far less than anticipated due to the floundering carbon price, which throws a double whammy as the plants' future earnings from burying CO2 have also tanked, he said. Günther Oettinger, the European commissioner for energy, acknowledged the problem. "Most CCS projects funded by the EC face delays, due to slow investment and the low carbon price. If the EU wants to remain a leader, we have to step up." Within Europe, the UK leads with one-third of the bloc's planned projects, and has the advantage of the vast storage potential of the North Sea. One is at the UK's biggest polluter, the Drax coal-fired power station in Yorkshire, where a new £1.5bn furnace is planned. It would burn wood and straw alongside coal and, as CO2 was drawn from the air as the plants grew, burying the gas would cut the level in the air. "You create a giant vacuum cleaner that sucks CO2 from the atmosphere," said Charles Soothill, head of technology at Alstom, the French engineering company behind the Drax plan. "It is the only industrial way of reversing climate change. I think that is very exciting."


That’s try or die
Zakaria, 7 -- Newsweek International editor 
(Fareed, PhD in political science from Harvard, former Foreign Affairs managing editor, "Global Warming: Get Used To It," Daily Beast, www.thedailybeast.com/newsweek/2007/02/18/global-warming-get-used-to-it.html, accessed 6-1-12, mss)

The gases that are warming the Earth have built up over hundreds of years. They do not disappear or dissipate easily. Even if the world adopted the most far-reaching plans to combat climate change, most scientists agree that the concentration of greenhouse gases will continue to rise for the next few decades. In other words, global warming is already baked into Earth's future.


Adopt an intermediate approach—middle ground between epistemology and action solves best
Holden and Lynch 04
[Mary T. Holden and Patrick Lynch, Waterford Institute of Technology, “Choosing the Appropriate Methodology: Understanding Research Philosophy”, Waterford Institute of Technology Article Repository, 2004, http://repository.wit.ie/1466/1/Choosing_the_Appropriate_Methodology_Understanding_Research_Philosophy_(RIKON_Group).pdf]
Objectivism has been increasingly criticised as an inappropriate approach to the study of social science phenomena. Critics of objectivism perceive that the explanatory success of objectivism in the natural sciences has not been repeated in the social sciences due to its significant flaws. These critics feel that subjectivism is more apposite to the study of social science due to the complex nature of social science research, that is, human beings. Subjectivism’s proponents argue that researchers employing a nominalistic ontology and its accompanying epistemology realise more explanatory success. However, subjectivism is not without its own flaws and critics; its critics consider its most condemning flaw is its inability to replace objectivism with a better approach (Hughes and Sharrock 1997). Many objectivists consider that relativism and incommensurability are other major subjectivist flaws. Aligned with Morgan and Smircich‟s (1980) extreme subjectivist perspective, subjective relativists argue that there are many equal versions of reality; each version of reality is “personal and community-specific” (Rosenau 1992: 22), hence each view of reality cannot be compared as it is considered as good as the next one. Furthermore, because there is no “absolute basis for scientific knowledge” (Hughes and Sharrock 1997: 162-163), theories are incommensurable, hence one theory cannot be held as more valid than another. Relativism and incommensurability have serious implications for the concept of scientific progress and have been considerably and successfully attacked by critics. For example, Kuhn has considerably altered his perspective on incommensurability (Hunt 1993; Hughes and Sharrock 1997). As a reaction to the, at times, heated debate between critics of both traditions, many researchers note that debates on ontology and epistemology cannot end in any philosophical solution; there is no right or wrong philosophical stance. For example, Connell and Nord (1996) argue that: (1) if reality is external and unknown to humans, then how do we accumulate knowledge regarding it? and (2) if we are accumulating knowledge about it, how do we know that we’re doing it? From this perspective, any philosophical debate is moot because we do “…not know how to discover a correct position on the existence of, let alone the nature of, reality” (Connell and Nord 1996: 1). Hughes and Sharrock (1997) concur; they too are unable to provide any guideline to an appropriate philosophical stance, stating Since the nature of philosophy, and its relationship to other forms of knowledge, is itself a major matter of philosophical dispute, there is, of course, no real basis for us to advocate any one view on these matters as the unequivocally correct conception of the relationship between philosophy and social research (13). This has led some academics to offer other alternatives, such as Connell and Nord‟s (1996) agnostic-interests framework. Their framework requires the suspension of judgment on ontological and epistemological concerns (therefore becoming an agnostic), and perceiving that the controversy is really a matter of differing interests. On the other hand, Eastman and Bailey (1996) have suggested that perhaps “philosophy is something to be bracketed in doing one’s disciplinary work, like a love of baseball or devotion to faith” (2), thereby suggesting a pragmatic “just get on with it‟ outlook. Hughes and Sharrock (1997) have stated that several contemporary realists and empiricists are pragmatics; they do not worry about epistemology and ontology but about the particular problems they confront from their theories and investigations…If all that matters is that scientists go about their business…using methods appropriate to the problems they have to deal with, then philosophical worries about ontology and epistemology are an irrelevance…There is certainly no reason to feel bound by stipulations about a unified method or a unified ontology for science, for on these arguments no such creature exists (94). With Hughes and Sharrock‟s words in mind, it is questionable whether a caution is warranted about a pragmatic approach, that is, applying methods that suit the problem rather than methods that suit ontology or epistemology concerns. Perhaps choosing a philosophical stance is not vital to the proper utilisation of research methodology, however, if a researcher perceives ontology and epistemology to be irrelevant, then how can they ensure that their methods are really appropriate to the problem in hand? Conceivably the problem could be better investigated with a method from an alternative philosophical stance. For various reasons such as past training and skills, researchers may have unthinkingly slotted themselves into an objectivist or subjectivist position, not realising that the methods of an alternative philosophy may suit their research problem better. A philosophical review can have a dual effect on the researcher: (1) it may open their mind to other possibilities, therefore, enriching their own research abilities, and (2) it can enhance their confidence in the appropriateness of their methodology to the research problem which, in turn, enhances confidence in their research results. 14 Furthermore, inappropriate matching of methodology and the research problem may result in questionable results. Other research methodology writers urge researchers to use both quantitative and qualitative methodologies in order to triangulate results (Patton 1990; Brannick and Roche 1997). Gill and Johnson (1997) perceive that a multi-method methodology leads to the convergent validation of research results through internal crosschecking, and the danger of not using a multi-method approach is highlighted by anthropologist, Richard Wilk. His urging of triangulation is due to the conflicting results of ethnomethodological 3 re-inquiries; they represent alternative viewpoints and little else. But triangulation is only possible by taking an intermediate philosophical stance. Such a position can allow “for the influence of both situational and voluntary factors in accounting for the activities of human beings” (Burrell and Morgan 1979: 6). An intermediate position implies that reality is tangible yet humans have an input into forming its concreteness. The corresponding epistemological stance is that knowledge although not absolute, can be accumulated, tested, and either retained or discarded. Gordon (1991) has posited that all we can do as researchers is to qualify research findings as contextually explanatory and probably generalisable, rather than in insisting that findings are absolutely certain – gathered evidence should be viewed as building bricks which aid our “cognition of the world” (Gordon 1991: 604). An intermediate stance views human nature as both deterministic and voluntaristic, that is, humans are born into an already structured society, yet societal structures evolve and change through human interaction. 3 Briefly, ethnomethodology is a distinctive subjectivist style of research which calls for an immersion of the researcher into “a setting and to become part of the group under study in order to understand the meanings and significances that people put upon their own behaviour and that of others” (Easterby-Smith et al. 1991: 38). The focus of an ethnomethodoligist is either linguistical or situational.15 Similar to Hughes and Sharrock‟s observation concerning pragmatic researchers, Creswell (1994) suggests that certain research problems may be better suited to either a quantitative or qualitative methodology. For example, the discussion above stated that the hypotheticodeductive process involves the verification or falsification of hypotheses developed from a theory-driven conceptualisation. If the problem cannot be conceptualised due to a lack of information concerning some or all research variables, how can the objectivist support their pursuit of a pure quantitative study that calls for the reduction and operationalisation of their conceptualisation? Or are they limiting themselves to investigating only certain social science phenomena? Hence, the impact of the researcher‟s answer to “What to Research?” on the their philosophical stance. Only the intermediate philosophical position allows the researcher room to match their philosophical perspective, methodology, and the problem at hand.


State politics is key to transform dominant social organizations – this is key to sustainable environmental politics 
Eckersly 4 (Robyn, professor of political science at the School of Social and Political Sciences, University of Melbourne, Australia, 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.	


Their conception of violence is reductive and can’t be solved
Boulding 77
 Twelve Friendly Quarrels with Johan Galtung
Author(s): Kenneth E. BouldingReviewed work(s):Source: Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 14, No. 1 (1977), pp. 75-86Published 
 Kenneth Ewart Boulding (January 18, 1910 – March 18, 1993) was an economist, educator, peace activist, poet, religious mystic, devoted Quaker, systems scientist, and interdisciplinary philosopher.[1][2] He was cofounder of General Systems Theory and founder of numerous ongoing intellectual projects in economics and social science. 
 He graduated from Oxford University, and was granted United States citizenship in 1948. During the years 1949 to 1967, he was a faculty member of the University of Michigan. In 1967, he joined the faculty of the University of Colorado at Boulder, where he remained until his retirement. 

 Finally, we come to the great Galtung metaphors of 'structural violence' 'and 'positive peace'. They are metaphors rather than models, and for that very reason are suspect. Metaphors always imply models and metaphors have much more persuasive power than models do, for models tend to be the preserve of the specialist. But when a metaphor implies a bad model it can be very dangerous, for it is both persuasive and wrong. The metaphor of structural violence I would argue falls right into this category. The metaphor is that poverty, deprivation, ill health, low expectations of life, a condition in which more than half the human race lives, is 'like' a thug beating up the victim and 'taking his money away from him in the street, or it is 'like' a conqueror stealing the land of the people and reducing them to slavery. The implication is that poverty and its associated ills are the fault of the thug or the conqueror and the solution is to do away with thugs and conquerors. While there is some truth in the metaphor, in the modern world at least there is not very much. Violence, whether of the streets and the home, or of the guerilla, of the police, or of the armed forces, is a very different phenomenon from poverty. The processes which create and sustain poverty are not at all like the processes which create and sustain violence, although like everything else in 'the world, everything is somewhat related to everything else. There is a very real problem of the structures which lead to violence, but unfortunately Galitung's metaphor of structural violence as he has used it has diverted attention from this problem. Violence in the behavioral sense, that is, somebody actually doing damage to somebody else and trying to make them worse off, is a 'threshold' phenomenon, rather like the boiling over of a pot. The temperature under a pot can rise for a long time without its boiling over, but at some 'threshold boiling over will take place. The study of the structures which underlie violence are a very important and much neglected part of peace research and indeed of social science in general. Threshold phenomena like violence are difficult to   study because they represent 'breaks' in the systenm rather than uniformities. Violence, whether between persons or organizations, occurs when the 'strain' on a system is too great for its 'strength'. The metaphor here is that violence is like what happens when we break a piece of chalk. Strength and strain, however, especially in social systems, are so interwoven historically that it is very difficult to separate them. The diminution of violence involves two possible strategies, or a mixture of the two; one is Ithe increase in the strength of the system, 'the other is the diminution of the strain. The strength of systems involves habit, culture, taboos, and sanctions, all these 'things which enable a system to stand lincreasing strain without breaking down into violence. The strains on the system 'are largely dynamic in character, such as arms races, mutually stimulated hostility, changes in relative economic position or political power, which are often hard to identify. Conflicts of interest 'are only part 'of the strain on a system, and not always the most important part. It is very hard for people ito know their interests, and misperceptions of 'interest take place mainly through the dynamic processes, not through the structural ones. It is only perceptions of interest which affect people's behavior, not the 'real' interests, whatever these may be, and the gap between percepti'on and reality can be very large and resistant to change. However, what Galitung calls structural violence (which has been defined 'by one unkind commenltator as anything that Galitung doesn't like) was originally defined as any unnecessarily low expectation of life, on that assumption that anybody who dies before the allotted span has been killed, however unintentionally and unknowingly, by somebody else. The concept has been expanded to include all 'the problems of poverty, destitution, deprivation, and misery. These are enormously real and are a very high priority for research and action, but they belong to systems which are only peripherally related to 'the structures whi'ch produce violence. This is not rto say that the cultures of violence and the cultures of poverty are not sometimes related, though not all poverty cultures are cultures of violence, and certainly not all cultures of violence are poverty cultures. But the dynamics lof poverty and the success or failure to rise out of it are of a complexity far beyond anything which the metaphor of structural violence can offer. While the metaphor of structural violence performed a service in calling attention to a problem, it may have d'one a disservice in preventing us from finding the answer. 
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