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(A) the 1AC has actively opposed positing their speech in relation to affirming the topic – you should decide whether USFG should or should not increase energy production

“Resolved” proves the framework for the resolution is to enact policy
Words and Phrases ‘64 Permanent Edition
Definition of the word “resolve,” given by Webster is “to express an opinion or determination by resolution or vote; as ‘it was resolved by the legislature;” It is of similar force to the word “enact,” which is defined by Bouvier as meaning “to establish by law”. 

Everything after the colon matters.
Webster’s Guide to Grammar and Writing – 2000 http://ccc.commnet.edu/grammar/marks/colon.htm
Use of a colon before a list or an explanation that is preceded by a clause that can stand by itself. Think of the colon as a gate, inviting one to go on… If the introductory phrase preceding the colon is very brief and the clause following the colon represents the real business of the sentence, begin the clause after the colon with a capital letter.

“Should” denotes an expectation of that
American Heritage Dictionary – 2000 [www.dictionary.com]
3 Used to express probability or expectation

“The USFG” is the government in Washington D.C.
Microsoft Encarta Online Encyclopedia 2000 [http://encarta.msn.com]
“The federal government of the United States is centered in Washington DC.”

and, our definition excludes action by smaller political groups or individuals.
Black’s Law Dictionary Seventh Edition Ed. Bryan A. Garner (chief) 1999
Federal government 1. A national government that exercises some degree of control over smaller political units that have surrendered some degree of power in exchange for the right to participate in national political matters.

Synergy ---- United States Federal Government should” means the debate is solely about the outcome of a policy established by governmental means

Ericson ‘03
(Jon M., Dean Emeritus of the College of Liberal Arts – California Polytechnic U., et al., The Debater’s Guide, Third Edition, p. 4)

The Proposition of Policy: Urging Future Action In policy propositions, each topic contains certain key elements, although they have slightly different functions from comparable elements of value-oriented propositions. 1. An agent doing the acting ---“The United States” in “The United States should adopt a policy of free trade.” Like the object of evaluation in a proposition of value, the agent is the subject of the sentence. 2. The verb should—the first part of a verb phrase that urges action. 3. An action verb to follow should in the should-verb combination. For example, should adopt here means to put a program or policy into action though governmental means. 4. A specification of directions or a limitation of the action desired. The phrase free trade, for example, gives direction and limits to the topic, which would, for example, eliminate consideration of increasing tariffs, discussing diplomatic recognition, or discussing interstate commerce. Propositions of policy deal with future action. Nothing has yet occurred. The entire debate is about whether something ought to occur. What you agree to do, then, when you accept the affirmative side in such a debate is to offer sufficient and compelling reasons for an audience to perform the future action that you propose. 

(B) that’s key to preparation and clash – changing the question of the ballot away from the resolutional leaves one side of the debate less prepared and able to engage in dialogue with the aff – this causes shallow debating which undermines both sides

Clash is a pre-requisite to evaluating the merits of the 1AC - Choosing affirmation over fairness distorts the dialogue to a monological form of discourse that undermines any benefit to the affirmation
Hanghoj 8 
Thorkild Hanghøj, Copenhagen, 2008 Since this PhD project began in 2004, the present author has been affiliated with DREAM (Danish Research Centre on Education and Advanced Media Materials), which is located at the Institute of Literature, Media and Cultural Studies at the University of Southern Denmark. Research visits have taken place at the Centre for Learning, Knowledge, and Interactive Technologies (L-KIT), the Institute of Education at the University of Bristol and the institute formerly known as Learning Lab Denmark at the School of Education, University of Aarhus, where I currently work as an assistant professor. http://static.sdu.dk/mediafiles/Files/Information_til/Studerende_ved_SDU/Din_uddannelse/phd_hum/afhandlinger/2009/ThorkilHanghoej.pdf Herm 
Debate games are often based on pre-designed scenarios that include descriptions of issues to be debated, educational goals, game goals, roles, rules, time frames etc. In this way, debate games differ from textbooks and everyday classroom instruction as debate scenarios allow teachers and students to actively imagine, interact and communicate within a domain-specific game space. However, instead of mystifying debate games as a “magic circle” (Huizinga, 1950), I will try to overcome the epistemological dichotomy between “gaming” and “teaching” that tends to dominate discussions of educational games. In short, educational gaming is a form of teaching. As mentioned, education and games represent two different semiotic domains that both embody the three faces of knowledge: assertions, modes of representation and social forms of organisation (Gee, 2003; Barth, 2002; cf. chapter 2). In order to understand the interplay between these different domains and their interrelated knowledge forms, I will draw attention to a central assumption in Bakhtin’s dialogical philosophy. According to Bakhtin, all forms of communication and culture are subject to centripetal and centrifugal forces (Bakhtin, 1981). A centripetal force is the drive to impose one version of the truth, while a centrifugal force involves a range of possible truths and interpretations. This means that any form of expression involves a duality of centripetal and centrifugal forces: “Every concrete utterance of a speaking subject serves as a point where centrifugal as well as centripetal forces are brought to bear” (Bakhtin, 1981: 272). If we take teaching as an example, it is always affected by centripetal and centrifugal forces in the on-going negotiation of “truths” between teachers and students. In the words of Bakhtin: “Truth is not born nor is it to be found inside the head of an individual person, it is born between people collectively searching for truth, in the process of their dialogic interaction” (Bakhtin, 1984a: 110). Similarly, the dialogical space of debate games also embodies centrifugal and centripetal forces. Thus, the election scenario of The Power Game involves centripetal elements that are mainly determined by the rules and outcomes of the game, i.e. the election is based on a limited time frame and a fixed voting procedure. Similarly, the open-ended goals, roles and resources represent centrifugal elements and create virtually endless possibilities for researching, preparing,   presenting, debating and evaluating a variety of key political issues. Consequently, the actual process of enacting a game scenario involves a complex negotiation between these centrifugal/centripetal forces that are inextricably linked with the teachers and students’ game activities. In this way, the enactment of The Power Game is a form of teaching that combines different pedagogical practices (i.e. group work, web quests, student presentations) and learning resources (i.e. websites, handouts, spoken language) within the interpretive frame of the election scenario. Obviously, tensions may arise if there is too much divergence between educational goals and game goals. This means that game facilitation requires a balance between focusing too narrowly on the rules or “facts” of a game (centripetal orientation) and a focusing too broadly on the contingent possibilities and interpretations of the game scenario (centrifugal orientation). For Bakhtin, the duality of centripetal/centrifugal forces often manifests itself as a dynamic between “monological” and “dialogical” forms of discourse. Bakhtin illustrates this point with the monological discourse of the Socrates/Plato dialogues in which the teacher never learns anything new from the students, despite Socrates’ ideological claims to the contrary (Bakhtin, 1984a). Thus, discourse becomes monologised when “someone who knows and possesses the truth instructs someone who is ignorant of it and in error”, where “a thought is either affirmed or repudiated” by the authority of the teacher (Bakhtin, 1984a: 81). In contrast to this, dialogical pedagogy fosters inclusive learning environments that are able to expand upon students’ existing knowledge and collaborative construction of “truths” (Dysthe, 1996). At this point, I should clarify that Bakhtin’s term “dialogic” is both a descriptive term (all utterances are per definition dialogic as they address other utterances as parts of a chain of communication) and a normative term as dialogue is an ideal to be worked for against the forces of “monologism” (Lillis, 2003: 197-8). In this project, I am mainly interested in describing the dialogical space of debate games. At the same time, I agree with Wegerif that “one of the goals of education, perhaps the most important goal, should be dialogue as an end in itself” (Wegerif, 2006: 61). 

Turn – Failure to play Devil’s advocate undermines persuasion and there’s no offense because it doesn’t cause role confusion
LUCKHARDT and BECHTEL 1994 (C. Grant and William, How to do Things with Logic, p 179)
This diagram indicates that first the arguers present their argument(s) for the conclusion in which they believe, here represented as A.  Then the arguers formulate the best argument(s) possible for the exact opposite conclusion.  If they argue in the first demonstration that, say, the best diagnosis for a patient is cholera, then as a second argumentative step the arguers will present the case for the best diagnosis not being cholera.  As a third step, this strategy requires that the arguers then critique this second demonstration as well as possible.  If that critique is successful, then the original demonstration stands, and the conclusion that follows is the original one, A. Why, you might wonder, would anyone ever want to engage in what may appear to be logical gymnastics?  The answer is that this strategy is useful in two ways.  As a method for discovering the truth of a matter, it is often extremely helpful in warding off the intellectual malady called “tunnel vision.”  This is the tendency we all have to stick to our first view of a matter, failing to recognize contrary evidence as it comes in, and thus failing to revise our view to be consistent with it.  In extreme cases of tunnel vision contrary evidence to one’s original view may even be noticed but be treated as confirming the original view.  Requiring medical students who believe the patient has cholera to present the best case against this diagnosis will often cause them to rethink the case they had originally made.  The conclusion in the end may still be the same as the original diagnosis—cholera—but now it will be a conclusion that has taken other options seriously.  The devil’s advocate strategy has much to recommend in terms of its persuasiveness.  Having demonstrated to your audience that you are aware of a case to be made against A, but that that case must fail, you will be perceived as having been extremely open-minded in your considerations.  And you will have been open-minded, provided that you do not hedge in your demonstration of –A.  You are not being a true devil’s advocate if your demonstration of –A is so weak that it is easily criticized in the third step.  It is very tempting to hedge your demonstration of –A in this way, but also dangerous, for it invites your audience to point out that there is a better case against A than the one you have presented.


Imagining the outcome of the plan is the best way to compare competing advocacies and learn about the topic –--- those decision-making skills actually influence the energy agenda
Hager, professor of political science – Bryn Mawr College, ‘92
(Carol J., “Democratizing Technology: Citizen & State in West German Energy Politics, 1974-1990” Polity, Vol. 25, No. 1, p. 45-70)

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

Case 

First, Qualitative Assumptions are Good- 

Local knowledge is a complicated way of saying prejudice – justifies destroying the environment, discriminating against unpopular groups
Sokal, 1997
Alan D., Professor of Physics at New York University, New Politics, 6(2), pp. 126-129 (Winter 1997), “A Plea for Reason, Evidence and Logic”
Now of course, no one will admit to being against reason, evidence and logic -- that's like being against Motherhood and Apple Pie. Rather, our postmodernist and poststructuralist friends will claim to be in favor of some new and deeper kind of reason, such as the celebration of "local knowledges" and "alternative ways of knowing" as an antidote to the so-called "Eurocentric scientific methodology" (you know, things like systematic experiment, controls, replication, and so forth). You find this magic phrase "local knowledges" in, for example, the articles of Andrew Ross and Sandra Harding in the "Science Wars" issue of Social Text. But are "local knowledges" all that great? And when local knowledges conflict, which local knowledges should we believe? In many parts of the Midwest, the "local knowledges" say that you should spray more herbicides to get bigger crops. It's old-fashioned objective science that can tell us which herbicides are poisonous to farm workers and to people downstream. Here in New York City, lots of "local knowledges" hold that there's a wave of teenage motherhood that's destroying our moral fiber. It's those boring data that show that the birth rate to teenage mothers has been essentially constant since 1975, and is about half of what it was in the good old 1950's. Another word for "local knowledges" is prejudice. 

Qualitative approaches empowers skepticism of science – it embraces a multiplicity of views on the truth. 
Gross and Levitt, 1994 (Paul R. University Professor of Life Sciences and director of the Center for Advanced Studies at the University of Virginia, and Norman, Professor of mathematics at Rutgers, “The natural sciences: Trouble Ahead? Yes,” Academic Questions, Vol. 7, Issue 2, Spring)
Not long ago, the term "epistemology" denoted a recondite area of professional philosophy, absorbing to its academic votaries (as are herpetology, Urdu poetry, and the history of the English wool-trade to theirs) but not especially tempting to outsiders. Nowadays the average campus seems to house enough self-described "epistemologists" to fill the football stadium. Epistemology is one of the buzzwords of choice wherever postmodern literary critics, radical-feminist theorists, eco-radicals, experts in "cultural studies," and certain kinds of social scientists gather. The word inhabits, monthly, the interiors of dozens of crisply new books and essays, and not a few title pages.  All this would be unobjectionable, if somewhat hard to account for, if it reflected a competent new enthusiasm for some of the deepest questions of the Western philosophical tradition. As things stand, however, in current usage "epistemology" is often a euphemism for political cheerleading. What the would-be epistemologist seems to be saying, in conformity with the perspectivist outlook that defines postmodernism, is "My way of knowing is just as good as yours! Even better! So there!" Thus there is supposed to be a woman's way of knowing, a gay man's way of knowing, and a way of knowing suitable to the black man in search of his African roots. For all we can tell, there may be a special way of knowing appropriate to one-eyed lesbian dwarfs.[ 10] On the surface this is risible, but something quite sobering lurks beneath; the real point seems to be that no one in any "disempowered" group needs to take the word of "Western" learning on any subject whatsoever. The epistemologist of the oppressed frankly looks forward to the day when feminists (of a certain ideological stripe), or, as the case may be, homosexuals, blacks, or Chicanos, will get to re-invent history, sociology, economics--and nuclear physics--in conformity with their own interests and their own presumed positions in the narrative field. Since all discourse, as Foucault is thought by the credulous to have proved, is a regime of power, why not fight for discursive practices, in all areas, that reflect the political interests of the group with which one identifies? So, indeed, are the oppressed solemnly advised by a phalanx of much-honored academics.[11]  Of course, the epistemology of science itself must be brought into this game. If the vaunted objectivity of Western science can be deconstructed out of existence then, presumably, anything else in the way of knowledge will be easy pickings. However, most of the arguments that claim to have pulled off this difficult trick are ludicrously wanting. One has the sense, when reading them, that one is reading someone who has read someone who has read someone who has read Thomas Kuhn. Somewhere back there, Kuhn (or maybe Feyerabend or maybe even Lakatos) is said to have demonstrated the relative and contingent nature of all scientific knowledge, and this is supposed to settle things.[ 12] The real tragedy is that someone has read Thomas Kuhn, but without being aware of how much intellectual equipment is necessary to understand--and evaluate--his work of some thirty years ago. At minimum, we should say, one must have a grasp of the detailed intellectual steps that distinguished Kepler from Copernicus, Newton from Kepler, Einstein from Newton. In short, one has to know a bit of mathematical physics--the thing itself, not a paraphrase. In most cases, however, postmodern epistemologists have not taken the least trouble to learn physics in this sense, and they bristle at the idea that it is necessary. After all, the point of the game is to show that physics, as now constituted, is a discourse of the hegemonic regime--precisely what one is trying to overthrow.  

Relativistic understandings are high jacked by climate skeptics and makes response to global warming impossible. 
Banning 2009 (Marlia Elisabeth Banning, Ph.D., UC Boulder, “When Poststructural Theory and Contemporary Politics Collide*The Vexed Case of Global Warming,” Communication and Critical/Cultural Studies, Vol. 6, No. 3, September 2009, pp. 285304)
While academic research practices and the knowledge these produce have not changed substantially60 in the last half of the twentieth century (with two exceptions, the distribution of newly sanctioned areas of inquiry and the shift of federal funding for scientific research from the academy to the private sector),61 theoretical perspectives on knowledge have shifted. Theoretical inquiry across the humanities and social sciences in the late twentieth century has investigated the nature and status of knowledge62 and its delineation from the possibilities of universal truth. The target of this theoretical inquiry, broadly cast, included Enlightenment assumptions about the stability, certainty, and objectivity of knowledge and more specifically, of scientific research. Studies produced during this time countered the common assumption that science relies on neutral methods used to create a unified, universal, or objective truth located external to human subjects.63 One result of this inquiry is that the grand narratives that legitimized scientific knowledge*that it would provide for the liberation of humanity and that its neutral methods provide cumulative rational knowledge contributing to a unified whole speculative truth*have received widespread scrutiny and incredulity within the humanities and social sciences.64 Another result is that knowledge produced by academic inquiry*scientific or otherwise*is widely viewed by critical scholars today to be paradigm-bound, discursively65 constructed, and contested. Knowledge produced by academic inquiry is seen as culture, context, criteria, and category contingent.66 It is presumed to be partial, in both senses of the word. Today, little debate remains within critical communication studies about the partiality of scientific or other kinds of knowledge. What remains open to question, however, are the consequences of these theoretical assertions about the partiality of knowledge, particularly when these assertions permeate and fortify contemporary policy debate. This is because when notions of truth are suspect, when all discourse is seen as political, and when information is reduced to what Scott Lash describes as ‘‘more-or-less out of control bytes,’’ political and commercial efforts to undermine unwanted scientific research in various scientific debates, such as stem cell research, evolution, and global warming, have fertile grounds in which to work.67 What started in the academy as careful analyses to discern the social fingerprints on science (and all inquiry) have coincided with*or maximally enabled*corporate entities, the Conservative Right,68 and various elite groups inside and outside of the US government to deploy a form of cultural relativism in which the uncertainty that is inherent in scientific methods and conclusions is amplified, and any unpopular or unprofitable discourse, scientific or otherwise, is dismissed as ‘‘mere opinion.’’69 There are numerous theoretical roots attributable to these assumptions, but I trace just one via the essay, ‘‘On Truth and Lies in a Nonmoral Sense,’’ by Friedrich Nietzsche. In the essay Nietzsche asks ‘‘what then is truth?’’ and answers: ‘‘A movable host of metaphors, metonymies, and anthropomorphisms: in short, a sum of human relations which have been poetically and rhetorically intensified, transferred and embellished, and which, after long usage, seem to a people to be fixed, canonical, and binding.’’70 In this work, Nietzsche negates the possibility of language and rhetoric to designate truth and the ability of humans to discern it, if it exists. He dismisses the distinction between truth and deception as an illusion and advances truth as a mere convention, ‘‘a uniformly valid and binding designation . . . invented for things,’’ in relation to which deception*lying*is significant only because of its ‘‘unpleasant, hated consequences.’’71 These ‘‘unpleasant, hated consequences,’’ however, comprise a category in which the potential consequences of global warming certainly fall: These consequences are precisely why it is necessary to retain commonsense and ethical distinctions between truth and lies, and honesty and deception, and to hold public discourse accountable to a set of deliberative norms and standards. Yet these distinctions between honesty and deception appear vexed when viewed through the frameworks offered by contemporary discourses on truth and knowledge. Theoretical inquiry and prevalent critical discourses on knowledge and truth in the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries advanced efforts to demystify scientific knowledge and disentangled the concept of knowledge from belief in a singular, neutral, or transcendent truth. Contemporary critical perspectives on knowledge and truth have illustrated the degree to which discourses shape the emotional, ideational, imaginary, and material landscapes of the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries and have questioned notions of a transparent language, method, or reality. At the same time, these discourses promote a view of knowledge as fragmented and political, truth as either untenable or irrelevant, and information as out of control.

Expertise is key – geo-engineering is necessary to prevent inevitable extinction
Ward 2009 – Professor of biology and Earth and space sciences at the University of Washington and an astrobiologist with NASA (Peter, The Medea Hypothesis, 52-54)

Calcium is an important ingredient in this process, and it is found in two main sources on a planet's surface: igneous rocks and, most importantly, the sedimentary rocks called limestone. Calcium reacts with carbon dioxide to form limestone. Calcium thus draws CO2 out of the atmosphere. When CO2 begins to increase in the atmosphere, more limestone formation will occur. This can only happen, however, if there is a steady source of new calcium available. The calcium content is steadily made available by plate tectonics, for the formation of new mountains brings new sources of calcium back into the system in its magmas and by exhuming ancient limestone, eroding it, and thus releasing its calcium to react with more CO2. At convergent plate margins, where the huge slabs of the Earth's surface dive back down into the planet, some of the sediments resting on the descending part are carried down into the Earth. High temperature and pressure convert some of these rocks into metamorphic rocks. One of the reactions is the carbonate metamorphic reaction, where limestone combining with silica converts to a calcium silicate—and carbon dioxide. The CO2 can then be liberated back into the atmosphere in volcanic eruptions. The planetary thermostat requires a balance between the amount of CO2 being pumped into the atmosphere through volcanic action and the amount being taken out through the formation of limestone. The entire system is driven by heat emanating from the Earth's interior, which causes plate tectonics. But as we have seen there is more to this cycle than simply heating from the interior. Weathering on the surface of the Earth is crucial as well, and the rate of weathering is highly sensitive to temperature, for reaction rates involved in weathering tend to increase as temperature increases. This will cause silicate rocks to break down faster and thus create more calcium, the building block of limestone. With more calcium available, more limestone can form. But the rate of limestone formation affects the CO2 content of the atmosphere, and when more lime‑ stone forms there is less and less CO2 in the atmosphere, causing the climate to cool. Here is a key aspect of the overall Earth system that helps refute either Gaia or Medea. If the Medea hypothesis is correct, we should be able to observe or measure a reduction of habitability potential (as measured by the carrying capacity, or total amount of life that can live on our planet at any give time) through time, or as measured by an observable shortening of the Earth's ability to be habitable for life in the future. For our own Earth, habitability will ultimately end for two reasons. The first of these is not Medean; it is a one-way effect. The ever-increasing energy output of our Sun, a phenomenon of all stars on what is called the main sequence, will ultimately cause the loss of the Earth's oceans (sometime in the next 2 to 3 billion years, according to new calculations). When the oceans are lost to space, planetary temperatures will rise to uninhabitable levels. But long before that, life will have died out on the Earth's surface through a mechanism that is Medean: because of life, the Earth will lose one resource without which the main trophic level of life itself—photosynthetic organisms, from microbes to higher plants—can no longer survive. This dwindling resource, ironically, (in this time when human society worries about too much of it), is atmospheric carbon dioxide. The Medean reduction of carbon dioxide will then cause a further reduction of planetary habitability because the CO2 drop will trigger a drop in atmospheric oxygen to a level too low to support animal life. This is an example of a "Medean" property: it is because of life that the amount of CO2 in the Earth's atmosphere has been steadily dropping over the last 200 million years. It is life that makes most calcium carbonate deposits, such as coral skeletons, and thus life that ultimately caused the drop in CO2, since it takes CO2 out of the atmosphere to build this kind of skeleton. Life will continue to do this until a lethal lower limit is attained. This finding is important: in chapter 8 I will show a graph that supports this statement. As pointed out by David Schwartzman, while limestone can be formed with or without life, life is far more efficient at producing calcium carbonate structures—a process that draws CO2 out of the atmosphere—than nonlife. There is only one way out of the lethal box imposed by Darwinian life: the rise of intelligence capable of devising planetary-scale engineering. Technical, or tool-producing, intelligence is the unique solution to the planetary dilemma caused by Medean properties of life. New astrobiological work indicates that Venus, Mars, Europa, and Titan are potentially habitable worlds at the present time, at least for microbes, just as the Earth was early in its history. Did they undergo a reduction in habitability because of prior Medean forces? And certainly the cosmos is filled with Earth-like planets, based on both new modeling of still-forming solar systems and observations by the Butler and Marcy planet-finding missions. While the "planet finders" cannot yet directly observe any planet that is Earth-sized (a planet of this size is still too small for us to see with our current technologies), the orbits exhibited by some of the Jupiter- and Saturn-sized planets that can be observed suggest that smaller, Earth-like planets might exist there. Would Medean forces occur in alien life, as well as Earth life? If such life were Darwinian, the answer would be "certainly." 



Second, Institutional Approach is key

The state is a necessary and inevitable component of any movement to promote environmental sustainability- there is no other agent which can facilitate the required organization to avoid environmental collapse
Eckersley 2004 – Professor in the School of Politics, Sociology, and Criminology @ University of Melbourne (Robyn, “The Green State: Rethinking Democracy and Sovereignty,” Pg. 4-6)
This inquiry thus swims against a significant tide of green political theory that is mostly skeptical of, if not entirely hostile toward, the nation-state. Indeed, if a green posture toward the nation-state can be discerned from the broad tradition of green political thought, it is that the nation-state plays, at best, a contradictory role in environmental management in facilitating both environmental destruction and environmental protection and, at worst, it is fundamentally ecocidal.6 From eco-Marxists to ecofeminists and ecoanarchists, there are few green political theorists who are prepared to defend the nation-state as an institution that is able to play, on balance, a positive role in securing sustainable livelihoods and ecosystem integrity.7 It is now a trite observation that neither environmental problems nor environmentalists respect national borders and the principle of state sovereignty, which assumes that states ought to possess and be able to exercise more or less exclusive control of what goes on within their territories. Indeed, those interested in global political ecology are increasingly rejecting the “statist frame” through which international relations and world politics have been traditionally understood, preferring to understand states as but one set of actors and/or institutions among myriad actors and institutions on the global scene that are implicated in ecological destruction.8 Thus many global political ecologists tend not only to be skeptical of states, they are also increasingly sceptical of state-centric analyses of world politics, in general, and global environmental degradation, in particular.9 Taken together, the analyses of green theorists and activists seem to point toward the need for alternative forms of political identity, authority, and governance that break with the traditional statist model of exclusive territorial rule. While acknowledging the basis for this antipathy toward the nationstate, and the limitations of state-centric analyses of global ecological degradation, I seek to draw attention to the positive role that states have played, and might increasingly play, in global and domestic politics. Writing more than twenty years ago, Hedley Bull (a proto-constructivist and leading writer in the English school) outlined the state’s positive role in world affairs, and his arguments continue to provide a powerful challenge to those who somehow seek to “get beyond the state,” as if such a move would provide a more lasting solution to the threat of armed conflict or nuclear war, social and economic injustice, or environmental 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 is a counsel of despair, at all events if it means that we have to begin by abolishing or subverting the state, rather than that there is a need to build upon it.”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, then 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 seem to 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 of 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 changes 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 states 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.

	
Management is inevitable- it’s only a question of what kind of intervention is used. Past interventions will result in extinction unless actively reversed
Levy 99
[Neil, “Discourses of the Environment,” ed: Eric Darier, p. 215]
If the ‘technological fix’ is unlikely to be more successful than strategies of limitation of our use of resources, we are, nevertheless unable simply to leave the environment as it is. There is a real and pressing need for space, and more accurate, technical and scientific information about the non-human world. For we are faced with a situation in which the processes we have already set in train will continue to impact upon that world, and therefore us for centuries. It is therefore necessary, not only to stop cutting down the rain forests, but to develop real, concrete proposals for action, to reverse or at least limit the effects of our previous interventions. Moreover, there is another reason why our behavior towards the non-human cannot simply be a matter of leaving it as it is, at least in so far as our goals are not only environmental but also involve social justice. For if we simply preserve what remains to us of wilderness, of the countryside and of park land, we also preserve patterns of very unequal access to their resources and their consolations (Soper 1995: 207).in fact, we risk exacerbating these inequalities. It is not us, but the poor of Brazil, who will bear the brunt of the misery which would result from a strictly enforced policy of leaving the Amazonian rain forest untouched, in the absence of alternative means of providing for their livelihood. It is the development of policies to provide such ecologically sustainable alternatives which we require, as well as the development of technical means for replacing our current greenhouse gas-emitting sources of energy. Such policies and proposals for concrete action must be formulated by ecologists, environmentalists, people with expertise concerning the functioning of ecosystems and the impact which our actions have upon them. Such proposals are, therefore, very much the province of Foucault’s specific intellectual, the one who works ‘within specific sectors, at the precise points where their own conditions of life or work situate them’ (Foucault 1980g: 126). For who could be more fittingly described as ‘the strategists of life and death’ than these environmentalists? After the end of the Cold War, it is in this sphere, more than any other, that man’s ‘politics places his existence as a living being in question’ (Foucault 1976: 143). For it is in facing the consequences of our intervention in the non-human world that the hate of our species, and of those with whom we share this planet, will be decided?

value to life always exists – body count matters more than meaning
Augustine 00 Keith Augustine, 2000 “Death and the Meaning of Life” http://www.infidels.org/library/modern/features/2000/augustine1.html 
These considerations show that we must create our own meaning for our lives regardless of whether or not our lives serve some higher purpose. Whether our lives are meaningful to us depends on how we judge them. The absence or presence of greater purpose is as irrelevant as the finality of death. The claim that our lives are 'ultimately' meaningless does not make sense because there is no sense in which they could be meaningful or meaningless outside of how we regard them. Questions about the meaning of life are questions about values. We attribute values to things in life rather than discovering them. There can be no meaning of life outside of the meaning we create for ourselves because the universe is not a sentient being that can attribute values to things. Even if a sentient God existed, the value that he would attribute to our lives would not be the same as the value that we find in living and thus would be irrelevant.

Widespread environmental authoritarianism is coming now
Beeson 2010 – Department of Political Science and International Relations, University of Western
Australia (Mark, “The coming of environmental authoritarianism,” Environmental Politics
Vol. 19, No. 2, March 2010, 276–294)
The environment has become the defining public policy issue of the era. Not only will political responses to environmental challenges determine the health of the planet, but continuing environmental degradation may also affect political systems. This interaction is likely to be especially acute in parts of the world where environmental problems are most pressing and the state’s ability to respond to such challenges is weakest. One possible consequence of environmental degradation is the development or consolidation of authoritarian rule as political elites come to privilege regime maintenance and internal stability over political liberalisation. Even efforts to mitigate the impact of, or respond to, environmental change may involve a decrease in individual liberty as governments seek to transform environmentally destructive behaviour. As a result, ‘environmental authoritarianism’ may become an increasingly common response to the destructive impacts of climate change in an age of diminished expectations.

Environmental authoritarianism prevents extinction – universal democratic equality exceeds the carrying capacity
Beeson 2010 – Department of Political Science and International Relations, University of Western
Australia (Mark, “The coming of environmental authoritarianism,” Environmental Politics
Vol. 19, No. 2, March 2010, 276–294)
While evidence about the implications of environmental degradation and even global warming are increasingly uncontroversial, their possible political consequences are more contentious. Although some of the preceding analysis is necessarily speculative and inferential, the experiences of China and Southeast Asia highlight issues of unambiguously global significance. The central question that emerges from this discussion is whether democracy can be sustained in the region – or anywhere else for that matter – given the unprecedented and unforgiving nature of the challenges we collectively face. Indeed, such is the urgency of the environmental crisis that some have argued – alarmingly persuasively – that ‘humanity will have to trade its liberty to live as it wishes in favour of a system where survival is paramount’ (Shearman and Smith 2007, p. 4). In such circumstances, forms of ‘good’ authoritarianism, in which environmentally unsustainable forms of behaviour are simply forbidden, may become not only justifiable, but essential for the survival of humanity in anything approaching a civilised form. Such ideas are difficult to accept, especially for societies steeped in traditions of liberalism, individualism, freedom of choice and personal advancement. The US is, of course, such a country, where an entire national consciousness and way of life is predicated upon liberal values – values which some consider profoundly inimical to environmental sustainability (Ophuls 1997). It is also the country that has done most to contribute to global environmental problems like climate change, but which has until now seemed incapable of addressing them politically (Stephens 2007). In China, by contrast, an authoritarian regime has arguably done more to mitigate environmental problems than any other government on earth: without the one-child policy instigated in the 1970s, it is estimated that there would already be another 400 million Chinese (Dickie 2008) and China’s environmental problems (and everyone else’s) would be that much worse. Luckily for the world’s non-Chinese population, China does not enjoy the same living standards as the US, and it is impossible to imagine that the vast majority of its citizens ever will. There are, it seems, fundamental, implacable constraints on the carrying capacity of the planet (Cohen 1995). The real tragedy about China’s development is not the failure to democratise rapidly, but that at the very moment that human beings seem to have figured out how to generate economic development on a massive scale, it is becoming apparent that it cannot be sustained, at least not by 6 billion people living Western lifestyles, and certainly not by the 9–12 billion or so that some think will mark the extent of human expansion.6

The current government is unsustainable – Lack of restraint on liberty causes extinction
Ophuls, former member of the U.S. Foreign Service, prof political science at NU, 1996 	[William, Part One, “Designing Sustainable Societies,” Ch 2 “Unsustainable Liberty, Sustainable Freedom,” Building Sustainable Societies, editor Dennis Pirages,  p 33-35]
Sustainable development is an oxymoron. Modern political economy in any form is unsustainable, precisely because it involves “development” –that is, more and more people consuming more and more goods with the aid of ever more powerful technologies. Such an economy produces nothing, it merely exploits nature. Such an economy reckons without the laws of thermodynamics and other basic physical laws: these ordain limitation as the price of life and guarantee that the invisible hand will generate the tragedy of the commons.2 To put it another way, such an economy is based on stolen goods, deferred payments, and hidden costs; it continues to exist or even thrive today only because we do not account for what we steal from nature or for what posterity will have to pay for our pleasures or for what we sweep under the ecological carpet. In sum, development as commonly understood is intrinsically unsustainable. In addition, to treat sustainability as if it were a merely technical problem- how can we make economies compatible with ecology? – is to miss the point almost entirely. The ecological crisis calls into question not our means, but our ends; not our ability to sustain so-called development, but its very meaning and purpose.3 Therefore, achieving a form of development that is truly sustainable over the long term – that is, one does not involve more and more people consuming more and more goods with the aid of ever more powerful technologies – will necessarily require a radical change in our basic values, perhaps even in our very notion of “civilization.” Above all, the standard discussion of sustainability begs an enormous question. That is, even supposing that development as usual were technically possible and morally desirable, would it be politically feasible? I believe the answer is no: the basic premises of modern political economy are not only ecologically self-destructive but socially and psychologically damaging as well, and the aftermath of this damage is a large part of the reason that governance is in such trouble almost everywhere in the modern world today. In short, the most critical challenge confronting us is not economic but political sustainability – for moral and social collapse will hit us sooner and with more devastating effect than the ultimate ecological collapse.  To reduce the question of political sustainability to more manageable proportions, I propose to focus on the tension between liberty and freedom, for this core political issue illuminates the profound challenge to modern values that lurks within the ecological crisis. In effect, I shall respond to the question Ivan Illich raised about the developed world’s near total dependence on so-called energy slaves: “The energy crisis focuses concern on the scarcity of fodder for these slaves. I prefer to ask whether freemen need them.”4 I begin with Isaiah Berlin’s famous distinction between negative and positive freedom.5 The former means the freedom to do what we want, provided only that our acts do not directly injure others; in other words, what liberty usually denotes in the modern, or “liberal,” tradition (so this is the term I shall use from now on.) By contrast, positive freedom means subordinating desires to ideals in order to achieve some more virtuous or nobler state of being that better accords with our “higher nature.” Freedom thus resides in self-fulfillment, not self-indulgence: to promote the former and check the latter, it follows that restraints on individual liberty may be necessary.

Qualitative approaches won’t solve – tragedy of the commons, expert knowledge needed, time delay
Ophuls and Boyan 92
William, Former Foreign Service Officers and winner of the Gladys M. Kammerer Award for the best public policy book, Steven, political scientist at University of Maryland, Baltimore Country, Ecology and the Politics of Scarcity Revisited

Some theorists hope that attitudinal change will bring enough major changes in individual behavior to save a democratic, laissez-faire system from ecological ruin. However, except in very small and tightly knit social groups, education or the inculcation of rigid social norms is not sure proof against the logic of the commons. Apparently, it is simply not true that, once they are aware of the general gravity of the situation, a large number of people will naturally moderate their demands on the environment. A number of studies have shown that even the individuals who are presumably the most knowledgeable and concerned about population growth evince little willingness to restrain their own reproductive behavior (Attah 1973; Barnett 1971; Eisner et al. 1970). How much can we expect of most ordinary citizens? The problem is that in order to forestall the logic of the commons, people in overwhelming numbers must be prepared to do positive good whenever or not cooperation is universal. And in a political culture that conceives of the common interest as being no more than the sum of our individual interests, it seems unlikely that we can prudently count on much help from unsupported altruism (this is not to say that people cannot be educated to be ecologically more responsible than they are at present). In any event, even the most altruistic individual cannot behave responsibly without full knowledge of the consequences of his or her acts—and such knowledge is not available. If even the experts fiercely debate the pros and cons of nuclear power or the effects of a particular chemical on the ozone layer, using highly abstruse analytical techniques and complex computer programs that only the specialist can fully understand, how is the ordinary citizen to know what the facts are? An additional problem is time. High rates of change and exponential growth are accompanied by a serious lag in public understanding. For example, it seems to take two to four generations for the ideas at the frontier of science to filter down to even the informed public. We have still not completely digested Darwin, much less Einstein and quantum mechanics. How reasonable is it to expect from the public at large a sophisticated ecological understanding any time soon, especially when the academic, business, professional, and political elites who constitute the so-called attentive and informed public show little sign of having understood, much less embraced, the ecological world view? (As noted in the foreword, children do seem to embrace an ecological world view when it is taught to them. This is an encouraging development, but it is not yet known how many curriculums include ecology or how many children will retain their world view as adults.)

Third- Giroux is stupid

Giroux fails – essentializes violence
Gur-Ze’ev 98 (Ilan, (Haifa University) “Toward a non-repressive critical pedagogy.” No date. Accessed 1/19/11. http://construct.haifa.ac.il/~ilangz/Critpe39.html) 
The postmodern and the multicultural discourses that influenced Giroux took a one-dimensional attitude towards power. They denoted the importance of deconstructing cultural reproduction and the centrality of relations of dominance to the “voices” of groups whose collective memory, knowledge, and identity were threatened or manipulated by power relations and knowledge conceptions that reflect and serve the hegemonic groups. Freire is not aware that this manipulation has two sides, negative and a positive. The negative side allows the realization of violence by guaranteeing possibilities for the successful functioning of a normalized human being and creating possibilities for men and women to become more productive in “their” realm of self-evidence. Their normality reflects and serves this self-evidence by partly constituting the human subject as well as the thinking self. Giroux easily extracted from Freire’s Critical Pedagogy the elements denoting the importance of acknowledging and respecting the knowledge and identity of marginalized groups and individuals. In fact, this orientation and its telos are in contrast to the central concepts of postmodern educators on the one hand and Critical Theories of Adorno, Horkheimer, and even Habermas on the other. But many similar conceptions and attitudes are present as well.The aim of Freire’s Critical Pedagogy is to restore to marginalized groups their stolen “voice”, to enable them to recognize identify, and give their name the things in the world. The similarity to postmodern critiques is already evident in his acknowledgment that to correctly coin a word is nothing less than to change the world.(10)  However, to identify this conception with the postmodern stand is a over-hasty because the centrality of language in Freire‘s thought relates to his concept of “truth” and a class struggle that will allow the marginalized and repressed an authentic “voice”,(11)  as if their self-evident knowledge is less false than that which their oppressors hold as valid. Implicitly, Freire contends that the interests of all oppressed people are the same, and that one general theory exists for deciphering repressive reality and for developing the potentials absorbed in their collective memory. An alternative critique of language which does not claim to empower the marginalized and the controlled to conceive and articulate their knowledge and needs on the one hand, and is not devoted to their emancipation on the other, is mere “verbalism”, according to Freire.(12)

Giroux fails – only considers the spoken and rational
Gur-Ze’ev 98 (Ilan, (Haifa University) “Toward a non-repressive critical pedagogy.” No date. Accessed 1/19/11. http://construct.haifa.ac.il/~ilangz/Critpe39.html) 
This can be exemplified by the issue of dialogue as a manifestation of Critical Education. The Critical Pedagogies of Freire, Giroux, Shor, and Burbules are constituted on education for a critical dialogue between educators and educated that is committed to demolishing hierarchies and power relations,(60)  within which students are empowered (ideally) to the degree of being able to decipher the hidden codes, power relations, and manipulations that build and represent reality, knowledge, and identities. Basically, this concept of dialogue is part of the modernistic emancipatory project. The subject taking part in such an anti-violent dialogue is supposed to be rational and solidarian to the degree of being able to reconstruct reality and understand it within the process of the dialogue, even if the “understanding” here is not conceived as “objective truth” or a representation of “the thing in itself and for itself”. This conception consensus is deconstructed by postmodern critique and is negated by Critical Theory’s understanding of our historical situation. According to this argument, in our historical situation, even as an ideal, there is no place for such a subject whose assumed existence preconditions Critical Pedagogy’s concept of dialogue. That is one reason why Critical Theory has no room for such an optimistic emancipatory concept. In these versions of Critical Pedagogy even the hermeneutic dimension, to which praxis education is implicitly committed, is not represented as it is: a project whose foundations and practice are both within the framework of high culture as in the philosophy of Hans Gadamer, but as an open possibility of the given reality.


Their uncritical acceptance of marginalized voices dooms their pedagogy to failure
Gur-Ze’ev 98 (Ilan, (Haifa University) “Toward a non-repressive critical pedagogy.” No date. Accessed 1/19/11. http://construct.haifa.ac.il/~ilangz/Critpe39.html) 
From this perspective, the consensus reached by the reflective subject taking part in the dialogue offered by Critical Pedagogy is naive, especially in light of its declared anti-intellectualism on the one hand and its pronounced glorification of “feelings”, “experience”, and self-evident knowledge of the group on the other. Critical Pedagogy, in its different versions, claims to inhere and overcome the foundationalism and transcendentalism of the Enlightenment’s emancipatory and  ethnocentric arrogance, as exemplified by ideology critique, psychoanalysis, or traditional metaphysics. Marginalized feminist knowledge, like the marginalized, neglected, and ridiculed knowledge of the Brazilian farmers, as presented by Freire or Weiler, is represented as legitimate and relevant knowledge, in contrast to its representation as the hegemonic instrument of representation and education. This knowledge is portrayed as a relevant, legitimate and superior alternative to hegemonic education and the knowledge this represents in the center. It is said to represent an identity that is desirable and promises to function “successfully”. However, neither the truth value of the marginalized collective memory nor knowledge is cardinal here. “Truth” is replaced by knowledge whose supreme criterion is its self-evidence, namely the potential productivity of its creative violence, while the dialogue in which adorers of “difference” take part is implicitly represented as one of the desired productions of this violence. My argument is that the marginalized and repressed self-evident knowledge has no superiority over the self-evident knowledge of the oppressors. Relying on the knowledge of the weak, controlled, and marginalized groups, their memory and their conscious interests, is no less naive and dangerous than relying on hegemonic knowledge. This is because the critique of Western transcendentalism, foundationalism, and ethnocentrism declines into uncritical acceptance of marginalized knowledge, which becomes foundationalistic and ethnocentric in presenting “the truth”, “the facts”, or “the real interests of the group” - even if conceived as valid only  for the group concerned. This position cannot avoid vulgar realism and naive positivism based on “facts” of self-evident knowledge ultimately realized against the self-evidence of other groups.


