2AC 

Framework – they have to weigh their k against the enactment of the plan. Alternative frameworks are infinite, skewing predictability and depth in favor of the neg. Our framework is a predictable limit that causes better research and argument testing.
Policy relevance is key and turns their impacts- engaging the state is key

Gunning ‘7 
The alt splinters the center- resulting in backlash that causes the worst impacts of the criticism and sparks a war for power that ends in extinction

Lewis ’92 (Martin W. Lewis, associate research professor of geography, co-director of Comparative Area Studies, Duke University, 1992, Green Delusions, pp. 170-171

The extreme left, for all its intellectual strength, notably lacks the kind of power necessary to emerge victorious from a real revolution. A few old street radicals may still retain their militant ethos, but today’s college professors and their graduate students, the core marxist contingent, would be ineffective. The radical right, on the other hand, would present a very real threat. Populist right-wing paramilitary groups are well armed and well trained, while establishment-minded fascists probably have links with the American military, wherein lies the greatest concentration of destructive power this planet knows. Should a crisis strike so savagely as to splinter the American center and its political institutions, we could well experience a revolutionary movement similar to that of Germany in the 1930s. Marxists, however, would likely counter this argument by citing the several cases of successful socialist revolutions. Successful though they were, none makes a compelling analogue. First, no marxist revolution has ever come close to occurring in an advanced capitalist nation. Triumphant leftist revolutions have only taken place in economically backward countries, and generally only after an unrelated war had demoralized the old guard. More importantly, as Hamerow (1990) clearly shows, all successful marxian revolutions have relied on the strategic cooperation of the bourgeoisie against the aristocracy; only after the old regime is toppled are the fractionated moderates cut out of power. Considering the fate that has generally befallen them under such circumstances, it is unlikely that the business classes—even in the world’s more feudal countries—would again be tempted by the promises of a mixed economy offered to them by would-be leftist revolutionaries. Except perhaps in El Salvador and Peru, contemporary marxist revolutionary movements are irritants to the ruling elites rather than real threats. In contemplating the likely future of a revolutionary United States, we encounter the ultimate paradox of contemporary marxism: the unintended collusion of the radical left and the radical right. Even during periods of normality, the opposing ends of the political spectrum feed strongly on each other—in sardonic fashion, they are each other’s best allies. The marxian left is extraordinarily frightening to the vast majority of the populace, and the stronger it becomes, the more seductive the propaganda of the radical right grows. The equation can also be reversed; leftist rhetoric draws its real power in opposition to the radical right, not the accommodating center. With every KKK outrage, with every atrocity committed by the Los Angeles Police Department, the marxian message grows ever more convincing to horrified progressives. The broad center of responsible conservatives, moderates, and liberals may attempt to remain dispassionate and to refute both extremes, but in a deteriorating political environment, marked by inflamed passions, such a stance will seem to many increasingly inadequate. If, in the event of extraordinary crisis, the center does fold, I must conclude that most Americans would follow the far right rather than the far left. 
State key- eckersly

Aff key- Monbiot- alliances

Mobilization

Subjective truth breeds warming skepticism 

Banning, 9 – University of Colorado communication professor, PhD
(Marlia Elisabeth, “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. 285-304

My second purpose is to ask what institutional and discursive conditions have enabled this moment, in which the broad ideals of academic freedom and protocols guiding scientific inquiry appear to hold precarious authority in the public arena, and the knowledge produced by this inquiry is increasingly viewed as political. A complex of factors contributes to the difficulty for US publics to know what to believe about global warming or who to hold accountable for changes in policy: The quality of information that US publics have received is certainly key. Perhaps a more insidious set of epistemological problems, however, are the assumptions that the debate over global warming is in fact a debate, that all discourse is equally political, and that there are no standards by which to determine what to accept as contingently true. Even the most rudimentary rhetorical analysis of the public discourse on global warming would reveal that the interlocutors in this debate are not equally positioned in terms Global Warming 287of resources, motives, and authority, nor do they abide by a normative set of deliberative standards for public discourse. There are two institutional arenas related to this set of epistemological problems to which I pay particular attention, the public arena with its broad array of government, economic, and political operatives; and the academic arena*specifically*how theoretical discourses on knowledge and truth generated within this arena have been exported to, if not expropriated in, public discourse. This co-optation of contemporary critical perspectives on knowledge and truth in public discourse deserves particular scrutiny: When commercial interests deploy contemporary critical perspectives on knowledge and truth to obfuscate and mislead publics, they impede interventions designed to restore conditions for public reason in the political realm. Rhetorical critics and critical communication scholars are uniquely positioned to intervene when scientific conclusions relevant to public policy but disadvantageous to private and elite interests are manipulated. It is not clear, however, how critical scholars of any stripe intervene in order to press this social imperative into service in the public arena, or what might be the moment and manner of critical intervention in pseudo-controversies such as these. As I will show, those like myself who are indebted to poststructuralist 8 theories of knowledge, truth, and power and who want to intervene in contemporary struggles over policy find ourselves positioned awkwardly*at best*by these theories and our own standards of disinterestedness. Our capacities as critical rhetorical and communication scholars are not easily translated into practice and when they are, they face the same claims of partisan politics as all discourse. The question of how these capacities might be pressed into service, however, seems worthy of attention.

Evnironmental management is inevitable and good

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?

Floating piks are a voting issue- they are unpredictable, steal aff ground and make clash impossible

Extinction comes first
Schell, 1982  (Jonathan, writer for the New Yorker and nuclear weapons expert, The Fate of the Earth)


For the generations that now have to decide whether or not to risk the future of the species, the implication of our species’ unique place in the order of things is that while things in the life of mankind have worth, we must never raise that worth above the life of mankind and above our respect for that life’s existence.  To do this would be to make of our highest ideals so many swords with which to destroy ourselves.  To sum up the worth of our species by reference to some particular standard, goal, or ideology, no matter how elevated or noble it might be, would be to prepare the way for extinction by closing down in thought and feeling the open-ended possibilities for human development which extinction would close down in fact.  There is only one circumstance in which it might be possible to sum up the life and achievement of the species, and that circumstance would be that it had already died, but then, of course, there would be no one left to do the summing up. Only a generation that believed itself to be in possession of final, absolute truth could ever conclude that it had reason to put an end to human life, and only generations that recognized the limits to their own wisdom and virtue would be likely to subordinate their interests and dreams to the as yet unformed interests and undreamed dreams of the future generations, and let human life go on.

Maximizing life is key- all lives have value

Schwartz ‘2 (L Schwartz, medical ethicist, 2002, Medical ethics: a case based approach, www.fleshandbones.com/readingroom/pdf/399.pdf
Supporters of the sanctity of life ethic dismiss considerations about quality and quantity because, they assert: • all life is worth living under any condition because of  the inherent value of life. The upshot of the theory is that quality of life, although desirable, is irrelevant to assessing the value of a life because all life is inherently valuable. Many supporters of the sanctity of life criterion say this is true only of human life, but there are religious groups who claim sanctity extends to all life. Either way, the sanctity of life principle states that all human life is worthy of preservation and hence eliminates the justifiability of abortion, euthanasia and rational suicide and, at extremes, withdrawal of futile treatment: The sanctity of life ethic holds that every human life is intrinsically good, that no life is more valuable than another, that lives not fully developed (embryonic and fetal stages) and lives with no great potential (the suffering lives of the terminally ill or the pathetic lives of the severely handicapped) are still sacred. The condition of a life does not reduce its value or justify its termination.6 So, whereas to determine the value of a life on its quality asserts that there is a relevant difference between the type of life and the fact of life, this distinction is rejected by sanctity arguments as irrelevant. The sanctity criterion tends to be associated with religious beliefs. The Judeo-Christian rationale is usually that lives are inherently valuable because they are gifts from God and not ours to end as we wish. In a sense, our lives are on loan to us and, as such, must be treated with respect. In Islam, the suffering associated with reduced quality of life is also considered a divine endowment and therefore ought to The value of life: who decides and how? 115 be borne without assistance, as the suffering is said to lead to enlightenment and divine reward. However, religious arguments are not required to defend sanctity beliefs. It is enough simply to say that all human lives are deserving of equal respect not because of what they have to offer or have offered or potentially will offer, but because they exist. The notion of inalienable human rights attributes force to the value of human life with the assertion that it needs no justification. This is the primary merit of the sanctity of life ethic – that a life requires no justification – but justification is required for the premature termination of that life. In this sense, the principle acts as a forceful bulwark against devaluing human life. Article 3 of the United Nations Declaration of Human rights asserts simply that: Everyone has the right to life, liberty and security of person.7 No argument is made to justify this claim because no argument is necessary. However, it will be necessary to justify any violation of this right. 

Have to solve deaths- their K leads to moral tunnel vision

Isaac 2 (Jeffrey, Professor of PoliSci @ Indiana-Bloomington, Director of the Center for the Study of Democracy and Public Life, PhD Yale, “Ends, Means, and Politics,” Dissent Magazine Vol 49 Issue 2)

As a result, the most important political questions are simply not asked. It is assumed that U.S. military intervention is an act of "aggression," but no consideration is given to the aggression to which intervention is a response. The status quo ante in Afghanistan is not, as peace activists would have it, peace, but rather terrorist violence abetted by a regime--the Taliban--that rose to power through brutality and repression. This requires us to ask a question that most "peace" activists would prefer not to ask: What should be done to respond to the violence of a Saddam Hussein, or a Milosevic, or a Taliban regime? What means are likely to stop violence and bring criminals to justice? Calls for diplomacy and international law are well intended and important; they implicate a decent and civilized ethic of global order. But they are also vague and empty, because they are not accompanied by any account of how diplomacy or international law [it] can work effectively to address the problem at hand. The campus left offers no such account. To do so would require it to contemplate tragic choices in which moral goodness is of limited utility. Here what matters is not purity of intention but the intelligent exercise of power. Power is not a dirty word or an unfortunate feature of the world. It is the core of politics. Power is the ability to effect outcomes in the world. Politics, in large part, involves contests over the distribution and use of power. To accomplish anything in the political world, one must attend to the means that are necessary to bring it about. And to develop such means is to develop, and to exercise, power. To say this is not to say that power is beyond morality. It is to say that power is not reducible to morality. As writers such as Niccolo Machiavelli, Max Weber, Reinhold Niebuhr, and Hannah Arendt have taught, an unyielding concern with moral goodness undercuts political responsibility. The concern may be morally laudable, reflecting a kind of personal integrity, but it suffers from three fatal flaws: (1) It fails to see that the purity of one's intention does not ensure the achievement of what one intends. Abjuring violence or refusing to make common cause with morally compromised parties may seem like the right thing; but if such tactics entail impotence, then it is hard to view them as serving any moral good beyond the clean conscience of their supporters; (2) it fails to see that in a world of real violence and injustice, moral purity is not simply a form of powerlessness; it is often a form of complicity in injustice. This is why, from the standpoint of politics--as opposed to religion--pacifism is always a potentially immoral stand. In categorically repudiating violence, it refuses in principle to oppose certain violent injustices with any effect; and (3) it fails to see that politics is as much about unintended consequences as it is about intentions; it is the effects of action, rather than the motives of action, that is most significant. Just as the alignment with "good" may engender impotence, it is often the pursuit of "good" that generates evil. This is the lesson of communism in the twentieth century: it is not enough that one's goals be sincere or idealistic; it is equally important, always, to ask about the effects of pursuing these goals and to judge these effects in pragmatic and historically contextualized ways. Moral absolutism inhibits this judgment. It alienates those who are not true believers. It promotes arrogance. And it undermines political effectiveness.
Perm: Do both

Perm: Do the plan and Accept crisis

Perm: Do the plan and Accept only the coming warming crisis
HTGR’s key to solve water shortages- the impact is extinction

- Nisana ‘6 (Utilisation of waste heat from GT‑MHR and PBMR reactors for nuclear desalination  Saied Dardoura, Simon Nisana*, Francoise Charbitb "CEA, Cadarache, F‑13108, Saint Paul‑lez‑Durance, France Tel. +33 (4) 42 25 4628; Fax: +33 (4) 42 25 3635; email: simon.nisan@cea.fr bUniversité Paul Cezanne, LPPE, F‑13090 Aix‑en‑Provence, France  Received 9 March 2006; Accepted 23 March 2006  

The gas turbine‑modular helium cooled reactor (GT‑MHR) is currently being developed by an international consortium; the pebble bed modular reactor (PBMR) is to be constructed in South Africa. In both these reactors, circulating helium that has to be compressed in two successive stages cools the reactor core. For thermodynamic reasons, these compression stages require pre‑cooling of the helium to about 26°C through the use of pre‑cooler and intercooler helium‑water heat exchangers. Considerable thermal power (300 MWth) is thus dissipated in the pre​cooler and the intercooler. This thermal power is then evacuated to the heat sink. Depending upon the specific designs, the temperature ranges of the water in these exchangers could be between 80 and 130°C. This is an ideal range for desalination in a multiple‑effect distillation (MED) plant, which can be coupled between a mixer (of the flows from the pre‑cooler and the intercooler) and the switch‑ cooling unit, evacuating the heat to the heat sink (sea or river). It is thus interesting to evaluate the desalination costs of such a system, utilising virtually free heat. The usual code for desalination cost evaluation is the DEEP software, developed by the International Atomic Energy Agency. Actual versions of DEEP do not have models for GT‑MHR and the PBMR providing heat for desalination. This paper describes the successive steps that led CEA to the development of these models from basic thermo​dynamic considerations and their integration in the new, CEA version of the DEEP code. The models are then applied to a realistic case study based on the TUINDESAL project [1]. It is shown that the desalination cost of a GT‑MHR + MED system is 34% lower than that of a gas turbine, combined cycle plant + MED system, for a fossil fuel price of about 21 $!bbl and a discount rate of 8%. Under the same conditions, this cost is 2% lower for the PBMR + MED systems1. Introduction  Water is indispensable for the very existence of [hu]mankind and for human development. Water is not only a natural resource, but is also a component of prosperity: water being the most impor​tant consumer article in the world, its worldwide availability should be guaranteed to all. However, it is now generally recognised that in the decades to come, many regions of the planet will face water scarcity or water stress. In this context, desalination is considered as a complementary, economically attractive and sustainable solution to meet ever‑increasing water demands. Desalination by nuclear reactors is particularly attractive in view of the low costs and its environmentally friendly characteristics, as has been discussed previously [1]. Two of the most com​monly used desalination processes are multiple​effect distillation (MED) and reverse osmosis (RO). MED uses mainly thermal energy and some electricity to drive the auxiliary systems. RO uses only electrical (or mechanical) energy. In both cases, part of the useful energy is diverted to produce desalted water. If the desalting capa​city is high, this energy loss could be very significant. An alternative, providing virtually free heat to be used with the MED process, is based on the utilisation of gas‑cooled, high temperature reactors. Thus, for example, in the two such reactors currently being developed the gas turbine‑modular helium cooled reactor (GT‑MHR) and the pebble bed modular reactor (PBMR) circulating helium, which has to be compressed in two successive stages, cools the reactor core. For thermodynamic reasons, these compression stages require pre‑cooling of the helium to about 26°C through the use of the pre‑cooler and intercooler helium‑water heat exchangers. Considerable ther​mal power (300 MWth) is thus dissipated in the pre‑cooler and the intercooler. This thermal power is then evacuated to the heat sink. Depending upon the specific designs, the tem​perature ranges of the water in these exchangers  could be between 80 and 130°C. This is an ideal range for desalination for a MED plant, which can be coupled between a mixer (of the flows from the pre‑cooler and the intercooler) and the switch‑ cooling unit, evacuating the heat to the heat sink, (sea or river). This paper describes the successive stages that led to the development of physical and mathe​matical models enabling the calculation of desali​nation costs of the GT‑MHR and the PBMR providing free heat (Fig. 1).  2. Modelling approach  It is obvious that the performances of an integrated nuclear desalination system are mainly dependent on those of the nuclear reactor, pro​viding the required desalination energy. An inte​grated system is an optimal combination of an energy source and an appropriate desalination process, producing both electricity and water and constituting a component of an overall strategy for alleviating water shortages at a given site. The basis of any modelling of the coupled system is thus to correlate the thermodynamic perfor​mances of the reactor (power produced, turbine efficiency, waste heat produced and evacuated, output temperature of the cooling water, etc.) to the characteristics of the site (essentially, the temperature of the heat sink) and the charac​teristics of the MED plant. This is realised in three main steps: • modelling of principal reactor components, relevant to the integrated system; • characteristics of the intermediate circuit, required for safety reasons, and linking the reactor to the desalination process; • characteristics of the desalination process itself.  Because the two gas‑cooled HTRs (GT‑MHR and PBMR) are actually under development, we have endeavoured to use, where possible, simple and general thermodynamic principles, such as   

Water shortages cause extinction

NASCA ‘6 (NASCA 06 National Association for Scientific & Cultural Appreciation [ “Water Shortages – Only A Matter Of Time.” http://www.nasca.org.uk/Strange_relics_/water/water.html) 
Water is one of the prime essentials for life as we know it. The plain fact is - no water, no life! This becomes all the more worrying when we realise that the worlds supply of drinkable water will soon diminish quite rapidly. In fact a recent report commissioned by the United Nations has emphasised that by the year 2025 at least 66% of the worlds population will be without an adequate water supply.   As a disaster in the making water shortage ranks in the top category. Without water we are finished, and it is thus imperative that we protect the mechanism through which we derive our supply of this life giving fluid. Unfortunately the exact opposite is the case. We are doing incalculable damage to the planets capacity to generate water and this will have far ranging consequences for the not too distant future.   The United Nations has warned that burning of fossil fuels is the prime cause of water shortage. While there may be other reasons such as increased solar activity it is clear that this is a situation over which we can exert a great deal of control. If not then the future will be very bleak indeed! Already the warning signs are there.   The last year has seen devastating heatwaves in many parts of the world including the USA where the state of Texas experienced its worst drought on record. Elsewhere in the United States forest fires raged out of control, while other regions of the globe experienced drought conditions that were even more severe. Parts of Iran, Afgahnistan, China and other neighbouring countries experienced their worst droughts on record. These conditions also extended throughout many parts of Africa and it is clear that if circumstances remain unchanged we are facing a disaster of epic proportions. Moreover it will be one for which there is no easy answer.   The spectre of a world water shortage evokes a truly frightening scenario. In fact the United Nations warns that disputes over water will become the prime source of conflict in the not too distant future. Where these shortages become ever more acute it could forseeably lead to the brink of nuclear conflict. On a lesser scale water, and the price of it, will acquire an importance somewhat like the current value placed on oil. The difference of course is that while oil is not vital for life, water most certainly is!   It seems clear then that in future years countries rich in water will enjoy an importance that perhaps they do not have today. In these circumstances power shifts are inevitable, and this will undoubtedly create its own strife and tension. In the long term the implications do not look encouraging. It is a two edged sword. First the shortage of water, and then the increased stresses this will impose upon an already stressed world of politics. It means that answers need to be found immediately. Answers that will both ameliorate the damage to the environment, and also find new sources of water for future consumption. If not, and the problem is left unresolved there will eventually come the day when we shall find ourselves with a nightmare situation for which there will be no obvious answer.

Perm: do the alt
Perm: do the plan and all non-competitive parts of the alt

Perm: do the plan and whatever the alt becomes in the 2nr 
Not impact or root cause- war causes their impacts
Goldstein ‘1 (Professor of International Relations at American University, 2001 (Joshua S., War and Gender: How Gender Shapes the War System and Vice Versa, pp.411-412) 

First, peace activists face a dilemma in thinking about causes of war and working for peace. Many peace scholars and activists support the approach, “if you want peace, work for justice”. Then if one believes that sexism contributes to war, one can work for gender justice specifically (perhaps among others) in order to pursue peace. This approach brings strategic allies to the peace movement (women, labor, minorities), but rests on the assumption that injustices cause war. The evidence in this book suggests that causality runs at least as strongly the other way. War is not a product of capitalism, imperialism, gender, innate aggression, or any other single cause, although all of these influences wars’ outbreaks and outcomes. Rather, war has in part fueled and sustained these and other injustices.  So, “if you want peace, work for peace.” Indeed, if you want justice (gener and others), work for peace. Causality does not run just upward through the levels of analysis from types of individuals, societies, and governments up to war. It runs downward too. Enloe suggests that changes in attitudes toward war and the military may be the most important way to “reverse women’s oppression/” The dilemma is that peace work focused on justice brings to the peace movement energy, allies and moral grounding, yet, in light of this book’s evidence, the emphasis on injustice as the main cause of war seems to be empirically inadequate.
Capitalism is not the root cause of war.

Dandeker 92 — Christopher Dandeker, Professor of Military Sociology in the Department of War Studies at King's College London, 1992 (“The Causes of War and the History of Modern Sociological Theory,” Effects of War on Society, Edited by Giorgio Ausenda, Published by the Center for Interdisciplinary Research on Social Stress by Boydell & Brewer Ltd, ISBN 0851158684, 1st Edition Published in 1992, 2nd Edition Published in 2002, p. 44-45)

All these arguments presuppose two specious sociological contentions: first that capitalism, as the most historically developed and dynamic form of class exploitation, is the source of modern militarism, and second, that socialism, preferably on a world scale would involve the abolition of war. The deficiencies in these views, and indeed of those associated with the industrial society thesis discussed earlier, can be revealed by drawing on Machiavellian themes which can then be set out more explicitly in the next section.

Despite the fact that industrial capitalism has produced two world wars, as Aron (1954) and more recently Michael Mann (1984) have argued, there is no 'special relationship' between capitalism and militarism—or the tendency to war—only one of historical indifference. All the pre-dispositions of 'capitalist states' to use warfare calculatively as a means of resolving their disputes with other states predate the formation of capitalism as an economic system. Of course, it could be argued that capitalism merely changes the form of militarism. That is to say, pre-capitalist patterns of militarism were still expressions of class relations and modern capitalism has just increased the destructive power of the industrialised means of war available to the state. But this argument will not do. Socialist societies in their use of industrialised power show that the technological potential for war is transferable and can be reproduced under non-capitalist conditions. Furthermore, the military activities of socialist states cannot be explained in terms of a [end page 44] defensive war against capitalism or even an aggressive one, as national and geopolitical power motives are arguably just as significant in the determination of state behaviour. Furthermore, imperial expansion not only predates capitalism but it is also difficult to reduce the causes of wars then and now to the interests of dominant economic classes (Mann 1984:25-46).

Some forms of capitalism is inevitable- it's embedded into our every day lives- just a question whether good or bad

Alex Callinicos, Professor of European Studies, 2003, “An Anti-Capitalist Manifesto”

More seriously, Sen claims, in effect, that 'the right to interact economically with one another' must find expression in a market economy.' This makes the restriction –let alone the abolition – of market mechanisms necessarily a violation of human freedom. The comparison of market exchanges to conversation has, moreover, the effect (familiar in defences of capitalism) of naturalizing the market. Human society is unimaginable without language: if markets are as basic as that, then restricting or abolishing them threatens the very functioning of human societies. But Sen here elides certain important distinctions. There are markets and markets. Karl Polanyi in his classic work The Great Transformation (1944) argued that in the long run of human history economic practices have been embedded in larger social relationships, and regulated according to one or more of the following principles –reciprocity, redistribution, and house holding (i.e. production for one's own use). Where markets existed, they did so in the form of local trade (fairs and market days and the like) and long-distance trade: both external trade and local trade are relative to geographical distance, the one being confined to goods which cannot overcome it, the other only such as can. Trade of this kind is rightly regarded as complementary. Local exchange between town and countryside, foreign trade between different climactic zones are based on this principle. Such trade need not imply competition.2°

The alt fails, causes transition conflicts, requires totalitarianism, and flips their impacts

Aligica ‘3  (fellow at the Mercatus Center, George Mason University, and Adjunct Fellow at the Hudson Institute (Paul, 4/21. “The Great Transition and the Social Limits to Growth: Herman Kahn on Social Change and Global Economic Development”, April 21, http://www.hudson.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=publication_details&id=2827)

Stopping things would mean if not to engage in an experiment to change the human nature, at least in an equally difficult experiment in altering powerful cultural forces: "We firmly believe that despite the arguments put forward by people who would like to 'stop the earth and get off,' it is simply impractical to do so. Propensity to change may not be inherent in human nature, but it is firmly embedded in most contemporary cultures. People have almost everywhere become curious, future oriented, and dissatisfied with their conditions. They want more material goods and covet higher status and greater control of nature. Despite much propaganda to the contrary, they believe in progress and future" (Kahn, 1976, 164). As regarding the critics of growth that stressed the issue of the gap between rich and poor countries and the issue of redistribution, Kahn noted that what most people everywhere want was visible, rapid improvement in their economic status and living standards, and not a closing of the gap (Kahn, 1976, 165). The people from poor countries have as a basic goal the transition from poor to middle class. The other implications of social change are secondary for them.  Thus a crucial factor to be taken into account is that while the zero-growth advocates and their followers may be satisfied to stop at the present point, most others are not. Any serious attempt to frustrate these expectations or desires of that majority is likely to fail and/or create disastrous counter reactions. Kahn was convinced that "any concerted attempt to stop or even slow 'progress' appreciably (that is, to be satisfied with the moment) is catastrophe-prone". At the minimum, "it would probably require the creation of extraordinarily repressive governments or movements-and probably a repressive international system" (Kahn, 1976, 165; 1979, 140-153).  The pressures of overpopulation, national security challenges and poverty as well as the revolution of rising expectations could be solved only in a continuing growth environment. Kahn  rejected the idea that continuous growth would generate political repression and absolute poverty. On the contrary, it is the limits-to-growth position "which creates low morale, destroys assurance, undermines the legitimacy of governments everywhere, erodes personal and group commitment to constructive activities and encourages obstructiveness to reasonable policies and hopes". Hence this position "increases enormously the costs of creating the resources needed for expansion, makes more likely misleading debate and misformulation of the issues, and make less likely constructive and creative lives". Ultimately "it is precisely this position the one that increases the potential for the kinds of disasters which most at its advocates are trying to avoid" (Kahn, 1976, 210; 1984).

Tech good and sustainable

Park ’12 [Mi Park, PhD at Dalhousie University, “Imagining a Just and Sustainable Society: a Critique of Alternative Economic Models in the Global Justice Movement”, Critical Sociology, published online 2-13-2012 at SAGE Journals]
Many critics of globalization believe that economic expansion, regardless of resource regimes, is ecologically unsustainable. They presuppose a mutually exclusive, destructive relationship between economic growth and the use of natural resources. But as an environmental Kuznets curve (EKC) demonstrates, environmental quality improves with the use of better production technology. Some environmentalists argue that with technological developments, we need fewer primary resources to produce goods and services while expanding the range of recyclable goods (Field and Olewiler, 2005). If so, economic growth can be de-linked from the use of non-renewable energy and waste. Indeed, the eco-capitalist globalization model is premised on the notion of decoupling economic growth from ecological degradation.
Cap key to the environment 

Sari and Soytas ‘9 (Ramazan and Ugur, Dept. of Business Administration, Middle East Technical University, “Are global warming and economic growth compatible? Evidence from ﬁve OPEC countries?,” Applied Energy, Volume 86, pg. 1887-1893, ScienceDirect)

The recent studies on the other hand improved our understanding in at least two ways. Firstly, the empirical studies may be suffering from omitted variables bias that may yield spurious causality test results. Hence, a multivariate approach should be preferred over bi-variate approaches. Secondly, the temporal relationship between energy use and income may be depending on country speciﬁc factors. Furthermore, depending on the nature of the link in concern, alternative policy options may be available to policy makers in different countries. Therefore, studying countries individually may be necessary. There is an abundance of studies that test the environmental Kuznets curve (EKC) hypothesis (see [6,45] for a review) which relate environmental degradation to economic growth. The hypothesis states that as economies grow pollution also grows, but after an income level is reached economic growth is associated with a decline in pollution. As Rothman and de Bruyn [35] suggest if the hypothesis holds economic growth can gradually become a solution to environmental problems and no policy action is necessary. 

Alt fails fails—consumers are always embedded in social normality. Only visible policy can actually affect individuals and relieve them from unfair social responsibility

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.
Cap empirically solves warming, comprehensive studies prove

Stroup is a professor of economics at Stephen F. Austin State University and a senior fellow with the National Center for Policy Analysis, 10 (Michael, “capitalism, democracy, and environmental quality”, 9/2/10, http://www.ncpa.org/pub/ba721)

Like many U.S. presidents, George W. Bush thought exporting democracy to developing countries was more important than exporting capitalism. Both capitalism and democracy improve a society's quality of life, measured by such things as infant mortality and literacy. Market-oriented economic policies improve human development by promoting entrepreneurship, encouraging competition and raising individual incomes by increasing the rate of economic growth. Democratic political rights contribute to human development by increasing the control of citizens over government allocation of resources, resulting in things such as law enforcement, public health and education. Interestingly, there are countries - such as Singapore and Hong Kong, which regularly rate as two of the most economically free - that have market-based economies, but are not very democratic. Suppose, however, that beyond improving the basic conditions of human life, the most important goal is to improve environmental quality. In that case, which should be more strongly encouraged in other countries: capitalism or democracy? In developing countries, modern agriculture and industrialization increase emissions of some air and water pollutants, but rising per capita incomes raise social demand for clean environments, eventually reducing pollution emissions rates. In fact, looking at atmospheric emissions and groundwater discharges of pollutants in developed democracies is revealing when controlling for cross-country differences like demographics and prevailing industry and government structures. Data on members of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), a group of developed countries, shows that additional income, or gross domestic product (GDP), is linked to lower emissions. Over the period 1985 to 1995 [see Figure I]: * A 10 percent increase in per capita income reduced daily sulfur oxides emissions per billion dollars of GDP by 7 metric tons. * The income increase reduced nitrous oxide emissions per billion dollars of GDP by 2.2 metric tons. * The higher income also reduced discharges of organic water pollutants by 464 kilograms. Environmental quality is also sometimes measured by emissions of greenhouse gases produced by human activity, such as water vapor and carbon dioxide (CO2), thought to contribute to global climate warming. Although such greenhouse gases are not pollutants, they are still a primary concern to many environmentalists. Interestingly, CO2 emissions per unit of GDP fall as a country's incomes rise. For instance, the rate of CO2 emissions in the United States has declined substantially since 1950 [see Figure II], according to the Energy Information Administration: * From 1980 to 1990, CO2 emissions per unit of GDP declined an average of 2.7 percent per year, or 25.9 percent overall. * From 1990 to 2000, emissions declined 1.6 percent per year, or 15.2 percent overall. Comparing the Effects of Capitalism and Democracy. The Fraser Institute's economic freedom index and Freedom House's political rights index can each be used to evaluate the relative impacts on environmental quality from increases in economic freedom and political rights. Economic freedom is characterized by personal choice, voluntary exchange, freedom to compete, and protection of person and property. It requires public policies that promote open markets, limited government intervention, stable monetary growth, free trade and a strong rule of law. A democratic or politically free society is defined by citizens' right to vote, to organize competing political parties and to raise a significant opposition vote, and the realistic possibility of the opposition gaining power through elections. These characteristics can be evaluated for any country for which data is available, and each country can be assigned a score on a 10-point index scale for each type of freedom. Using the OECD data on emissions of pollutants in the same analysis as above reveals the impact of an increase in democracy when holding economic freedom constant: * A one-unit increase in the democracy index reduces sulfur oxides emissions per billion dollars of GDP by 42 metric tons per day. * The same increase in democracy reduces discharges of organic water pollutants per billion dollars of GDP by 21 kilograms daily. * However, a one-unit increase in democracy increases nitrous oxide emissions per billion dollars of GDP by 28 metric tons. * By contrast, holding political freedom constant reveals that increased capitalism reduces all three types of pollutants: * A one-unit increase in economic freedom reduces nitrous oxide emissions per billion dollars of GDP by 162 metric tons per day. * The increase in economic freedom reduces discharges of organic water pollutants per billion dollars of GDP by 154 kilograms daily. * It also reduces sulfur oxides by 131 metric tons. Conclusion. Developing countries with limited natural and institutional resources can improve air and water quality more efficiently by increasing the amount of economic freedom in society rather than by expanding democratic control over collective resource allocations. Developed countries enjoy greater amounts of both economic and political freedom compared to poorer countries. As they have become wealthier, they have also improved environmental quality by reducing the rate of emissions of pollutants measured against their economic output. 
Plan makes solves sustainability—green capitalism transforms markets to account for the environment

 Professor Graciela Chichilnisky was the architect of the Carbon Market, and lead author on the Intergovernmental Panel for Climate Change which won the 2007 Nobel Prize. She is UNESCO professor of mathematics and economics, director of Columbia Consortium for Risk Management and professor of economics statistics at Columbia University, NY, 10 (“will 20th century capitalism go green?”, The Ecologist, 9/21/10, http://www.theecologist.org/blogs_and_comments/commentators/other_comments/604492/will_21st_century_capitalism_go_green.html
Capitalism is transforming itself. Having caused the worst environmental excesses of the 20th century – overconsumption of fossil fuels and forests in rich nations and the attendant denuding of poor nations’ resources needed for survival– capitalism is now changing its stripes.   New global scarcities have emerged, and with them new limits on the use of critical natural resources such as air, water and energy that are key to human survival. The limits on resources are in turn creating new markets. These new markets – for clean air, water, fossil and clean fuels - are transforming capitalism. An example is the US Clean Air Act, which put limits on the emission of sulphur dioxide by power plants, from which emerged a market that trades rights to emit SO2 at the Chicago Board of Trade. The SO2 market successfully and quickly eradicated acid rain in the US. At the global level a similar market mechanism emerged in 1997, when the Kyoto Protocol laid limits on carbon emissions by rich nations. From these limits a carbon market was created that became international law in 2005, is now trading $165 billion/year at the EU Emissions Trading System, and is expected to become the largest commodity market in the world. The carbon market privatises the atmosphere of the planet, but favours the poor nations who have more rights to emit; as a result $50 billion has so far been transferred from rich to poor nations for productive projects that have allowed their economies to reduce carbon and leapfrog into clean development strategies, avoiding the heavy industrialization followed by rich nations. The USA being left behind The transformation is causing a clash between the old and the new. There is a heated political debate about whether to continue the Kyoto carbon limits after 2012. The nation that led capitalism during the last century is the most resistant to change: the US is the only advanced nation that has accepted no limits on carbon emissions, and the largest emitter among them. Last week the US steelworkers union sued the Chinese government at the World Trade Organisation, for offering favorable credit and subsidizing land used for its clean technology industry, and President Obama plans to follow suit at the national level. In contrast, China is an enthusiastic supporter of the Kyoto Protocol and has become the leading exporter of clean energy equipment, having created one million jobs in clean energy manufacturing. The US is the single advanced nation that has not ratified the Kyoto Protocol and does not trade in its carbon market. It desperately needs to create jobs as it has 9.6 per cent unemployment, the highest unemployment since the Great Depression - a major challenge to the Democratic administration in the November 2010 elections. One million jobs would be very valuable in the US right now, whilst 14.6 million people are unemployed and 170,000 families are living in homeless shelters. The US has every reason to emulate China. But instead of investing in clean tech jobs, the US invested hundreds of billions of taxpayers funds in the past three years to provide credit and bail out venerable old financial institutions - the heroes of last century’s capitalism - who have created the US’s main exports, financial services and products. These are the same financial institutions that caused the worst financial crisis of our times. China, India and Brazil go renewable As the OECD nations slowly emerge from the worst financial crisis in 80 years, a completely different transformation is taking place in the rich nations and in the less industrialised world. Less industrialised nations for the first time lead world economic growth. China received tens of billions from the Kyoto Protocol Clean Developing Mechanism for clean energy infrastructure, and is emerging as the world’s leading exporter in clean energy equipment – exporting wind turbines and solar energy equipment to Europe and the US. India is quickly growing its clean technology industry based on its engineering capabilities, and is the largest exporter of software in the world, topping $60 billion per year in exports from Bangalore. Brazil and other large developing nations are quickly stepping up to the challenge using the Clean Development Mechanism and leapfrogging over heavy industrialisation to a clean future while they combat their citizens’ hunger and deprivation. Among advanced nations, the US is alone in resisting change and denying the need for carbon limits. US Senators face more acceptance from the power plant industry for creating a US carbon market than they do from their constituents at home, who will vote in the November 2010 elections and will decide the nations’ political future for the next few years. The US public still regards clean technology as a cost and not a profit, asking how much the transformation will ‘cost’. Instead, the Chinese, the Indians, and the Brazilians see investment in clean tech as an opportunity for profits and growth. US reaction to China’s export leadership is to sue the Chinese, rather than to compete and take over the reins in an area where, due to its own technological prowess, the US should be a natural leader. Economics of restraint and preservation But the world is moving on. Markets for biodiversity and for watersheds and forests will emerge in the near future. The United Nations, which created the carbon market as part of the Kyoto Protocol, is working on new global environmental markets. We need to create these market solutions before it is too late, before we destroy the remnants of the planet’s biodiversity in seas and soils. We are in the midst of the 6th largest extinction event in the history of the plant and the first caused by human action. The new markets that arise from ecological constraints will dominate the 21st century economy, and so will markets for knowledge. The carbon market will become the largest commodity market in the world because carbon is emitted in producing energy, energy is the mother of all markets, and 89 per cent of the energy produced in the planet comes from fossil fuels. Energy creates today the largest source of carbon emissions in the world – about 41 per cent. The transformation of capitalism is unstoppable because we need limits on resources for humans to survive. And from these limits, new markets will emerge as we trade the rights to use resources. These new markets are quite different from what we had until now and will change capitalism. They involve ‘non rival’ goods, since carbon in the atmosphere, biodiversity in the planet and even global knowledge are non–rival goods, they are the same for all and can be shared without losing them. No more private goods This is very different from the private goods that characterised capitalism until now, where ‘whatever you have, I cannot have’. Markets for private goods divide us and create competition because goods are rival in consumption - ‘what I consume you cannot consume’. The new markets involve non–rival goods that are the same for all. This is for physical reasons. Since CO2 distributes uniformly all over the planet and we all face the same atmospheric carbon concentration, we must all cooperate to find a global solution, rich and poor, young and old, black or white. The markets of the future are here today. They are starting to cause a great and most welcome transformation for capitalism. The question now is how long the transformation will take, and whether we will experience ecological and climate disasters. Human civilisation as we know it may not be able to survive during the transition. Time is not on our side. The longer it takes, the greater the risk we face. 
Markets key to peace

Gartzke ‘9 (The Capitalist Peace Erik Gartzke Columbia University 2009 Erik Gartzke is an associate professor in the Department of Political Science and the Saltzman Institute of War and Peace Studies at Columbia University
The discovery that democracies seldom fight each other has led, quite reasonably, to the conclusion that democracy causes peace, at leastwithin the community of liberal polities. Explanations abound, but a consensus account of the dyadic democratic peace has been surprisingly slow to materialize. I offer a theory of liberal peace based on capitalism and common interstate interests. Economic development, capital market integration, and the compatibility of foreignpolicy preferences supplant the effect of democracy in standard statistical tests of the democratic peace. In fact, after controlling for regional heterogeneity, any one of these three variables is sufficient to account for effects previously attributed to regime type in standard samples of wars, militarized interstate disputes (MIDs), and fatal disputes.1 If war is a product of incompatible interests and failed or abortive bargaining, peace ensues when states lack differences worthy of costly conflict, or when circumstances favor successful diplomacy. Realists and others argue that state interests are inherently incompatible, but this need be so only if state interests are narrowly defined or when conquest promises tangible benefits. Peace can result from at least three attributes of mature capitalist economies. First, the historic impetus to territorial expansion is tempered by the rising importance of intellectual and financial capital, factors that are more expediently enticed than conquered. Land does little to increase the worth of the advanced economies while resource competition is more cheaply pursued through markets than by means of military occupation. At the same time, development actually increases the ability of states to project power when incompatible policy objectives exist. Development affects who states fight (and what they fight over) more than the overall frequency of warfare. Second, substantial overlap in the foreign policy goals of developed nations in the post–WorldWar II period further limits the scope and scale of conflict. Lacking territorial tensions, consensus about how to order the international system has allowed liberal states to cooperate and to accommodate minor differences. Whether this affinity among liberal states will persist in the next century is a question open to debate. Finally, the rise of global capital markets creates a new mechanism for competition and communication for states that might otherwise be forced to fight. Separately, these processes influence patterns of warfare in the modern world. Together, they explain the absence of war among states in the developed world and account for the dyadic observation of the democratic peace. The notion of a capitalist peace is hardly new. Montesquieu, Paine, Bastiat, Mill, Cobden, Angell, and others saw in market forces the power to end war. Unfortunately, war continued, leading many to view as overly optimistic classical conceptions of liberal peace. This study can be seen as part of an effort to reexamine capitalist peace theory, revising arguments in line with contemporary insights much as Kantian claims were reworked in response to evolving evidence of a democratic peace. Existing empirical research on the democratic peace, while addressing many possible alternatives, provides an incomplete and uneven treatment of liberal economic processes.Mostdemocraticpeace researchexamines trade in goods and services but ignores capital markets and offers only a cursory assessment of economic development (Maoz and Russett 1992). Several studies explore the impact of interests, though these have largely been dismissed by democratic peace advocates (Oneal and Russett 1999a; Russett and Oneal 2001). These omissions or oversights help to determine the democratic peace result and thus shape subsequent research, thinking, and policy on the subject of liberal peace. This study offers evidence that liberal economic processes do in fact lead to peace, even accounting for the well-documented role of liberal politics. 

Scarcity arguments and biased and flawed

Taylor ‘2 (Jerry Taylor, Cato Natural Resource Studies Director, 02 [“Sustainable Development: A Dubious Solution in Search of a Problem,” August 26, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa449.pdf]

If resources are growing more abundant while the concentration of pollutants in air sheds and watersheds continues to decline, how can we explain the proliferation of various stylized sustainability indices that point to a deterioration of the planet’s resource base? There are five common weaknesses with such reports. First, they are almost always built upon a selective but fundamentally arbitrary or irrelevant set of indicators. Second, they are often built not upon actual resource data but upon hypotheses or theories about resource health that do not comport with the data or that rest upon highly suspect data fundamentally inconsistent with the larger data sets available to analysts. Third, they ignore the well-documented propensity of capitalist societies to create and invent new resources when old resources become relatively more scarce (that is, they assume that resources are fixed and finite when they are not). Fourth, they are highly aggregated and often subjective calculations of data sets that lack common denominators. Finally, they are frequently heavily biased by ideological assumptions about politics and government action. Accordingly, they provide little help to policy analysts or political leaders. 

Transition wars will kill the planet but not capitalism

Flood ‘04


(Andrew, Anarchist organizer and writer, “Civilization, Primitivism, Anarchism,” http://www.anarkismo.net/newswire.php?story_id=1451)

However it is worth doing a little mental exercise on this idea of the oil running out. If indeed there was no alternative what might happen? Would a primitivist utopia emerge even at the bitter price of 5,900 million people dying?  No. The primitivists seem to forget that we live in a class society. The population of the earth is divided into a few people with vast resources and power and the rest of us. It is not a case of equal access to resources, rather of quite incredible unequal access. Those who fell victim to the mass die off would not include Rubert Murdoch, Bill Gates or George Bush because these people have the money and power to monopolise remaining supplies for themselves.  Instead the first to die in huge number would be the population of the poorer mega cities on the planet. Cairo and Alexandria in Egypt have a population of around 20 million between them. Egypt is dependent both on food imports and on the very intensive agriculture of the Nile valley and the oasis. Except for the tiny wealthy elite those 20 million urban dwellers would have nowhere to go and there is no more land to be worked. Current high yields are in part dependent on high inputs of cheap energy.  The mass deaths of millions of people is not something that destroys capitalism. Indeed at periods of history it has been seen as quite natural and even desirable for the modernization of capital. The potato famine of the 1840's that reduced the population of Ireland by 30% was seen as desirable by many advocates of free trade.(16) So was the 1943/4 famine in British ruled Bengal in which four million died(17). For the capitalist class such mass deaths, particularly in colonies afford opportunities to restructure the economy in ways that would otherwise be resisted.  The real result of an 'end of energy' crisis would see our rulers stock piling what energy sources remained and using them to power the helicopter gunships that would be used to control those of us fortunate enough to be selected to toil for them in the biofuel fields. The unlucky majority would just be kept where they are and allowed to die off. More of the 'Matrix' then utopia in other words.   The other point to be made here is that destruction can serve to regenerate capitalism. Like it or not large scale destruction allows some capitalist to make a lot of money. Think of the Iraq war. The destruction of the Iraqi infrastructure may be a disaster for the people of Iraq buts it's a profit making bonanza for Halliburton and co[18]. Not coincidentally the Iraq war, is helping the US A, where the largest corporations are based, gain control of the parts of the planet where much future and current oil production takes place
The K’s insistence on the ethical aspects of capitalism fails and ignores varying desires  
Park 12

[Mi Park, PhD at Dalhousie University, “Imagining a Just and Sustainable Society: a Critique of Alternative Economic Models in the Global Justice Movement”, Critical Sociology, published online 2-13-2012 at SAGE Journals]
Many in the ANGM believe that the consumerist culture of capitalism contributes to ecological destruction. As eco-feminists, Sydee and Beder (2001: 300) state: In order to sell its products, capitalists feed on profitable aspects of patriarchal domination. The underlying drive of these magazines is consumerism – they tap into patriarchal behaviour as a selling point. Beauty is narrowly defined and fetishised in order to sell products, and the early sexualisation of girls is promoted to expand markets, both in readership and products. Likewise, Magdoff, a Marxist scholar, views capitalism to be incompatible with ‘ecological civilization’ due to capitalism’s inherent tendency to promote ‘consumption beyond human needs’ (Magdoff, 2010: 14). Anti-capitalist dissenters in ANGM seem to converge on the idea that an ecological and just society must address the problem of overconsumption. To reduce wasteful consumption, some suggest that society should find ways to reduce the consumption of non-essential goods and services. For instance, a deep ecologist, Latouche, proposes that there should be a distinction between consumerist mass tourism and legitimate educational tours. Similarly, some socialists (the Fourth International) advocate a carbon rationing system that limits individuals’ air travel (International Viewpoint, 2007). A critical question, however, that needs to be addressed is who is to decide what is essential and what is not. Today, drinking coffee might be a basic necessity for many while others consider coffee as a non-essential good. Various religious practices are essential metaphysical needs for some, but non-essential for others. Cosmetics and varying types of tight-fitting clothes are patriarchal products for some, but self-indulging aesthetic needs for others. What happens when individuals disagree with ‘society’ (embodied in community councils, communes, or workers and consumers councils in alternative society models) on the evaluation of their needs? Would there be a possibility for ‘non-essential’ goods to be available? Would ‘society’ stigmatize those who seek non-essential (bourgeois, consumerist) needs? Would there be a sort of ‘Cultural Revolution’ against capitalist consumerism? From deep ecologists to anarcho-communists, there seems to be a general inclination toward a hyper-ethical, ascetic society, revealed in their almost religious preaching about the need to reduce consumption and minimize human desires. It is relatively non-contentious to state that many human wants have been artificially created and manufactured by capitalist advertising. But to find ways to separate essential needs from non-essential ones is highly problematic. Even if we agree on essential needs, they come in varying shapes and sizes. Think about numerous types of food, clothes and housing. Democratic votes would be unsuitable for identifying them because the issue here is about people’s preferences, their taste. As Nove considers the popular vote on consumption needs, he raises the following question: What of minority rights in matters of consumption? Is it proper for the citizens of a town or a country to vote by a 3–1 majority in favour of not providing anything – from string quartets to pumpernickel – which happens to be a minority taste? (Nove, 1983: 225) Who has the right to judge the intensity of one’s desire in a way to deem that desire essential or non-essential? The shaming culture of material goods in pursuit of some higher spiritual need (therefore essential?) may be popular in many religious circles but I wonder whether this is the same path leading to a very anti-cultural ‘Cultural Revolution’ of the sort. In this sense, I fully agree with Nove as he put it: ‘There is not and cannot be anything anti-socialist in the notion that the citizens should seek to satisfy their varied needs and tastes to the fullest extent consistent with the productive capacity of society and the welfare of their fellow citizens (i.e. avoiding pollution and other species of external diseconomies)’ (1983: 225).

Case

Their nuclear power bad arguments kills the ability to use nuclear power to solve warming and causes hundreds of thousands to die from Coal air pollution
Ropeik ’12 (The Historic Roots, and Impacts, of Our Nuclear Fear David Ropeik is an instructor at Harvard, a consultant in risk perception, and author of How Risky Is It, Really? Why Our Fears Don't Always Match the Facts. June 25, 2012 | David Ropeik Originally published at Risk: Reason and Reality at Big Think.

The Cuban missile crisis took place less than a month later, terrifying us, but, in the end, easing our fears of nuclear holocaust. The defense strategy of MAD - Mutual Assured Destruction - actually worked. Neither President Kennedy nor Soviet Premier Khrushchev was mad enough to start a nuclear war. But by this point the fear of anything nuclear was so deep that as the apocalyptic threat of nuclear war receded, and as the 1963 atmospheric test ban eliminated the risk of fallout, the fear was transferred to a new nuclear bogeyman. Weart writes that the fear of nuclear weapons and fallout led directly to the opposition to nuclear power. He cites several studies which found that from the very beginning, this opposition was strongest among the more liberal environmentalist and pacifist parts of society. "People with a more egalitarian ideology who thought that wealth and power should be widely distributed, were more anxious about environmental risks in general and nuclear power above all than people who believed in a more hierarchical social order." From that opposition arose yet another of the profound, unpredictable effects of nuclear fear; a coal-based energy policy which has killed hundreds of thousands of people from air pollution and now contributes significantly to the threat to the very climate on which life on earth depends. Weart's book, a more concise and entertaining update of the one he published in 1998, moves quickly through Chernobyl and Fukushima. He devotes practically no attention to one key part of the nuclear fear story, the findings from studies of the atomic bomb survivors that have shown that the actual biological risk from nuclear radiation actually is stunningly lower than most people realize. The cancer death rate among those survivors went up less than one percent, and no biological effects at all have been detected among those who received lower doses (below 110 milliseiverts). No multi-generational genetic damage has been detected either. The fear of radiation, understandably so deep because it was born in the face of terrifying existential danger, far exceeds the actual risk. This omission is interesting, because Weart does not hesitate to argue that excessive fear of nuclear radiation is irrational and impedes development of nuclear power as one way to deal with climate change.
Studies agree- nuclear power is the only way to solve warming

Reiss ‘8 (Spencer Reiss, 05.19.08, “Face It. Nukes Are the Most Climate-Friendly Industrial-Scale Form of Energy”, http://www.wired.com/science/planetearth/magazine/16-06/ff_heresies_08nuclear) 

There's no question that nuclear power is the most climate-friendly industrial-scale energy source. You can worry about radioactive waste or proliferating weapons. You can complain about the high cost of construction and decommissioning. But the reality is that every serious effort at carbon accounting reaches the same conclusion: Nukes win. Only wind comes close — and that's when it's blowing. A UK government white paper last year factored in everything from uranium mining to plant decommissioning and determined that nuclear power emits 2 to 6 percent of the carbon per kilowatt-hour as natural gas, the cleanest of the fossil fuels.  Embracing the atom is key to winning the war on warming: Electric power generates 26 percent of the world's greenhouse gas emissions and 39 percent of the United States' — it's the biggest contributor to global warming.
Our knowledge claims are accurate- epistemology and ontology shouldn’t come first

Owen ‘2 (David Owen, Reader of Political Theory at the Univ. of Southampton,  Millennium Vol 31 No 3 2002 p. 655-7

Commenting on the ‘philosophical turn’ in IR, Wæver remarks that ‘[a] frenzy for words like “epistemology” and “ontology” often signals this philosophical turn’, although he goes on to comment that these terms are often used loosely.4 However, loosely deployed or not, it is clear that debates concerning ontology and epistemology play a central role in the contemporary IR theory wars. In one respect, this is unsurprising since it is a characteristic feature of the social sciences that periods of disciplinary disorientation involve recourse to reflection on the philosophical commitments of different theoretical approaches, and there is no doubt that such reflection can play a valuable role in making explicit the commitments that characterise (and help individuate) diverse theoretical positions. Yet, such a philosophical turn is not without its dangers and I will briefly mention three before turning to consider a confusion that has, I will suggest, helped to promote the IR theory wars by motivating this philosophical turn. The first danger with the philosophical turn is that it has an inbuilt tendency to prioritise issues of ontology and epistemology over explanatory and/or interpretive power as if the latter two were merely a simple function of the former. But while the explanatory and/or interpretive power of a theoretical account is not wholly independent of its ontological and/or epistemological commitments (otherwise criticism of these features would not be a criticism that had any value), it is by no means clear that it is, in contrast, wholly dependent on these philosophical commitments. Thus, for example, one need not be sympathetic to rational choice theory to recognise that it can provide powerful accounts of certain kinds of problems, such as the tragedy of the commons in which dilemmas of collective action are foregrounded. It may, of course, be the case that the advocates of rational choice theory cannot give a good account of why this type of theory is powerful in accounting for this class of problems (i.e., how it is that the relevant actors come to exhibit features in these circumstances that approximate the assumptions of rational choice theory) and, if this is the case, it is a philosophical weakness—but this does not undermine the point that, for a certain class of problems, rational choice theory may provide the best account available to us. In other words, while the critical judgement of theoretical accounts in terms of their ontological and/or epistemological sophistication is one kind of critical judgement, it is not the only or even necessarily the most important kind. The second danger run by the philosophical turn is that because prioritisation of ontology and epistemology promotes theory-construction from philosophical first principles, it cultivates a theory-driven rather than problem-driven approach to IR. Paraphrasing Ian Shapiro, the point can be put like this: since it is the case that there is always a plurality of possible true descriptions of a given action, event or phenomenon, the challenge is to decide which is the most apt in terms of getting a perspicuous grip on the action, event or phenomenon in question given the purposes of the inquiry; yet, from this standpoint, ‘theory-driven work is part of a reductionist program’ in that it ‘dictates always opting for the description that calls for the explanation that flows from the preferred model or theory’.5 The justification offered for this strategy rests on the mistaken belief that it is necessary for social science because general explanations are required to characterise the classes of phenomena studied in similar terms. However, as Shapiro points out, this is to misunderstand the enterprise of science since ‘whether there are general explanations for classes of phenomena is a question for social-scientific inquiry, not to be prejudged before conducting that inquiry’.6 Moreover, this strategy easily slips into the promotion of the pursuit of generality over that of empirical validity. The third danger is that the preceding two combine to encourage the formation of a particular image of disciplinary debate in IR—what might be called (only slightly tongue in cheek) ‘the Highlander view’—namely, an image of warring theoretical approaches with each, despite occasional temporary tactical alliances, dedicated to the strategic achievement of sovereignty over the disciplinary field. It encourages this view because the turn to, and prioritisation of, ontology and epistemology stimulates the idea that there can only be one theoretical approach which gets things right, namely, the theoretical approach that gets its ontology and epistemology right. This image feeds back into IR exacerbating the first and second dangers, and so a potentially vicious circle arises.

Not inevitable – significant cuts solve

Somerville, ‘11

Professor of Oceanography at UC San Diego [Richard, Coordinating Lead Author in Working Group I for the 2007 Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 3-8-2011, “CLIMATE SCIENCE AND EPA'S GREENHOUSE GAS REGULATIONS,” CQ Congressional Testimony, Lexis]

Thus, atmospheric CO2 concentrations are already at levels predicted to lead to global warming of between 2.0 and 2.4C. The conclusion from both the IPCC and subsequent analyses is blunt and stark - immediate and dramatic emission reductions of all greenhouse gases are urgently needed if the 2 deg C (or 3.6 deg F) limit is to be respected. This scientific conclusion illustrates a key point, which is that it will be governments that will decide, by actions or inactions, what level of climate change they regard as tolerable. This choice by governments may be affected by risk tolerance, priorities, economics, and other considerations, but in the end it is a choice that humanity as a whole, acting through national governments, will make. Science and scientists will not and should not make that choice. After governments have set a tolerable limit of climate change, however, climate science can then provide valuable information about what steps will be required to keep climate change within that limit.

THE RATE IS CRITICAL – SLOWING THE RATE BUYS TIME TO ADAPT

Christopher Flavin and Odil Tunali, Worldwatch Institute, WORLDWATCH PAPER 130, June 1996, p. 43. (DRGOC/B75)

To assist policymakers, several recent studies have begun to explore the limits within which the energy economy will have to stay if the world is to be protected from overly rapid climate change. They show that it is the rate of warming as much as the absolute amount that will determine the scale of the human and ecological impact. While both people and natural systems may be able to adapt to slow change, they could be devastated by more rapid shifts, which are more likely to cause major disruptions.
Not inevitable – even if temporarily over the tipping point, can be brought back down.

Dyer 9 – PhD in ME History

Gwynne, MA in Military History and PhD in Middle Eastern History former  @ Senior Lecturer in War Studies at the Royal Military Academy Sandhurst, Climate Wars

There is no need to despair. The slow-feedback effects take a long time to work their way through the climate system, and if we could manage to get the carbon dioxide concentration back down to a safe level before they have run their course, they might be stopped in their tracks. As Hansen et al. put it in their paper:   A point of no return can be avoided, even if the tipping level [which puts us on course for an ice-free world] is temporarily exceeded. Ocean and ice-sheet inertia permit overshoot, provided the [concentration of carbon dioxide] is returned below the tipping level before initiating irre​versible dynamic change .... However, if overshoot is in place for centuries, the thermal perturbation will so pen​etrate the ocean that recovery without dramatic effects, such as ice-sheet disintegration, becomes unlikely.   The real, long-term target is 350 parts per million or lower, if we want the Holocene to last into the indefinite future, but for the remainder of this book I am going to revert to the 450 parts per million ceiling that has become common currency among most of those who are involved in climate change issues. If we manage to stop the rise in the carbon dioxide concentration at or not far beyond that figure, then we must immediately begin the equally urgent and arduous task of getting it back down to a much lower level that is safe for the long term, but one step at a time will have to suffice. I suspect that few now alive will see the day when we seriously start work on bringing the concen​tration back down to 350, so let us focus here on how to stop it rising past 450. 

