1
Interpretation—the role of the ballot is that the judge is a policy maker and the affirmative should defend a mandated increase of economic engagement toward Cuba, Mexico, or Venezuela

They are not topical because they don’t defend the enactment of a policy by the USFG.  Topicality is an a-priori voting issue – as judge you are only allowed to affirm those policies within jurisdiction dictated by the resolution.
Increase means to make greater, not decrease
Websters Dictionary. 1913 ("Increase." <http://machaut.uchicago.edu/cgi-bin/WEBSTER.sh?WORD=increase>.)
In*crease" (?), v. i. To become greater or more in size, quantity, number, degree, value, intensity, power, authority, reputation, wealth; to grow; to augment; to advance; -- opposed to decrease. 

Decision-making DA—debate over a controversial point of action creates argumentative stasis—that avoids a devolution of debate into competing truth claims, which destroys the decision-making benefits of the activity

Steinberg 08

lecturer of communication studies – University of Miami, and Freeley, Boston based attorney who focuses on criminal, personal injury and civil rights law,

(David L. and Austin J., Argumentation and Debate: Critical Thinking for Reasoned Decision Making p. 45)
Debate is a means of settling differences, so there must be a difference of opinion or a conflict of interest before there can be a debate. If everyone is in agreement on a tact or value or policy, there is no need for debate: the matter can be settled by unanimous consent. Thus, for example, it would be pointless to attempt to debate "Resolved: That two plus two equals four," because there is simply no controversy about this statement. (Controversy is an essential prerequisite of debate. Where there is no clash of ideas, proposals, interests, or expressed positions on issues, there is no debate. In addition, debate cannot produce effective decisions without clear identification of a question or questions to be answered. For example, general argument may occur about the broad topic of illegal immigration. How many illegal immigrants are in the United States? What is the impact of illegal immigration and immigrants on our economy? What is their impact on our communities? Do they commit crimes? Do they take jobs from American workers? Do they pay taxes? Do they require social services? Is it a problem that some do not speak English? Is it the responsibility of employers to discourage illegal immigration by not hiring undocumented workers? Should they have the opportunity- to gain citizenship? Docs illegal immigration pose a security threat to our country? Do illegal immigrants do work that American workers are unwilling to do? Are their rights as workers and as human beings at risk due to their status? Are they abused by employers, law enforcement, housing, and businesses? I low are their families impacted by their status? What is the moral and philosophical obligation of a nation state to maintain its borders? Should we build a wall on the Mexican border, establish a national identification can!, or enforce existing laws against employers? Should we invite immigrants to become U.S. citizens? Surely you can think of many more concerns to be addressed by a conversation about the topic area of illegal immigration. Participation in this "debate" is likely to be emotional and intense. However, it is not likely to be productive or useful without focus on a particular questionand identification of a line demarcating sides in the controversy. To be discussed and resolved effectively, controversies must be stated clearly. Vague understanding results in unfocused deliberation and poor decisions, frustration, and emotional distress, as evidenced by the failure of the United States Congress to make progress on the immigration debate during the summer of 2007.¶Someone disturbed by the problem of the growing underclass of poorly educated, socially disenfranchised youths might observe, "Public schools are doing a terrible job! They are overcrowded, and many teachers are poorly qualified in their subject areas. Even the best teachers can do little more than struggle to maintain order in their classrooms." That same concerned citizen, facing a complex range of issues, might arrive at an unhelpful decision, such as "We ought to do something about this" or. worse. "It's too complicated a problem to deal with." Groups of concerned citizens worried about the state of public education could join together to express their frustrations, anger, disillusionment, and emotions regarding the schools, but without a focus for their discussions, they could easily agree about the sorry state of education without finding points of clarity or potential solutions. A gripe session would follow. But if a precise question is posed—such as "What can be done to improve public education?"—then a more profitable area of discussion is opened up simply by placing a focus on the search for a concrete solution step. One or more judgments can be phrased in the form of debate propositions, motions for parliamentary debate, or bills for legislative assemblies. The statements "Resolved: That the federal government should implement a program of charter schools in at-risk communities" and "Resolved: That the state of Florida should adopt a school voucher program" more clearly identify specific ways of dealing with educational problems in a manageable form, suitable for debate. They provide specific policies to be investigated and aid discussants in identifying points of difference.¶ To have a productive debate, which facilitates effective decision making by directing and placing limits on the decision to be made, the basis for argument should be clearly defined. If we merely talk about "homelessness" or "abortion" or "crime'* or "global warming" we are likely to have an interesting discussion but not to establish profitable basis for argument. For example, the statement "Resolved: That the pen is mightier than the sword" is debatable, yet fails to provide much basis for clear argumentation. If we take this statement to mean that the written word is more effective than physical force for some purposes, we can identify a problem area: the comparative effectiveness of writing or physical force for a specific purpose.¶ Although we now have a general subject, we have not yet stated a problem. It is still too broad, too loosely worded to promote well-organized argument. What sort of writing are we concerned with—poems, novels, government documents, website development, advertising, or what? What does "effectiveness" mean in this context? What kind of physical force is being compared—fists, dueling swords, bazookas, nuclear weapons, or what? A more specific question might be. "Would a mutual defense treaty or a visit by our fleet be more effective in assuring Liurania of our support in a certain crisis?" The basis for argument could be phrased in a debate proposition such as "Resolved: That the United States should enter into a mutual defense treatv with Laurania." Negative advocates might oppose this proposition by arguing that fleet maneuvers would be a better solution. This is not to say that debates should completely avoid creative interpretation of the controversy by advocates, or that good debates cannot occur over competing interpretations of the controversy; in fact, these sorts of debates may be very engaging. The point is that debate is best facilitated by the guidance provided by focus on a particular point of difference, which will be outlined in the following discussion.

Switch side is the only effective training for activism
Coverstone 05

masters in communication from Wake Forest and longtime debate coach
(Alan H., “Acting on Activism: Realizing the Vision of Debate with Pro-social Impact,” Paper presented at the National Communication Association Annual Conference, 11/17/05)
Purely Preparatory Pedagogy?
Many have argued the value of an academic oasis in which to learn the skills of public participation (Coverstone, 1995; Farrand, 2000; Mitchell & Suzuki, 2004). Involvement in contest debates, especially those whose winners rely heavily on up to the minute research and daily involvement in the political and academic discourse of the day, without question offers a level of preparation for pro-social activism seldom surpassed in any educational institution today. Mitchell agrees that the skills developed in contest debates are incredibly useful as skills applied in public discourse (Mitchell, 2004, p. 10), and political news, advocacy groups, legal proceedings, academic institutions, and corporate boardrooms are littered with key figures who honed their skills in the crucible of high-level contest debating.

Hijacks education—predictability is the basis of negative strategy which is key to clash and depth of discussion. The impact is rigorous testing of policies which is the only way to truly understand the world.

Zappen ‘4  

James, Prof. Language and Literature – Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute, “The Rebirth of Dialogue: Bakhtin, Socrates, and the Rhetorical Tradition”, p. 35-36)

Finally, Bakhtin describes the Socratic dialogue as a carnivalesque debate between opposing points of view, with a ritualistic crownings and decrownings of opponents. I call this Socratic form of debate a contesting of ideas to capture the double meaning of the Socratic debate as both a mutual testing of oneself and others and a contesting or challenging of others' ideas and their lives. Brickhouse and Smith explain that Socrates' testing of ideas and people is a mutual testing not only of others but also of himself: Socrates claims that he has been commanded by the god to examine himself as well as others; he claims that the unexamined life is not worth living; and, since he rarely submits to questioning himself, "it must be that in the process of examining others Socrates regards himself as examining his own life, too." Such a mutual testing of ideas provides the only claim to knowledge that Socrates can have: since neither he nor anyone else knows the real definitions of things, he cannot claim to have any knowledge of his own; since, however, he subjects his beliefs to repeated testing, he can claim to have that limited human knowledge supported by the "inductive evidence" of "previous elenctic examinations." This mutual testing of ideas and people is evident in the Laches and also appears in the Gorgias in Socrates' testing of his own belief that courage is inseparable from the other virtues and in his willingness to submit his belief and indeed his life to the ultimate test of divine judgment, in what Bakhtin calls a dialogue on the threshold. The contesting or challenging of others' ideas and their lives and their ritualistic crowning/decrowning is evident in the Gorgias in Soocrates' successive refutations and humiliations of Gorgias, Polus, and Callicles
Social progress—their project fails without concrete policy guiding it
Feaver 2001
Assistant professor of political science at Duke (Peter, “Twenty-first century weapons proliferation”, p. 178)

At the same time, virtually all good theory has implications for policy. Indeed, if no conceivable extension of the theory leads to insights that would aid those working in the ‘real world’, what can be ‘good’ about good theory? Ignoring the policy implications of theory is often a sign of intellectual laziness on the part of the theorist. It is hard work to learn about the policy world and to make the connections from theory to policy. Often, the skill sets do not transfer easily from one domain to another, so a formidable theorist can show embarrassing naivete when it comes to the policy domain he or she putatively studies. Often, when the policy implications are considered, flaws in the theory (or at least in the presentation of the theory) are uncovered. Thus, focusing attention on policy implications should lead to better theorizing. The gap between theory and policy is more rhetoric than reality. But rhetoric can create a reality—or at least create an undesirable kind of reality—where policy makers make policy through ignorant of the problems that good theory would expose, while theorists spin arcane without a view to producing something that matters. It is therefore incumbent on those of us who study proliferation—a topic that raises interesting and important questions for both policy and theory—to bring the communities together. Happily, the best work in the proliferation field already does so. 

Specifically true of Latin America
Margheritis and Pereira ’07 (Ana- assistant professor of international relations and Latin American politics at the University of Florida and Anthony- associate professor of political science at Tulane University; “The Neoliberal Turn in Latin America: The Cycle of Ideas and the Search for an Alternative”; Latin American Perspectives, Vol. 34, No. 3, Contested Transformation (May, 2007),pp. 25-48)

This analysis is offered from a critical point of view in the hope that it may not only provide a better understanding of the recent past but inform currentdebates about the way forward in economic policy making in Latin America. It  is our conviction that the contested character of the recent reform processrequires a revisionist exercise that unveils the shortcomings of prior policies andpaves the way for innovative ideas that address the material aspirations anddemands of the majority of Latin Americansbetter than the WashingtonConsensus did. Our position is not that ideas were the prime movers of neoliberal transformation—interests and institutions were also important—but that the mechanisms for their promulgation have been understudied.
The impact is war
Hanson 07

Victor Davis Hanson, Professor of Classics at CSU Fullerton, “Why Study War?” City Journal, Summer)

It’s no surprise that civilian Americans tend to lack a basic understanding of military matters. Even when I was a graduate student, 30-some years ago, military history—understood broadly as the investigation of why one side wins and another loses a war, and encompassing reflections on magisterial or foolish generalship, technological stagnation or breakthrough, and the roles of discipline, bravery, national will, and culture in determining a conflict’s outcome and its consequences—had already become unfashionable on campus. Today, universities are even less receptive to the subject. This state of affairs is profoundly troubling, for democratic citizenship requires knowledge of war—and now, in the age of weapons of mass annihilation, more than ever. I came to the study of warfare in an odd way, at the age of 24. Without ever taking a class in military history, I naively began writing about war for a Stanford classics dissertation that explored the effects of agricultural devastation in ancient Greece, especially the Spartan ravaging of the Athenian countryside during the Peloponnesian War. The topic fascinated me. Was the strategy effective? Why assume that ancient armies with primitive tools could easily burn or cut trees, vines, and grain on thousands of acres of enemy farms, when on my family farm in Selma, California, it took me almost an hour to fell a mature fruit tree with a sharp modern ax? Yet even if the invaders couldn’t starve civilian populations, was the destruction still harmful psychologically? Did it goad proud agrarians to come out and fight? And what did the practice tell us about the values of the Greeks—and of the generals who persisted in an operation that seemingly brought no tangible results? I posed these questions to my prospective thesis advisor, adding all sorts of further justifications. The topic was central to understanding the Peloponnesian War, I noted. The research would be interdisciplinary—a big plus in the modern university—drawing not just on ancient military histories but also on archaeology, classical drama, epigraphy, and poetry. I could bring a personal dimension to the research, too, having grown up around veterans of both world wars who talked constantly about battle. And from my experience on the farm, I wanted to add practical details about growing trees and vines in a Mediterranean climate. Yet my advisor was skeptical. Agrarian wars, indeed wars of any kind, weren’t popular in classics Ph.D. programs, even though farming and fighting were the ancient Greeks’ two most common pursuits, the sources of anecdote, allusion, and metaphor in almost every Greek philosophical, historical, and literary text. Few classicists seemed to care any more that most notable Greek writers, thinkers, and statesmen—from Aeschylus to Pericles to Xenophon—had served in the phalanx or on a trireme at sea. Dozens of nineteenth-century dissertations and monographs on ancient warfare—on the organization of the Spartan army, the birth of Greek tactics, the strategic thinking of Greek generals, and much more—went largely unread. Nor was the discipline of military history, once central to a liberal education, in vogue on campuses in the seventies. It was as if the university had forgotten that history itself had begun with Herodotus and Thucydides as the story of armed conflicts. What lay behind this academic lack of interest? The most obvious explanation: this was the immediate post-Vietnam era. The public perception in the Carter years was that America had lost a war that for moral and practical reasons it should never have fought—a catastrophe, for many in the universities, that it must never repeat. The necessary corrective wasn’t to learn how such wars started, went forward, and were lost. Better to ignore anything that had to do with such odious business in the first place. The nuclear pessimism of the cold war, which followed the horror of two world wars, also dampened academic interest. The postwar obscenity of Mutually Assured Destruction had lent an apocalyptic veneer to contemporary war: as President Kennedy warned, “Mankind must put an end to war, or war will put an end to mankind.” Conflict had become something so destructive, in this view, that it no longer had any relation to the battles of the past. It seemed absurd to worry about a new tank or a novel doctrine of counterinsurgency when the press of a button, unleashing nuclear Armageddon, would render all military thinking superfluous. Further, the sixties had ushered in a utopian view of society antithetical to serious thinking about war. Government, the military, business, religion, and the family had conspired, the new Rousseauians believed, to warp the naturally peace-loving individual. Conformity and coercion smothered our innately pacifist selves. To assert that wars broke out because bad men, in fear or in pride, sought material advantage or status, or because good men had done too little to stop them, was now seen as antithetical to an enlightened understanding of human nature. “What difference does it make,” in the words of the much-quoted Mahatma Gandhi, “to the dead, the orphans, and the homeless whether the mad destruction is wrought under the name of totalitarianism or the holy name of liberty and democracy?” The academic neglect of war is even more acute today. Military history as a discipline has atrophied, with very few professorships, journal articles, or degree programs. In 2004, Edward Coffman, a retired military history professor who taught at the University of Wisconsin, reviewed the faculties of the top 25 history departments, as ranked by U.S. News and World Report. He found that of over 1,000 professors, only 21 identified war as a specialty. When war does show up on university syllabi, it’s often about the race, class, and gender of combatants and wartime civilians. So a class on the Civil War will focus on the Underground Railroad and Reconstruction, not on Chancellorsville and Gettysburg. One on World War II might emphasize Japanese internment, Rosie the Riveter, and the horror of Hiroshima, not Guadalcanal and Midway. A survey of the Vietnam War will devote lots of time to the inequities of the draft, media coverage, and the antiwar movement at home, and scant the air and artillery barrages at Khe Sanh. Those who want to study war in the traditional way face intense academic suspicion, as Margaret Atwood’s poem “The Loneliness of the Military Historian” suggests: Confess: it’s my profession that alarms you. This is why few people ask me to dinner, though Lord knows I don’t go out of my way to be scary. Historians of war must derive perverse pleasure, their critics suspect, from reading about carnage and suffering. Why not figure out instead how to outlaw war forever, as if it were not a tragic, nearly inevitable aspect of human existence? Hence the recent surge of “peace studies” (see “The Peace Racket”). The university’s aversion to the study of war certainly doesn’t reflect public lack of interest in the subject. Students love old-fashioned war classes on those rare occasions when they’re offered, usually as courses that professors sneak in when the choice of what to teach is left up to them. I taught a number of such classes at California State University, Stanford, and elsewhere. They’d invariably wind up overenrolled, with hordes of students lingering after office hours to offer opinions on the battles of Marathon and Lepanto. Popular culture, too, displays extraordinary enthusiasm for all things military. There’s a new Military History Channel, and Hollywood churns out a steady supply of blockbuster war movies, from Saving Private Ryan to 300. The post–Ken Burns explosion of interest in the Civil War continues. Historical reenactment societies stage history’s great battles, from the Roman legions’ to the Wehrmacht’s. Barnes and Noble and Borders bookstores boast well-stocked military history sections, with scores of new titles every month. A plethora of websites obsess over strategy and tactics. Hit video games grow ever more realistic in their reconstructions of battles. The public may feel drawn to military history because it wants to learn about honor and sacrifice, or because of interest in technology—the muzzle velocity of a Tiger Tank’s 88mm cannon, for instance—or because of a pathological need to experience violence, if only vicariously. The importance—and challenge—of the academic study of war is to elevate that popular enthusiasm into a more capacious and serious understanding, one that seeks answers to such questions as: Why do wars break out? How do they end? Why do the winners win and the losers lose? How best to avoid wars or contain their worst effects? A wartime public illiterate about the conflicts of the past can easily find itself paralyzed in the acrimony of the present. Without standards of historical comparison, it will prove ill equipped to make informed judgments. Neither our politicians nor most of our citizens seem to recall the incompetence and terrible decisions that, in December 1777, December 1941, and November 1950, led to massive American casualties and, for a time, public despair. So it’s no surprise that today so many seem to think that the violence in Iraq is unprecedented in our history. Roughly 3,000 combat dead in Iraq in some four years of fighting is, of course, a terrible thing. And it has provoked national outrage to the point of considering withdrawal and defeat, as we still bicker over up-armored Humvees and proper troop levels. But a previous generation considered Okinawa a stunning American victory, and prepared to follow it with an invasion of the Japanese mainland itself—despite losing, in a little over two months, four times as many Americans as we have lost in Iraq, casualties of faulty intelligence, poor generalship, and suicidal head-on assaults against fortified positions. It’s not that military history offers cookie-cutter comparisons with the past. Germany’s World War I victory over Russia in under three years and her failure to take France in four apparently misled Hitler into thinking that he could overrun the Soviets in three or four weeks—after all, he had brought down historically tougher France in just six. Similarly, the conquest of the Taliban in eight weeks in 2001, followed by the establishment of constitutional government within a year in Kabul, did not mean that the similarly easy removal of Saddam Hussein in three weeks in 2003 would ensure a working Iraqi democracy within six months. The differences between the countries—cultural, political, geographical, and economic—were too great. Instead, knowledge of past wars establishes wide parameters of what to expect from new ones. Themes, emotions, and rhetoric remain constant over the centuries, and thus generally predictable. Athens’s disastrous expedition in 415 BC against Sicily, the largest democracy in the Greek world, may not prefigure our war in Iraq. But the story of the Sicilian calamity does instruct us on how consensual societies can clamor for war—yet soon become disheartened and predicate their support on the perceived pulse of the battlefield. Military history teaches us, contrary to popular belief these days, that wars aren’t necessarily the most costly of human calamities. The first Gulf War took few lives in getting Saddam out of Kuwait; doing nothing in Rwanda allowed savage gangs and militias to murder hundreds of thousands with impunity. Hitler, Mao, Pol Pot, and Stalin killed far more off the battlefield than on it. The 1918 Spanish flu epidemic brought down more people than World War I did. And more Americans—over 3.2 million—lost their lives driving over the last 90 years than died in combat in this nation’s 231-year history. Perhaps what bothers us about wars, though, isn’t just their horrific lethality but also that people choose to wage them—which makes them seem avoidable, unlike a flu virus or a car wreck, and their tolls unduly grievous. Yet military history also reminds us that war sometimes has an eerie utility: as British strategist Basil H. Liddell Hart put it, “War is always a matter of doing evil in the hope that good may come of it.” Wars—or threats of wars—put an end to chattel slavery, Nazism, fascism, Japanese militarism, and Soviet Communism. Military history is as often the story of appeasement as of warmongering. The destructive military careers of Alexander the Great, Caesar, Napoleon, and Hitler would all have ended early had any of their numerous enemies united when the odds favored them. Western air power stopped Slobodan Milošević’s reign of terror at little cost to NATO forces—but only after a near-decade of inaction and dialogue had made possible the slaughter of tens of thousands. Affluent Western societies have often proved reluctant to use force to prevent greater future violence. “War is an ugly thing, but not the ugliest of things,” observed the British philosopher John Stuart Mill. “The decayed and degraded state of moral and patriotic feeling which thinks that nothing is worth war is much worse.” Indeed, by ignoring history, the modern age is free to interpret war as a failure of communication, of diplomacy, of talking—as if aggressors don’t know exactly what they’re doing. Speaker of the House Nancy Pelosi, frustrated by the Bush administration’s intransigence in the War on Terror, flew to Syria, hoping to persuade President Assad to stop funding terror in the Middle East. She assumed that Assad’s belligerence resulted from our aloofness and arrogance rather than from his dictatorship’s interest in destroying democracy in Lebanon and Iraq, before such contagious freedom might in fact destroy him. For a therapeutically inclined generation raised on Oprah and Dr. Phil—and not on the letters of William Tecumseh Sherman and William Shirer’s Berlin Diary—problems between states, like those in our personal lives, should be argued about by equally civilized and peaceful rivals, and so solved without resorting to violence. Yet it’s hard to find many wars that result from miscommunication. Far more often they break out because of malevolent intent and the absence of deterrence. Margaret Atwood also wrote in her poem: “Wars happen because the ones who start them / think they can win.” Hitler did; so did Mussolini and Tojo—and their assumptions were logical, given the relative disarmament of the Western democracies at the time. Bin Laden attacked on September 11 not because there was a dearth of American diplomats willing to dialogue with him in the Hindu Kush. Instead, he recognized that a series of Islamic terrorist assaults against U.S. interests over two decades had met with no meaningful reprisals, and concluded that decadent Westerners would never fight, whatever the provocation—or that, if we did, we would withdraw as we had from Mogadishu.
2
Violence is inevitable but escalation isn’t. Knowing our friends and enemies allows wars to be controlled – attempting to erase dichotomies homogenizes the Other

Rasch 3 (Cultural Critique 54 (2003) 137-41, William Rasch is the Henry H. H. Remak Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana University,  Human Rights as Geopolitics  Carl Schmitt and the Legal Form of American Supremacy).NAR
In the past, we/they, neighbor/foreigner, friend/enemy polarities were inside/outside distinctions that produced a plurality of worlds, separated by physical and cultural borders. When these worlds collided, it was not always a pretty picture, but it was often possible to maintain the integrity of the we/they distinction, even to regulate it by distinguishing between domestic and foreign affairs. If "they" differed, "we" did not always feel ourselves obliged to make "them" into miniature versions of "us," to Christianize them, to civilize them, to make of them good liberals. Things have changed. With a single-power global hegemony that is guided by a universalist ideology, all relations have become, or threaten to become, domestic. The inner/outer distinction has been transformed into a morally and legally determined acceptable/unacceptable one, and the power exists (or is thought to exist), both spiritually and physically, to eliminate the unacceptable once and for all and make believers of everyone. The new imperative states: the other shall be included. Delivered as a promise, it can only be received, by some, as an ominous threat.  In his The Conquest of America, Tzvetan Todorov approaches our relationship to the "other" by way of three interlocking distinctions, namely, self/other, same/different, and equal/unequal. A simple superposition of all three distinctions makes of the other someone who is different and therefore unequal. The problem we have been discussing, however, comes to light when we make of the other someone who is equal because he is essentially the same. This form of the universalist ideology is assimilationist. It denies the other by embracing him. Of the famous sixteenth-century defender of the Indians, Bartolomé de Las Casas, Todorov writes,      [his] declaration of the equality of men is made in the name of a specific religion, Christianity.... Hence, there is a potential danger of seeing not only the Indians' human nature asserted but also their Christian "nature." "The natural laws and rules and rights of men," Las Casas said; but who decides what is natural with regard to laws and rights? Is it not specifically the Christian religion? Since Christianity is universalist, it implies an essential non-difference on the part of all men. We see the danger of the identification in this text of Saint John Chrysostrom, quoted and defended at Valladolid: "Just as there is no natural difference in the creation of man, so there is no difference in the call to salvation of all men, barbarous or wise, since God's grace can correct the minds of barbarians, so that they have a reasonable understanding."12   Once again we see that the term "human" is not descriptive, but evaluative. To be truly human, one needs to be corrected. Regarding the relationship of difference and equality, Todorov concludes, "If it is [End Page 139] incontestable that the prejudice of superiority is an obstacle in the road to knowledge, we must also admit that the prejudice of equality is a still greater one, for it consists in identifying the other purely and simply with one's own 'ego ideal' (or with oneself)" (1984, 165). Such identification is not only the essence of Christianity, but also of the doctrine of human rights preached by enthusiasts like Habermas and Rawls. And such identification means that the other is stripped of his otherness and made to conform to the universal ideal of what it means to be human.  And yet, despite—indeed, because of—the all-encompassing embrace, the detested other is never allowed to leave the stage altogether. Even as we seem on the verge of actualizing Kant's dream, as Habermas puts it, of "a cosmopolitan order" that unites all peoples and abolishes war under the auspices of "the states of the First World" who "can afford to harmonize their national interests to a certain extent with the norms that define the halfhearted cosmopolitan aspirations of the UN" (1998, 165, 184), it is still fascinating to see how the barbarians make their functionally necessary presence felt. John Rawls, in his The Law of Peoples (1999), conveniently divides the world into well-ordered peoples and those who are not well ordered. Among the former are the "reasonable liberal peoples" and the "decent hierarchical peoples" (4). Opposed to them are the "outlaw states" and other "burdened" peoples who are not worthy of respect. Liberal peoples, who, by virtue of their history, possess superior institutions, culture, and moral character (23-25), have not only the right to deny non-well-ordered peoples respect, but the duty to extend what Vitoria called "brotherly correction" and Habermas "gentle compulsion" (Habermas 1997, 133). 13 That is, Rawls believes that the "refusal to tolerate" those states deemed to be outlaw states "is a consequence of liberalism and decency." Why? Because outlaw states violate human rights. What are human rights? "What I call human rights," Rawls states, "are ... a proper subset of the rights possessed by citizens in a liberal constitutional democratic regime, or of the rights of the members of a decent hierarchical society" (Rawls 1999, 81). Because of their violation of these liberal rights, nonliberal, nondecent societies do not even have the right "to protest their condemnation by the world society" (38), and decent peoples have the right, if necessary, to wage just wars against them. Thus, liberal societies are not merely contingently established and historically conditioned forms of organization; they become the universal standard against which other societies are judged. Those found wanting are banished, as outlaws, from the civilized world. Ironically, one of the signs of their outlaw status is their insistence on autonomy, on sovereignty. 

Trying to create a uniformly peaceful world justifies violence against deviants who “create conflict”- means war is inevitable

Rasch 4 (William, Prof. of German Studies, Indiana U, Sovereignty and its Discontents, Birkbeck Law Press, pg. 15) my
What could be wrong with such a vision? Certainly it is neither verifiable nor deniable empirically, so one cannot object on that ground. Ontologies are posited, not proven; and the same goes for philosophical anthropology at this level of abstraction. What we have in Milbank, then, is an image of a primordially pacified globe, and a lovely image it is. It satisfies the demands, or so it would seem, of a non-Kantian ethics, based on expansion rather than repression of desire,7 and a quintessentially enlightened theology that places original goodness over sin. It also sketches the outlines for an ideal, noncapitalist economics based on collective utilization of the commons, and links this sketch, much like recent radical histories,8 to a putatively pre-fallen stage of history of the human race not yet marked by the doctrine of property and dominion. It conforms to the demand for the symmetry and ‘noble simplicity’ of a classical aesthetics. And its portrayal of the political, to the extent that such a portrayal exists, does offer a distinct alternative to Schmitt’s friend/enemy model. But, not unexpectedly, here some difficulties arise, because the image of peaceful harmony that is found in the original text of peaceful creation is overlaid by the more violent and imperfect second text. The question becomes: How do we move from that second text back to the first one? How, in other words, do we convince those not already willing to participate in the coming community to give up their ‘sinful’ ways? The question is a difficult one, because if peace is the default mode of the universe and violence only ‘an unnecessary intrusion’ brought into the community by ‘a free subject who asserts a will that is truly independent of God and of others, and thereby a will to the inhibition and distortion of reality’ (Milbank, 1990, p 432), how does one combat that violence if not by violence? The exercise of a corrective violence, a ‘just’ violence, aimed at the sinful intrusion is, of course, a traditional Christian response.9 It is not, however, Milbank’s. Instead he offers something perhaps even more insidious. Milbank opts for ‘ecclesial coercion’, a form of ‘noncoercive persuasion’ (Milbank, 1990, p 418) that is a collective, communal pressure expressed as ‘social anger’ or ‘calm fury’. ‘When a person commits an evil act’, Milbank writes, ‘he cuts himself off from social peace’, because ‘an individual’s sin is never his alone … its endurance harms us all, and therefore its cancellation is also the responsibility of all’ (Milbank, 1990, pp 421, 422). Therefore, non-coercive persuasion is the collective pressure of the group that ideally leads to renewed voluntary conformity, the ‘free consent of will’ (Milbank, 1990, p 418), on the part of the deviant individual. The political as Schmitt envisions it disappears completely once one presupposes the ontological priority of non-violence. But what takes its place? It may seem ironic, but once one renounces the political and embraces the community based on harmonious universal inclusion of the peaceful and absolute exclusion of ‘sin’, one seems to have what Schmitt refers to as ‘democracy’ based on homogeneity. When one excludes the political, one has to guard the borders vigilantly against those willful intruders who deviate from God’s will – which also means that one need be ever vigilant within those borders as well. Such an atmosphere, it seems, lends itself well to the description, cited above, of the ‘total state which no longer knows anything absolutely nonpolitical’ (Schmitt, 1976, p 25), which is to say that the political loses its autonomy and becomes conflated with the moral. What then becomes of those who are not ‘persuaded’, who adamantly refuse to ‘participate’? Is ‘sin’ the only category available to describe their behavior? And is there no legitimate political alternative to pure and absolute consensus? Will all dissent and all dissenters who refuse to repent be eternally damned? We know by now what question to ask, and it is a quintessentially Schmittian question: Who decides? Who decides on what is and what is not peace, what is and what is not violence, what is and what is not sin? And we know the answer: the sovereign, here the far from non-coercive sovereignty of the collective known as the Christian community. By extension, the same question can be asked of the other proponents of the ontological priority of nonviolence, that is, of Agamben and of Hardt and Negri. Does negating the presupposition of violence negate the sovereign, or is not the negation itself a sovereign act, one made by the theologian or the philosopher, or by a liberal order that claims to have solved, once and for all, the nihilistic problem of the political? 
The total wars inherent to liberalism pose the greatest threat of extinction

Celermajer 07 (Danielle Celermajer, Professor of Human Rights at University of Sydney, “If Islam is our other, who are 'we'?”, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_hb3359/is_1_42/ai_n29344394/?tag=content;col1, Autumn, 2007) 
The moral tenor of the moment recalls Carl Schmitt's warning that war conducted in the name of humanity is the most dangerous, and potentially inhuman, war of all (Schmitt 1996). War, Schmitt argued, is the modus operandi of sovereign States, because their essential dynamic is political, and politics finds its grammar in the distinction between friend and enemy. International relations are not and cannot be rendered subordinate to a morally-based international law because 'right' and 'good' belong to the realms of law and morality--independent realms that ultimately have no authority over the political. […] Understood in this way, the gravest danger does not arise when politics is unleashed to act outside the jurisdiction of law and morality, but when a State claims that its war transcends the realm of politics altogether and stakes its justification in the realms of law (just and unjust) and morality (right and wrong). The most dangerous State is not the one that declares openly that it is acting in its own partisan State interests, against other partisan State interests, but the one that performatively assumes the mantle of universalistic abstractions like 'humanity'. This is because, far from actually domesticating the sadistic tendencies of politics, such rhetorical depoliticization and false neutrality remove all constraints that the dialogical relationship with the enemy itself entails. This claim to a transcendent war has, in Schmitt's words, "... incalculable effects, such as denying the enemy the quality, of being human and declaring him to be an outlaw of humanity" (Schmitt 1996:57). Thus, whereas wars between sovereigns entail a certain basic equality of political right, the sovereign who, "... tries to identify itself with humanity ...", or, as Schmitt observed, with a range of other grand justifications, including peace, justice, progress, or civilization, monopolizes and 'usurps' these universal attributes and denies them to the enemy. This depoliticizing ruse is, of course, an intensely political move that Schmitt, paraphrasing Proudhon, unmasked in the harshest realist terms--"[H]e who invokes the word 'humanity', wants to cheat."

The alternative is to reject the affirmative. Adopting a clear picture of who is a ‘friend’ and who is an ‘enemy’ ensures wars do not reach the point of genocide.

Rasch 5 (William Rasch, Prof. of German Studies, Indiana, 2005, Lines in the Sand: Enmity as a Structuring Principle, p.260-61)NAR
What is to be done? If you are one who says there is a war, and if you say it not because you glory in it but because you fear it and hate it, then your goal is to limit it and its effects, not eliminate it, which merely intensifies it, but limit it by drawing clear lines within which it can be fought, and clear lines between those who fight it and those who don’t, lines between friends, enemies, and neutrals, lines between combatants and noncombatants. There are, of course, legitimate doubts about whether those ideal lines could ever be drawn again; nevertheless, the question that we should ask is not how can we establish perpetual peace, but rather a more modest one: Can symmetrical relationships be guaranteed only by asymmetrical ones? According to Schmitt, historically this has been the case. ‘‘The traditional Eurocentric order of international law is foundering today, as is the old nomos of the earth. This order arose from a legendary and unforeseen discovery of a new world, from an unrepeatable historical event. Only in fantastic parallels can one imagine a modern recurrence, such as men on their way to themoon discovering a new and hitherto unknown planet that could be exploited freely and utilized effectively to relieve their struggles on earth’’ (39). We have since gone to the moon and have found nothing on the way there to exploit. We may soon go to Mars, if current leaders have their way, but the likelihood of finding exploitable populations seems equally slim. Salvation through spatially delimited asymmetry, even were it to be desired, is just not on the horizon. And salvation through globalization, that is, through global unity and equality, is equally impossible, because today’s asymmetry is not so much a localization of the exception as it is an  invisible generation of the exception from within that formal ideal of unity, a generation of the exception as the difference between the human and the inhuman outlaw, the ‘‘Savage Beast, with whom Men can have no Society nor Security.’’ We are, therefore, thrown back upon ourselves, which is to say, upon those artificial ‘‘moral persons’’ who act as our collective political identities. They used to be called states.What they will be called in the future remains to be seen. But, if we think to establish a differentiated unity of discrete political entities that once represented for Schmitt ‘‘the highest form of order within the scope of human power,’’ then we must symmetrically manage the necessary pairing of inclusion and exclusion without denying the ‘‘forms of power and domination’’ that inescapably accompany human ordering.We must think the possibility of roughly equivalent power relations rather than fantasize the elimination of power from the political universe. This, conceivably, was also Schmitt’s solution.Whether his idea of the plurality of Großräume could ever be carried out under contemporary circumstances is, to be sure,more than a little doubtful, given that the United States enjoys a monopoly on guns, goods, and the Good, in the form of a supremely effective ideology of universal ‘‘democratization.’’ Still, we would do well to devise vocabularies that do not just emphatically repeat philosophically more sophisticated versions of the liberal ideology of painless, effortless, universal equality.The space of the political will never be created by a bloodless, Benjaminian divine violence. Nor is it to be confused with the space of the simply human. To dream the dreams of universal inclusion may satisfy an irrepressible human desire, but it may also always produce recurring, asphyxiating political nightmares of absolute exclusion. 
3
Resolved: The United States federal government should close its prison at Guantanamo Bay and transfer United States’ owned physical assets to the Republic of Cuba.

Guantanamo Bay is the site of convergence of U.S. exercise of biopower through states of exception 

Federman 11

Cary Federman, 2011, received Ph.D. in Political Science from the University of Virginia and has taught at the University of Virginia and at James Madison College (Michigan State University). Recipient of two Fulbright scholarships, taught law and political science at the University of Zagreb, Croatia and criminology at the Institute of Criminology, Faculty of Law, University of Ljubljana, Slovenia. Has lectured at the University of Belgrade Faculty of Law, the University of Graz (Faculties of Law and Social Sciences), and taught American Politics and Law at Palacky University, the Czech Republic, “Guantanamo Bodies: Law, Media, and Biopower” http://www.academia.edu/1051667/Guantanamo_Bodies_Law_Media_and_Biopower
There is, for Foucault, a clear movement in history and philosophy awayfrom concerns over the best regime and the proper ordering of the soul to thevarious and unrestricted elements that constitute the soul. For GiorgioAgamben, similarly, but with significant differences in emphasis, the meaningsof sovereignty and of subjectivity have been irredeemably altered; Agambenargues that the concentration camp has replaced the city as the paradigmatic object of inquiry into sovereignty, subjectivity, and citizenship (Ek, 2006). Thisalteration has as its most significant trope the Muselmann.In the third part of our essay, we discuss not a factor in thereconstitution of the detainee but the outcome of the two factors mentionedabove. The idea of the detainee as a Muselmann contains within it important implications for the new understanding of sovereignty in the era of Guantánamo, in an age of exception. In Arabic, one who submits to the will of God is a Muslim. However, in the argot of Auschwitz (but not in all theconcentration camps of the Third Reich), the Muselmann is the one who was“given up by his comrades … a staggering corpse, a bundle of physicalfunctions, in its last convulsions” (Amery, 1980, 9). In Auschwitz, theMuselmann became a classification of a certain kind of person unworthy of life,a product of Nazism’s peculiar ordering of rank among human beings inconfinement.Yet rather than categorizing the Muselmann as an outlier who is broughtwithin the “juridico-political order” (Agamben, 1998, 18), Agamben sees theMuselmann as the being that constitutes the political order in modern times because that order no longer lives by the distinction between inside and outside, between the political animal and the slave. Such distinctions have crumbled inthe presence of the Nazi concentration camps. Thus, the state of exceptionwhich brought forth the Muselmann is neither a legal phenomenon nor a political one, strictly understood. It is, rather, the space which validates the juridico-political order (Agamben, 1998, 19). Sovereignty, Agamben writes, isreconstituted here, on the threshold of the new order of the ages, and whosesymbol is the concentration camp. The camp and its effects have overturned allmoral qualities, all distinctions between human and animal, particularly withthe advent of the Muselmann, whose presence we are only beginning towitness, but whose affect on power we cannot avoid. “It can even be said that the production of a biopolitical body is the original activity of sovereign power ” (Agamben, 1998, 6; italics in original). For Agamben, the Muselmann reframes sovereignty at the point of convergence within the liminal spaces of sovereignty, Guantánamo, and biopower. Fourth, then, we turn to the final factor in the altered status of thedetainee, bioconvergence. The Bush Administration’s legal tactics regarding detainees took place, in part, under cover of the media’s failure to report the full story of the war’s effects, both in battle and at Guantánamo, which allowed theBush Administration to implement policies that both ignored legal norms andstretched the meaning of legal norms (Kurtz, 2004, A1; John, Domke, et al.,2007). And yet, two years after the war began, the media’s newfound focus onthe arrests and the conditions of imprisonment of those deemed “enemycombatants” provided the public with insight into the Bush Administration’sthinking regarding friends and enemies. Through published pictures in major newsweeklies, the shrouded detainees of Guantánamo have become (andcontinue to be) the site of convergence for the effects of biopower on those deemed unworthy of national and international legal protections. Thus, at the intersection of sovereignty, the war on terror, and the media lies a convergence of ideas and practices that fundamentally alter the meaning of being a detainee.
This specific instance of the state of exception justifies endless torture and suffering – reduces individuals to bare life

Piotukh 8
Volha Piotukh, Edinburgh, 6 June 2008, PhD student, School of Politics and International Studies, (POLIS) The University of Leeds, Supervisors: Dr. Deiniol Jones and Prof. Alice Hills, “Humanitarian Action and the War on Terror: Some Preliminary Thoughts on a New Biopolitical Nexus” www.pol.ed.ac.uk/__data/assets/word_doc/0004/.../Piotukh_Paper.doc 
I would suggest that theorising on biopower and biopolitics can provide useful insights not only at the macro, but also at the micro level, as particular practices can also be ‘read’ biopolitically, including what euphemistically was termed ‘detention and interrogation techniques’ in Guantanamo and Abu Ghraib. I believe that what matters most for such a reading is not the torture as such, or the persistent denial of such facts by the U.S. Administration, or the hypocrisy of its rhetoric stressing the full respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms, or even the double-standards inherent in accusing other countries of resorting to torture and similar practices, but the fact that torture has become legitimised and even subject to regulation. Referring to Foucault’s concept of biopower as a power that fosters life or disallows it to the point of death, Wadiwel suggests that it “can (…) capture and subject life, for an indefinite duration, to a measured violence (…) In this violence – a frictional violence – the sovereign reveals a commitment to life, a life whose time is measured by pain” (Wadiwel, 2003 p. 124). Torture, therefore, can be considered as an ugly form of life preservation. A torturer has to maintain life, to not let death prevent the continued infliction of pain, which can become life long (Wadiwel, 2003 p. 117). Thus, the Nazi ‘Protective Custody’ directive of October 26, 1939 contained the following condition: (..) the duration of detention in a concentration camp must always be indicated as ‘indefinite’” (Wadiwel, 2003 p. 124). The detainees of detention camps scattered all over the world, share the same fate, as they have been promised release only upon cessation of GWOT, which, as we know, is a war with imprecise objectives, and no definite end. This indefinite detention itself becomes a form of torture. Agamben’s theorising can also provide useful insights. For example, the tortured were those categorised as ‘unlawful’ or ‘enemy’ combatants – terms unknown in international law. These definitions allowed the U.S. Administration to deprive these people of the protection provided by either IHL or human rights law. Moreover, they could not appeal to the U.S. national courts as, given the location of the camps, the courts would not have jurisdiction to consider appeals of foreigners captured and held abroad. Thus, these people were turned into Homo Sacer, stripped of anything that could stand between them and the torturer as a personification of bio-power, caught in the state of exception where law does not apply in any other way than by no longer applying. Anything becomes possible, including the decisions that practices that ‘only’ amount to cruel, inhuman or degrading can be tolerated, anything up to the point when “tortured are finally left with nothing but their own living being, felt only through an endless suffering” (Wadiwel, 2003 p. 120).
4
The 1AC’s silence is a loaded presence – their forgetting of the non-human world and the individualistic formation of agency ensure the replication of prevailing anthropocentric power relations 

Bell and Russell 2K

(Anne C. by graduate students in the Faculty of Environmental Studies, York Universi- ty and Constance L. a graduate student at the Ontario Institute for Studies in Educa- tion, University of Toronto, Beyond Human, Beyond Words: Anthropocentrism, Critical Pedagogy, and the Poststructuralist Turn, http://www.csse-scee.ca/CJE/Articles/FullText/CJE25-3/CJE25-3-bell.pdf [10/24/11])

For this reason, the various movements against oppression need to be aware of and supportive of each other. In critical pedagogy, however, the exploration of questions of race, gender, class, and sexuality has proceeded so far with little acknowledgement of the systemic links between human oppressions and the domination of nature. The more-than-human world and human relationships to it have been ignored, as if the suffering and exploitation of other beings and the global ecological crisis were somehow irrelevant. Despite the call for attention to voices historically absent from traditional canons and narratives (Sadovnik, 1995, p. 316), nonhuman beings are shrouded in silence. This silence characterizes even the work of writers who call for a rethinking of all culturally positioned essentialisms. Like other educators influenced by poststructuralism, we agree that there is a need to scrutinize the language we use, the meanings we deploy, and the epistemological frameworks of past eras (Luke & Luke, 1995, p. 378). To treat social categories as stable and unchanging is to reproduce the prevailing relations of power (Britzman et al., 1991, p. 89). What would it mean, then, for critical pedagogy to extend this investigation and critique to include taken-for-granted understandings of “human,” “animal,” and “nature”? This question is difficult to raise precisely because these understandings are taken for granted. The anthropocentric bias in critical pedagogy manifests itself in silence and in the asides of texts. Since it is not a topic of discussion, it can be difficult to situate a critique of it. Following feminist analyses, we find that examples of anthropocentrism, like examples of gender symbolization, occur “in those places where speakers reveal the assumptions they think they do not need to defend, beliefs they expect to share with their audiences” (Harding, 1986, p. 112). Take, for example, Freire’s (1990) statements about the differences between “Man” and animals. To set up his discussion of praxis and the importance of “naming” the world, he outlines what he assumes to be shared, commonsensical beliefs about humans and other animals. He defines the boundaries of human membership according to a sharp, hierarchical dichotomy that establishes human superiority. Humans alone, he reminds us, are aware and self-conscious beings who can act to fulfill the objectives they set for themselves. Humans alone are able to infuse the world with their creative presence, to overcome situations that limit them, and thus to demonstrate a “decisive attitude towards the world” (p. 90). Freire (1990, pp. 87–91) represents other animals in terms of their lack of such traits. They are doomed to passively accept the given, their lives “totally determined” because their decisions belong not to themselves but to their species. Thus whereas humans inhabit a “world” which they create and transform and from which they can separate themselves, for animals there is only habitat, a mere physical space to which they are “organically bound.” To accept Freire’s assumptions is to believe that humans are animals only in a nominal sense. We are different not in degree but in kind, and though we might recognize that other animals have distinct qualities, we as humans are somehow more unique. We have the edge over other creatures because we are able to rise above monotonous, species-determined biological existence. Change in the service of human freedom is seen to be our primary agenda. Humans are thus cast as active agents whose very essence is to transform the world – as if somehow acceptance, appreciation, wonder, and reverence were beyond the pale. This discursive frame of reference is characteristic of critical pedagogy. The human/animal opposition upon which it rests is taken for granted, its cultural and historical specificity not acknowledged. And therein lies the problem. Like other social constructions, this one derives its persuasiveness from its “seeming facticity and from the deep investments individuals and communities have in setting themselves off from others” (Britzman et al., 1991, p. 91). This becomes the normal way of seeing the world, and like other discourses of normalcy, it limits possibilities of taking up and confronting inequities (see Britzman, 1995). The primacy of the human enterprise is simply not questioned. Precisely how an anthropocentric pedagogy might exacerbate the environmental crisis has not received much consideration in the literature of critical pedagogy, especially in North America. Although there may be passing reference to planetary destruction, there is seldom mention of the relationship between education and the domination of nature, let alone any sustained exploration of the links between the domination of nature and other social injustices. Concerns about the nonhuman are relegated to environmental education. And since environmental education, in turn, remains peripheral to the core curriculum (A. Gough, 1997; Russell, Bell, & Fawcett, 2000), anthropocentrism passes unchallenged.1

Anthropocentric ordering is the foundation of the war machine and drives the exclusion of populations based on different characteristics

Kochi 09 

(Tarik, Sussex law school, Species war: Law, Violence and Animals, Law Culture and Humanities Oct 5.3)

Grotius and Hobbes are sometimes described as setting out a prudential approach,28 or a natural law of minimal content29 because in contrast to Aristotelian or Thomastic legal and political theory their attempt to derive the legitimacy of the state and sovereign order relies less upon a thick conception of the good life and is more focussed upon basic human needs such as survival. In the context of a response to religious civil war such an approach made sense in that often thick moral and religious conceptions of the good life (for example, those held by competing Christian Confessions) often drove conflict and violence. Yet, it would be a mistake to assume that the categories of “survival,” “preservation of life” and “bare life” are neutral categories. Rather survival, preservation of life and bare life as expressed by the Westphalian theoretical tradition already contain distinctions of value – in particular, the specific distinction of value between human and non-human life. “Bare life” in this sense is not “bare” but contains within it a distinction of value between the worth of human life placed above and beyond the worth of non-human animal life. In this respect bare life within this tradition contains within it a hidden conception of the good life. The foundational moment of the modern juridical conception of the law of war already contains within it the operation of species war. The Westphalian tradition puts itself forward as grounding the legitimacy of violence upon the preservation of life, however its concern for life is already marked by a hierarchy of value in which non-human animal life is violently used as the “raw material” for preserving human life. Grounded upon, but concealing the human-animal distinction, the Westphalian conception of war makes a double move: it excludes the killing of animals from its definition of “war proper,” and, through rendering dominant the modern juridical definition of “war proper” the tradition is able to further institutionalize and normalize a particular conception of the good life. Following from this original distinction of life-value realized through the juridical language of war were other forms of human life whose lives were considered to be of a lesser value under a European, Christian, “secular”30 natural law conception of the good life. Underneath this concern with the preservation of life in general stood veiled preferences over what particular forms of life (such as racial conceptions of human life) and ways of living were worthy of preservation, realization and elevation. The business contracts of early capitalism,31 the power of white males over women and children, and, especially in the colonial context, the sanctity of European life over non-European and Christian lives over non-Christian heathens and Muslims, were some of the dominant forms of life preferred for preservation within the early modern juridical ordering of war.
Alternative Text: Adopt an animal standpoint epistemology.

Only adopting an animal standpoint epistemology solves their impacts—it’s also mutually exclusive with the AFF

Best, 10 – Associate Professor of Humanities and Philosophy at the University of Texas at El Paso (Steven, 12/31/10, “Total Liberation: Revolution for the 21st Century”, http://drstevebest.wordpress.com/2010/12/31/total-liberation-revolution-for-the-21st-century-4/, KONTOPOULOS)

But while people have written history from the theological perspective, the humanist perspective, and the environmental determinism perspective, to date there has been little from the animal perspective. Marx once stated that the “riddle of history” (the origins of domination) is grasped in theory and resolved in practice by communism; in truth, however, the origin and evolution of hierarchy and dominator societies cannot be deciphered without the animal standpoint, for the ten thousand year reign of human domination over other animals is central to comprehending humanity’s most serious problems, as it is fundamental to resolving them. Animal Standpoint Theory According to feminist standpoint theory, each oppressed group has an important perspective or insight into the nature of society.[iii] People of color, for instance, can illuminate colonialism and the pathology of racism, while women can reveal the logic of patriarchy that has buttressed so many different modes of social power throughout history. While animals cannot speak about their sufferings in human language, it is only from the animal standpoint – analyzing how humans have related to and exploited other animals — that we can grasp central aspects of the emergence and development of hierarchy. Without the animal standpoint, we cannot understand the core dynamics of the domination of humans over animals, the earth, and one another; the pathology of human violence, warfare, militarism, and genocide; the ongoing animal Holocaust; and the key causes of the current global ecological crisis. From the animal standpoint, we can see that the oppression of human over human and the human exploitation of nature have deep roots in the human domination over nonhuman animals.
Case

Borders are key to developing common knowledge for decision-making and is a pre-req to ontological discussions

Parker and Addler-Nissen 12, Department of Political Science at the University of Copenhagen, Denmark, 2012 [Noel and Rebecca, “Picking and Choosing the ‘Sovereign’ Border: A Theory of Changing State Bordering Practices”, http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14650045.2012.660582]

We can ﬁrst observe that borders help fulﬁl epistemological conditions. Borders produce particular conditions for understanding ‘reality’. We who are inside the border are also expected to possess greater knowledge of insiders than of outsiders, which in turn reduces uncertainties regarding our common knowledge on the inside. The border is frequently a bulwark sustaining commonly agreed measures of reality (such as national-currency measures for inﬂation or relative welfare). The border slices the world up into different pieces of reality that we cannot know equally well. That increases as well the plausibility of any assertion regarding the circumstances, gains or losses within our border. Hence, other things being equal, borders help promote the idea that there are fewer uncertainties in communications between insiders by comparison with communications with those on the outside. This leads to an assumption that we will be able to agree on the terms used to evaluate changes and preferences – even the order of priorities, which is a pre-condition of political decisions. Put in a nutshell, the border provides conditions for greater certainty and agreement for those within it. Thompson also makes explicit an ontological claim for the border/boundary which is implicit in post-structuralism’s prioritisation of dif- ferences as against commonalities: namely, that ‘...borders exist “before” entities ...’ – that is to say, borders are ontologically prior to speciﬁc enti- ties. Borders help constitute the way we conceive the world. This can be demonstrated, inter alia, on the basis of the epistemological claims above. For those epistemological consequences of boundaries provide key onto- logical pre-conditions for the continuity of the given social particular as an integrated entity; and hence also for its identity.14 The ‘fact’ of the border helps produce shared understandings of the identities of particulars, both internal and external to the particular itself. This includes understandings of internal variations and sub-categories (constituencies, classes ... ) between insiders/members of the given social particular. The self-identities of mem- bers and sub-categories are grounded in, and thus far validated, by seeing those particulars in relation to each other.15 Likewise, the boundary sustains any determination of the collectivity (the ‘nation’, or whatever it may be) whose interests may be the basis for decisions and actions on its behalf. This, as Rokkan noted,16 is especially signiﬁcant in democratic collectivities, where a large self-aware demos is postulated as the ground for decisions that need to accord in some way with the preference of an indeterminable category, the ordinary mass of the people. The above ontological effects of borders yield yet further consequences. For borders provide pre-conditions for determinations of the situation of insiders relative to outsiders: claims regarding presumed and/or potential different conditions (be it better or worse) for insiders than for outsiders.17 The same could be said of any impression of greater/lesser (or poten- tially greater/lesser) welfare than outsiders. Only with these kinds of claims and impressions in place, can an additional, politically important category of knowledge have meaning: assertions about potential improvements or deteriorations in conditions for the inside.18 If the existence of the subjects who experience comparative well-being were not given, we would not ﬁnd meaning in headlines such as ‘Danish schools worst on PISA tests’.19 A fortiori threats which it may be necessary to protect again

When we eliminate borders, it makes all conflicts civil wars, which makes a peace an impossibility. Kosovo proves that partition is key to stability in any region.

Downes, 2k6(Alexander Downes, Assistant Professor of Political Science at Duke, More Borders, Less Conflict?: Partition as a Solution to Ethnic Civil Wars, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1downes.html)

<The conventional wisdom among scholars and policymakers opposes solving ethnic conflicts by drawing new borders and creating new states. This view, however, is flawed because the process of fighting civil wars imbues the belligerents with a deep sense of mistrust that makes sharing power after the conflict difficult. This is especially true in ethnic civil wars, in which negotiated power-sharing agreements run a high risk of failing and leading to renewed warfare. In light of these problems, this article argues that partition should be considered as an option for ending severe ethnic conflicts. The article shows how failure to adopt partition in Kosovo has left that province in a semi-permanent state of limbo that only increases the majority Albanian population's desire for independence. The only route to long-term stability in the region—and an exit for international forces—is through partition. Moreover, the article suggests that the United States should recognize and prepare for the coming partition of Iraq rather than pursuing the futile endeavor of implementing power-sharing among Iraq's Shi'ites, Kurds, and Sunnis.>

Borders in Latin America may contribute to rivalry, but do not cause conflict – Studies prove 

Trinkunas 12

[Harold, Naval Postgraduate School, Maiah Jaskoski- Naval Postgraduate School, Borders and Borderlands in the Americas- PASCC Report Number 2012 009]

Border policies are rooted in a deep history of partial, problematic state building in the region. Historically, Latin American states have engaged in rivalry rather than war. Rivalry benefits these states because it enables the development of nationalism and nationality. Rivalry promotes state coherence and acts as an attractor for weak central governments, using nationalism to retain some loyalty and some authority over populations in their borderlands.8 Though rivalry impedes interstate cooperation to resolve border issues in some key cases in the Americas (Peru, Bolivia, and Chile; Venezuela and Colombia), it does not rise to such a level that it generates the cycle of international conflict, defense preparedness, taxation, and popular mobilization. This means that Central and South America did not experience the type of state building that led to the development of hard fiscal/military/industrial states in Europe in the 18th and 19th centuries.9 This historically limited state capacity across much of the region to address border security issues unilaterally, but rivalry also limited the possibility for cooperation across borders to address security and other dimensions of borderlands. This project found no cases in the Americas in which borders were seriously at risk of provoking international war, even in the cases that were most ideologically polarized, as was the case on the Colombian-Venezuelan and Colombian-Ecuadorean borders. While we still see the militarization of borders as vehicles for signaling during international disputes, we found that leaders in the contemporary Americas were constrained by domestic stakeholders and economic considerations. In fact, much of the violence identified in borderlands has occurred in precisely those spaces where international relations are smoothest, especially due to strong economic relations: in Central America, regional economic integration and cross-border flows are growing even as states struggle to maintain border security.10 The peaceful settlement of international disputes and uti posidetis (the legal concept that borders are based on those inherited from the colonial period) has become the norm across the region. In some cases, there is an increased tendency to legalize territorial claims, settling border disputes in international tribunals and through judicial arbitration. This means that states do not necessarily view their borders as matters of existential import, but at most as subjects that may be negotiated.11

Strong border security is key to deterring terrorists
Willis et al. 10— Henry H. Willis, the Director of the RAND Homeland Security and Defense Center, and professor at the Pardee RAND Graduate School, Ph.D. in engineering and public policy at Carnegie Mellon University, M.A. in environmental engineering and science at University of Cincinnati, B.A. in chemistry and environmental sciences at University of Pennsylvania; Joel B. Predd, engineer at the RAND Corporation, Ph.D. in electrical engineering at Princeton University, B.S. in electrical engineering at Purdue University; Paul K. Davis, senior principal researcher at the RAND Corporation and a professor of policy analysis in the Pardee RAND Graduate School, Ph.D. in chemical physics at MIT, B.S. at University of Michigan, Ann Arbor; Wayne P. Brown, 2010 (“Measuring the Effectiveness of Border Security Between Ports-of-Entry”, Sponsored by the DHS, Technical Report, RAND Homeland Security and Defense Center, Available Online at http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/technical_reports/2010/RAND_TR837.pdf, Accessed 7-25-13, p. 18-20 | NikP)

4.2.2 Contributions of Border Interdiction, Deterrence, and Networked Intelligence The principal contributions that border security makes to counterterrorism relate to preventing certain kinds of terrorist attacks dependent on ﬂows into the country of people or materials. These contributions can be illustrated by considering what opportunities exist to disrupt terrorist attacks while they are being planned and orchestrated. Through a number of planning eﬀorts, DHS and its components have developed detailed planning scenarios of terrorist events (DHS, 2006). Each of these scenarios has been deconstructed into attack trees that are useful for considering how DHS border-security programs contribute to terrorism security eﬀorts. In their most generic form, these attack trees specify dimensions of attack scenarios with respect to building the terrorist team, identifying a target, and acquiring a weapon (see Figure 4.1). This decomposition of attack planning provides a structure around which to consider how interdiction, deterrence, and networked intelligence contribute to preventing terrorist attacks and, thus, why it is relevant to measure these functions. DHS border-security eﬀorts focus on interdiction of terrorist team members and weapons or weapon components when they cross U.S. borders. Examples of initiatives that are intended to enhance these capabilities include the Secure Border Initiative, the acquisition of Advanced Spectroscopic Portals for nuclear detection, the Secure Communities Initiative, and US-VISIT. In addition, it is often pointed out that, when border-security measures are perceived to be eﬀective, terrorists groups may be deterred from attacking in particular ways, or possibly from attacking at all. This could result from awareness of what type of surveillance is occurring or the capability of interdiction systems. In either case, deterrence refers to the judgment of terrorists that they will not be successful, leading them to choose another course of action. Finally, many border-security initiatives also contribute information to the national networked-intelligence picture. For example, the Secure Communities Initiative has implemented new capabilities to allow a single submission of ﬁ ngerprints as part of the normal criminal arrest and booking process to be queried against both the FBI and DHS immigration and terrorism databases. This eﬀort makes it easier for federal and local law enforcement to share actionable intelligence and makes it more diﬃcult for terrorists to evade border-security eﬀorts. 4.2.3 Non-DHS Factors on Which Border-Security Outcomes Depend The terrorist threat that border-security eﬀorts must counter will be signiﬁcantly inﬂuenced by the eﬀectiveness of security, economic policy, military, diplomatic, and intelligence eﬀorts targeting other aspects of terrorism. If terrorists overseas are able to acquire signiﬁcant quantities of weapon material or establish advanced counterintelligence capabilities, attack plans may easily overwhelm border-security eﬀorts. If terrorists are successful at recruiting and building networks within the United States, border-security eﬀorts may never get the chance to interdict attacks. Similarly, the perceptions that terrorists have about the diﬃculty of entering the country could inﬂuence decisions of how to organize and plan attacks. If borders are viewed as porous and open, terrorist groups can be expected to take advantage of this vulnerability. To the extent that border security is seen as presenting barriers to terrorist planning (especially barriers that include substantial operational uncertainty), eﬀorts will create a deterrent eﬀect that could lead terrorists to shift to attacking interests outside the United States or attacking in diﬀerent ways. The extent to which border security will be eﬀective at both interdicting and deterring terrorists will itself depend on a number of contextual factors, including the following: • material being smuggled: Is it possible to detect the material using noninvasive means (e.g., with nuclear detectors)? • mode of travel: Will crossings be via air, land, or sea? • environment and terrain: Will crossings occur during times when and at places where border security beneﬁts from good visibility or poor visibility? • U.S. intelligence capabilities: Do expenditures on intelligence collection and analysis aﬀord border security the ability to anticipate terrorist incursion attempts? • terrorist counterintelligence capabilities: Do terrorists have enough understanding of border-security tactics and techniques to be able to avoid them and to do so with considerable conﬁdence? The answer to this, of course, will depend on the visibility and predictability of border-security systems and procedures. The measures used for evaluation of border-security eﬀ orts must be able to reﬂect some of these dependencies and factors that moderate the effectiveness of border security.

Violence is necessary to combat terrorism–only preemptive force can win the struggle against terrorism–all other approaches condemn us to a never ending cycle of war

CARR 2002 (Caleb, Author and Military Historian, The Lessons of Terror, p 13-14)

The successful answer to the terrorist threat, then, lies not in repeated analyses of individual contemporary terrorist movements, nor in legalistic attempts to condemn their behavior in courts of international law, nor in reactionary policies and actions that punish civilian populations as much as the terrorists who operate from among them.  Rather, it lies in the formulation of a comprehensive, progressive strategy that can address all terrorist threats with the only coercive measures that have ever affected or moderated terrorist (or any other military or paramilitary) behavior: preemptive military offensives aimed at making not only terrorists but the states that harbor, supply, and otherwise assist them experience the same perpetual insecurity that they attempt to make their victims feel.  The methods must be different, of course, for, as stated, terror must never be answered with terror; but war can only be answered with war, and it is incumbent on us to devise a style of war more imaginative, more decisive, and yet more humane than anything terrorists can contrive.  Such a strategy does indeed exist; but it cannot be delineated without first tracing both the long history of warfare against civilians that has produced the present problem of terrorism in the first place, as well as the saga of those efforts that have been made in the past to address and curtail that savage tradition.

Biopower doesn’t culminate in genocide

Ojakangas 2005 (Mika, Helsinki Collegium for Advanced Studies, Finland, FOUCAULT STUDIES, May, v2, p.26-27)
For Foucault, the coexistence in political structures of large destructive mechanisms and institutions oriented toward the care of individual life was something puzzling: "It is one of the central antinomies of our political reason." However, it was an antinomy precisely because in principle the sovereign power and bio-power are mutually exclusive. How is it possible that the care of individual life paves the way for mass slaughters? Although Foucault could never give a satisfactory answer to this question, he was convinced that mass slaughters are not the effect or the logical conclusion of bio-political rationality. 1 am also convinced about that. To be sure, it can be argued that sovereign power and bio-power are reconciled within the modern state, which legitimates killing by biopolitical arguments. Especially, it can be argued that these powers are reconciled in the Third Reich in which they seemed to "coincide exactly". To my mind, however, neither the modern state nor the Third Reich - in which the monstrosity of the modem state is crystallized - are the syntheses of the sovereign power and biopower. but, rather the institutional loci of their irreconcilable tension. This is, I believe, what Foucault meant when he wrote about their "demonic combination". In fact, the history of modern Western societies would be quite incomprehensible without taking into account that there exists a form of power which refrains from killing but which nevertheless is capable of directing people’s lives. The effectiveness of biopower can be seen lying precisely in that it refrains and withdraws before every demand of killing, even though these demands would derive from the demand of justice. In biopolitical societies, according to Foucault, capital punishment could not be maintained except by invoking less the enormity of the crime itself than the monstrosity of the criminal: "One had the right to kill those who represented a kind of biological danger to others." However, given that the "right to kill" is precisely a sovereign right, it can be argued that the biopolitical societies analyzed by Foucault were not entirely biopolitical. Perhaps, there neither has been nor can be a society that is entirely biopolitical. Nevertheless, the fact is that present-dav European societies have abolished capital punishment. In them, there are no longer exceptions. It is the very “right to kill" that has been called into question. However, it is not called into question because of enlightened moral sentiments, but rather because of the deplovment of bio-political thinking and practice. 
Claims of a permanent state of exception undermine criticism of biopower

Andrew 2005 (Neal, PhD candidate, School of Politics, Philosophy and International Relations at Keele

University, "Review of the literature on the ccstate of exception)) and the application of this

concept to contemporary politics," March 3, htb:llwww.libertvsecuritv.org/articlel69.htmI)

«If, as has been suggested, terminology is the properly poetic moment of thought, then terminological choices can never be neutral. In this sense, the choice of the term state of exception implies a position taken on both the nature of the phenomenon we seek to investigate and the logic most useful for understanding it.» [51]

There is a final criticism to be made about Agamben’s treatment of the idea of the state of exception. Thus far, we have made a sustained critical-theoretical investigation into the usefulness and insight of that concept. In this sense, we must agree with Agamben’s suggestion that the choice of a term implies a position on the nature of the phenomenon and the logic most useful for understanding it. The state of exception is, therefore, a way of understanding both the operation of canonical Western political discourses/structures at their limits and a positioning of contemporary political practices at those limits. As well as capturing the logic of a political phenomenon, the term ‘state of exception’ implies a political judgement on contemporary political practices - that they are exceptional and therefore perhaps bad, wrong, or more likely interesting, revealing and symptomatic.  For these same reasons, however, we find that the usefulness and insight of the concept of the ‘state of exception’ is undermined by Agamben’s frequent invocation of the idea of a permanent state of exception. For the most part, the logical operation the term ‘state of exception’ is taken to mean a limit condition, a constitutive threshold that dwells within the city as sovereign potentiality. It is the potential for sovereignty to make itself actual by withdrawing the protection of the law, abandoning the subject to a state of lawlessness and violence: «the sovereign is the one with respect to whom all men are potentially homines sacri, and homo sacer is the one with respect to whom all men act as sovereigns.» [52] The value of Agamben’s work resides in a sustained investigation into the political dialectics in operation at the thresholds of law and politically-qualified life. Yet the analytical and political value of this very timely logic is undermined by the invocation of a permanent state of exception. For example, in Homo Sacer:  «the «juridically empty» space of the state of exception...has transgressed its spatiotemporal boundaries and now, overflowing outside them, is starting to coincide with the normal order, in which everything again becomes possible.» [53]  And similarly in State of Exception: «the state of exception has by now become the rule.» [54] These statements do not fit with the complex logic of relationality that Agamben attributes to sovereignty and the state of exception. To invoke a permanent state of exception is to collapse the relational dialectic of norm/exception.  Although in Homo Sacerthese comments are somewhat throwaway, in State of Exception Agamben weaves this thesis more fully into his analysis. This is in fact grounded both theoretically and empirically. As such, Agamben invokes Benjamin’s eighth thesis from his Theses on the Philosophy of History, which partly reads,  «[t]he tradition of the oppressed teaches us that the ‘state of exception’ in which we live is the rule. We must attain to a concept of history that accords with this fact. Then we will clearly see that it is our task to bring about the real state of exception, and this will improve our position in the struggle against fascism.» [55]  The ‘real’ state of exception of which Benjamin speaks is some kind of revolution, post-dialectical epoch, or new messianic age. In historical terms Benjamin is of course right that fascism existed under the permanent declaration of a state of exception.  In addition to this theoretical invocation, Agamben provides an extended note on the empirical history of the state of exception. In this, he illustrates that the exceptional delegation of powers from parliament to the executive - establishing executive rule by decree - became normal practice for all European democracies during, and then frequently after, the First World War. He argues that the passage to executive rule is underway to varying degrees in all the Western democracies, with parliaments becoming only secondary actors in the legislative process. Even more pertinently, he maintains that the «tendency in all of the Western democracies,» is that «the declaration of the state of exception has gradually been replaced by an unprecedented generalization of the paradigm of security as the normal technique of government.» [56]  While we have no quibble with Agamben’s historical details or interpretation, what he is really saying here is that the current norm was once exceptional, and that it developed from an earlier state of exception or is coming to resemble what was once considered exceptional. It may also be that today’s exception will become tomorrow’s norm. These are no doubt acute political problems and may well be the case historically, but the consequence is that the treatise becomes no longer an enquiry into the state of exception, but an enquiry into the state of the norm. It also implies a political position on the current norm, in that it attempts to label it as exceptional. 
Reject monocausal explanations of biopower
Dickinson 4 (Edward Ross, University of Cincinnati, Central European History, v37, nl, p. 41-42)

In any case, the focus on the activities and ambitions of the social engineers in the literature on biopolitical modernity has begun to reach the point of diminishing returns. In the current literature, it seems that biopolitics is almost always acting on (or attempting to act on) people; it is almost never something they do. This kind of model is not very realistic. This is not how societies work. The example of the attempt to create a eugenic counseling system in Prussia should be instructive in this respect. Here public health and eugenics experts - technocrats - tried to impart their sense of eugenic crisis and their optimism about the possibility of creating a better "race" to the public; and they successfully mobilized the resources of the state in support of their vision. And yet, what emerged quite quickly from this effort was in fact a system of public contraceptive advice - or family planning. It is not so easy to impose technocratic ambitions on the public, particularly in a democratic state; and "on the ground," at the level of interactions with actual persons and social groups, public policy often takes on a life of its own, at least partially independent of the fantasies of technocrats.This is of course a point that Foucault makes with particular clarity. The power of discourse is not the power of manipulative elites, which control it and impose it from above. Manipulative elites always face resistance, often effective, resistance. More important, the power of discourse lies precisely in its ability to set the terms for such struggles to define what they are about. as much as what their outcomes are. As Foucault put it, power - including the power to manage life- “comes from everywhere." Biomedical knowledge was not the property only of technocrats, and it could be used to achieve ends that had little to do with their social-engineering schemes.'" Modern biopolitics is a multifaceted world of discourse and practice elaborated and put into practice at multiple levels throughout modern societies. And of course it is often no less economistic - no less based on calculations of cost and benefit - at the level of the individual or family than it is in the technocrats' visions of national efficiency. 

Modernity canchallenge exclusion and oppression and prevents the worst manifestations of violence to return

Deranty 04 (Jean-Philippe, teaches French and German Philosophy at Macquarie University, Sydney,

"Agamben's challenge to normative theories of modem rights," Borderlands E-Journal, 3: 1,

http://www.borderlands.net.au/vol3no1_2004/deranty_agambnschall.htm)
48. One can acknowledge the descriptive appeal of the biopower hypothesis without renouncing the antagonistic definition of politics. As Rancière remarks, Foucault’s late hypothesis is more about power than it is about politics (Rancière 2002). This is quite clear in the 1976 lectures (Society must be defended) where the term that is mostly used is that of "biopower". As Rancière suggests, when the "biopower" hypothesis is transformed into a "biopolitical" thesis, the very possibility of politics becomes problematic. There is a way of articulating modern disciplinary power and the imperative of politics that is not disjunctive. The power that subjects and excludes socially can also empower politically simply because the exclusion is already a form of address which unwittingly provides implicit recognition. Power includes by excluding, but in a way that might be different from a ban. This insight is precisely the one that Foucault was developing in his last writings, in his definition of freedom as "agonism" (Foucault 1983: 208-228): "Power is exercised only over free subjects, and only insofar as they are free" (221). The hierarchical, exclusionary essence of social structures demands as a condition of its possibility an equivalent implicit recognition of all, even in the mode of exclusion. It is on the basis of this recognition that politics can sometimes arise as the vindication of equality and the challenge to exclusion.  49. This proposal rests on a logic that challenges Agamben’s reduction of the overcoming of the classical conceptualisation of potentiality and actuality to the single Heideggerian alternative. Instead of collapsing or dualistically separating potentiality and actuality, one would find in Hegel’s modal logic a way to articulate their negative, or reflexive, unity, in the notion of contingency. Contingency is precisely the potential as existing, a potential that exists yet does not exclude the possibility of its opposite (Hegel 1969: 541-554). Hegel can lead the way towards an ontology of contingency that recognises the place of contingency at the core of necessity, instead of opposing them. The fact that the impossible became real vindicates Hegel’s claim that the impossible should not be opposed to the actual. Instead, the possible and the impossible are only reflected images of each other and, as actual, are both simply the contingent. Auschwitz should not be called absolute necessity (Agamben 1999a: 148), but absolute contingency. The absolute historical necessity of Auschwitz is not "the radical negation" of contingency, which, if true, would indeed necessitate a flight out of history to conjure up its threat. Its absolute necessity in fact harbours an indelible core of contingency, the locus where political intervention could have changed things, where politics can happen. Zygmunt Bauman’s theory of modernity and his theory about the place and relevance of the Holocaust in modernity have given sociological and contemporary relevance to this alternative historical-political logic of contingency (Bauman 1989).  50. In the social and historical fields, politics is only the name of the contingency that strikes at the heart of systemic necessity. An ontology of contingency provides the model with which to think together both the possibility, and the possibility of the repetition of, catastrophe, as the one heritage of modernity, and the contingency of catastrophe as logically entailing the possibility of its opposite. Modernity is ambiguous because it provides the normative resources to combat the apparent necessity of possible systemic catastrophes. Politics is the name of the struggle drawing on those resources.  51. This ontology enables us also to rethink the relationship of modern subjects to rights. Modern subjects are able to consider themselves autonomous subjects because legal recognition signals to them that they are recognised as full members of the community, endowed with the full capacity to judge. This account of rights in modernity is precious because it provides an adequate framework to understand real political struggles, as fights for rights. We can see now how this account needs to be complemented by the notion of contingency that undermines the apparent necessity of the progress of modernity. Modern subjects know that their rights are granted only contingently, that the possibility of the impossible is always actual. This is why rights should not be taken for granted. But this does not imply that they should be rejected as illusion, on the grounds that they were disclosed as contingent in the horrors of the 20th century. Instead, their contingency should be the reason for constant political vigilance.  52. By questioning the rejection of modern rights, one is undoubtedly unfaithful to the letter of Benjamin. Yet, if one accepts that one of the great weaknesses of the Marxist philosophy of revolution was its inability to constructively engage with the question of rights and the State, then it might be the case that the politics that define themselves as the articulation of demands born in the struggles against injustice are better able to bear witness to the "tradition of the oppressed" than their messianic counterparts. 
Aff doesn’t solve – Non-state activism doesn't challenge institutional power

Chandler 2004 (David, Senior Lecturer in IR at the Centre for the Study of Democracy, University of Westminster,

"Building Global Civil Society 'From Below'?" Millennium: Journal of International Studies, 33:2, p. 333-334)

As highlighted by George W. Bush's relationship with U2 rock star Bono, governments and international institutions can only gain from Their association with radical advocates.' The reason for this positive reception fro^ the establishment lies in the fact that the relationship of advocacy implies a mutual interest rather than any radical oppositi~n.~~ The vower of the advocate rests on an entirely different basis to that of an efected representative: lacking the representative’s independent basis of legitimacy, the advocate's position necessarily depends on the good favour of the governing elites. This lack of representational accountability leaves control in the hands of the powerful, while offering the appearance of openness, ‘transparency’ and ‘accountability’. Under these circumstances, the more 'radical' global civic actors become, the more the doors of mter-state forums have been opened to them?" Despite the claims of many critical theorists, there are few indications that operating outside the formal political electoral representation facilitates a radical challenge to political power and existing hierarchies of control. Compared to 'political' social movements of the past, new social movements based on advocacy pose much less of  a threat to the status quo. However, for Kaldor, the advocacy covement 'represents, in some respects, a revival of the great anticapitalist movements of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries'. She points out that '[ajt the World Social Forum in Porto AIegre in 2002, the activists defined themselves as a "global movement for social justice and solidarity"'.
No impact – Their Impacts rely on a flawed, totalizing amount of biopower

Dickinson 04 (Edward Ross, University of Cincinnati, Central European History, v37, n1, p.34-36)

The need to theorize the place of the democratic welfare state in biopolitical, social-engineering modernity is, however, obvious. This is a state form that - in local variations - was built in the course of the 1950s and 1960s in almost every European country in which people had meaningful political choices, virtually regardless of which political party was in government, and has survived~ever since without a single major political upheaval, and certainly without significant episodes of internal violence. (The only modern regime form that comes remotely close - and not very close, for that matter - to this record is the liberal parliamentary regime form installed in much of Europe in the last third of the nineteenth century.) The German case offers perhaps the most extraordinary example of the almost monolithic stability of this political system. It hardly needs to be said that the Third Reich, in contrast, survived for twelve years, and was effectively dead after eight. I want to stress that my point here is not that the democratic welfare state is a "good" thing. There is plenty about it that is reprehensible and frightening. It does wonderful things - the things it was built to do - for people; but it also coerces, cajoles, massages, and incentivizes its citizens into behaving in certain ways. It "engineers" their lives, so to speak. It aims at achieving national power (now more often defined in economic rather than military terms, a discourse on skilled labor rather than on cannonfodder); it pathologizes difference; it disciplines the individual in myriad ways; it is driven by a "scientistic" and medicalizing approach to social problems; it is a creature of instrumental rationality. And it is, of course, embedded in a broader discursive complex (institutions, professions, fields of social, medical, and psychological expertise) that pursues these same aims in often even more effective and inescapable ways.89   In short, the continuities between early twentieth-century biopolitical discourse and the practices of the welfare state in our own time are unmistakeable. Both are instances of the "disciplinary society" and of biopolitical, regulatory, social-engineering modernity, and they share that genealogy with more author- - itarian states, including the National Socialist state, but also fascist Italy, for example. And it is certainly fruitful to view them from this very broad per- spective. But that analysis can easily become superficial and misleading because it obfuscates the profoundly different strategic and local dynamics of power in the two kinds of regimes. Clearly the democratic welfare state is ot only formally but also substantively quite different from totalitarianism. Above all, again, it has nowhere developed the fateful, radicalizing dynamic that characterized  National Socialism (or for that matter Stalinism), the psychotic logic that leads from economistic population management to mass murder. Again, there is always the potential for such a discursive regime to generate coercive policies.       In those cases in which the regime of rights does not successfully produce "health," such a system can -and historically does – create compulsory pro- grams to enforce it. But again, there are political and policy potentials and con- straints such as structuring of biopolitics that are very different from those of National Socialist Germany. Democratic biopolitical regimes require, enable, and incite a degree of self-direction and participation that is functionally incompatible with authoritarian or totalitarian structures. And this pursuit of biopolitical ends through a regime of democratic citizenship does appear, his- torically, to have imposed narrow limits on coercive policies, and to  have generated a "1ogic"or imperative'of increasing liberalization. Despite lim- itations imposed by political context and the slow pace of discursive change, I think this is the unmistakable message of the really very impressive waves of legi slative and welfare reforms in the 1920s or the 1970s in Germany.90    Of course it is not yet clear whether this is an irreversible dynamic of such systems. Nevertheless, such regimes are characterized by sufficient degrees of autonomv, (.and of the potential for its expansion) for sufficient numbers of peo- ple that I think it becomes useful to conceive of the mass productive of a strate- gic configuration of power relations that might fruitfully be analyzed as a condition of "liberty” just as much as they are productive of constraint, oppression, or manipulation. At the very least, totalitarianism cannot be the sole orientation point for our understanding of biopolitics, the only end point of the  logic of social engineering 34-36 
