Multilat 

LOAC does not legitimize violence—alternative is militarized violence

Charles Kels 12, attorney for the Department of Homeland Security and a major in the Air Force Reserve, 12/6, “The Perilous Position of the Laws of War”, harvardnsj.org/2012/12/the-perilous-position-of-the-laws-of-war/

The real nub of the current critique of U.S. policy, therefore, is that the Bush administration’s war on terror and the Obama administration’s war on al Qaeda and affiliates constitute a distinction without a difference. The latter may be less rhetorically inflammatory, but it is equally amorphous in application, enabling the United States to pursue non-state actors under an armed conflict paradigm. This criticism may have merit, but it is really about the use of force altogether, not the parameters that define how force is applied. It is, in other words, an ad bellum argument cloaked in the language of in bello.¶ LOAC is apolitical. Adherence to it does not legitimize an unlawful resort to force, just as its violation—unless systematic—does not automatically render one’s cause unjust. The answer for those who object to U.S. targeted killing and indefinite detention is not to apply a peace paradigm that would invalidate LOAC and undercut the belligerent immunity of soldiers, but to direct their arguments to the political leadership regarding the decision to use force in the first place. Attacking LOAC for its perceived leniency and demanding the “pristine purity” of HRL in military operations is actually quite dangerous and counterproductive from a humanitarian perspective, because there remains the distinct possibility that the alternative to LOAC is not HRL but “lawlessness.” While there are certainly examples of armies that have acquitted themselves quite well in law enforcement roles—and while most nations do not subscribe to the strict U.S. delineation between military and police forces—the vast bulk of history indicates that in the context of armed hostilities, LOAC is by far the best case scenario, not the worst.¶ Transnational terrorist networks pose unique security problems, among them the need to apply preexisting legal rubrics to an enemy who is dedicated to undermining and abusing them. Vital to meeting this challenge—of “building a durable framework for the struggle against al Qaeda that [draws] upon our deeply held values and traditions”—is to refrain from treating the deeply-ingrained tenets of honorable warfare as a mere mechanism for projecting force. The laws of war are much more than “lawyerly license” to kill and detain, subject to varying levels of application depending upon political outlook. They remain a bulwark against indiscriminate carnage, steeped in history and tried in battle.

Legal understandings of law are inevitable and good -- the permutation is key to reconciling opposing cultures of war

Luban 13 (David, University Professor in Law and Philosophy, Georgetown University Law Center, “Military Necessity and the Cultures of Military Law,” Leiden Journal of International Law, Volume 26, Issue 02, pp 315-349)

These arguments about military necessity are not meant as a ‘refutation’ of the LOAC version of the laws of war or anything resembling it. That would be silly. Military necessities are real, and law will not make them go away. The same is true of the other elements of the LOAC vision. States may no longer be the sole sources of international law, but we live in a world of states, which remain the pre-eminent international lawmakers. The laws of war must take the civilian point of view seriously, but it is still a long step from there to human rights. On all these points, humanitarian lawyers who pretend otherwise are fooling themselves both legally and practically. Legally, because the sources of law will not bear so much humanitarian weight, and practically because the only hope for the humanitarian project lies in militaries and military lawyers who believe in it and want to make it happen. Like it or not, the two legal cultures must live with each other, and that requires reasonableness, in the sense defined by John Rawls: a reciprocal desire for principles that could be accepted even by adherents of the other comprehensive view.

To illustrate with an example: Article 57 of AP I requires militaries to take all ‘feasible’ precautions to verify that their targets are legitimately military and to minimize civilian damage. Notoriously, there is no agreement on what ‘feasible’ means. Does it include anything technologically possible, regardless of cost or risk to the attacker? Alternatively, does it exclude anything that might increase military risk, no matter how slightly? Clearly, militaries could not reasonably accept the former, and humanitarians could not reasonably accept the latter – so, on my proposal, neither of these interpretations can be right, and lawyers should not advance them.

This conciliatory approach is not self-evident. In purely scientific pursuits, epistemologists offer powerful arguments that it is more rational both for individual researchers and for the scientific community at large if competing research programmes forcefully press their own agendas, even in cases when one programme is less likely than its rivals to be fruitful.101 Lawyers are, for obvious reasons, instinctively drawn to a similarly adversarial, competitive model of truth seeking. Why not let the LOAC and IHL versions of the law of war continue to compete for supremacy? Is that not the most likely way in which truth will out?

The obvious difference is that lawyers arguing about the interpretation of law are not pursuing hidden truths. They are not physicists hunting the Higgs boson or mathematicians vying for the honour of being first to solve a famous problem.102 They are trying to give concrete meaning to past lawmakers’ constructions, in order to impose discipline on violence when collectivities go to war. The obvious danger in an adversarial competition over who owns the law of war is one David Kennedy highlights: when legal interpretation turns into a political game, the players’ trust in each other's candour inevitably erodes, so that ‘as we use the discourse more, we believe it less – at least when spoken by others’.103 The result (Kennedy adds) is a law of armed combat that undermines itself and casts its own legitimacy into disrepute, even in the eyes of its practitioners. I wholeheartedly agree with this diagnosis, but not with Kennedy's cure, which is to downplay legality in favour of pure choice – to ‘be wary of treating the legal issues as the focal points for our ethics and politics’.104 In place of legalism, Kennedy calls for ‘recapturing the human experience of responsibility for the violence of war’ – accepting that ‘those who kill do “decide in the exception”, . . . [and] as men and women, our military, political, and legal experts are, in fact, free – free from the comfortable ethical and political analytics of expertise, but not from responsibility for the havoc they unleash’.105 His argument appears to be that debates over the laws of war are irredeemably strategic. Officers and political leaders – and, for that matter, humanitarians – find it all too convenient to fob responsibility onto lawyers and the law when in fact the law is ‘an elaborate discourse of evasion’.106

But suppose there were no LOAC or ICL. Do we really believe that more responsible decisions would result, that fewer lives would be lost, or that an alternative and better vocabulary than ‘the analytics of expertise’ would arise for deliberation? I see no reason to think so. Without some vocabulary for deliberation, the pure experience of responsibility floats in a vacuum and goes nowhere. Like it or not, and no matter where we end up, we must start with the vocabulary we have. 

That is the legal vocabulary of the law of war, heavily inflected with the just-war theory of past centuries. Where else could we start? In Quine's words, ‘We are like sailors who on the open sea must reconstruct their ship but are never able to start afresh from the bottom.’107
The two cultures are stuck with each other aboard the same wounded ship. The argument of this article has been that their differing comprehensive views arise from competing premises about the primacy of military necessity and human dignity. Both are reasonable premises, and mutual recognition that they are reasonable – more precisely, willingness to discard one's own interpretations if a similarly willing adherent to the alternative view could not possibly accept them – seems like a plausible canon of interpretation. It is also the most plausible strategy for achieving whatever convergence is humanly possible.

AT: T -- Restriction

We meet --- Congress places legislation that forces domestic effect --- the plan text says “consent to be bound by” which means the aff would take requisite topical actions necessary 

Counterinterp --- statutory restriction means it must be Congress, but not necessarily self-executing

Williams et. al 12 (http://books.google.com/books?id=5AbEIZc7PsgC&printsec=frontcover&source=gbs_ge_summary_r&cad=0#v=onepage&q&f=false) 
The president’s discretion to choose the form of an arms control agreement is, in any event, constrained by law. The Arms Control and Disarmament Act of 1961 (as amended) prohibits “militarily significant” arms reductions, “except pursuant to the treaty-making power of the President set forth in Article II, Section 2, Clause 2 of the Constitution or unless authorized by the enactment of further affirmative legislation by the Congress of the United States.” In effect, this language bars the use of a sole executive agreement – that is, one offering no opportunity for a vote by Congress – as an instrument of arms control. Looking at this statutory restriction in a different light, it is worth noting that the language in the Arms Control and Disarmament Act clearly permits the use of a congressional-executive agreement as the international law-making instrument of choice for arms control. The Senate, however, has signaled its strong preference for Article II treaties.

1. We Meet – Treaties create binding limitations

WUERTH 05 Associate Professor of Law, University of Cincinnati College of Law [Ingrid Brunk Wuerth, “Authorizations for the Use of Force, International Law, and the Charming Betsy Canon,” Boston College Law Review, March, 2005, 46 B.C. L. Rev 293] 
Third, treaties reflect limitations to which the Senate at least has already given its formal advice and consent. The Senate itself and the President, for example, have previously considered and approved the limitations on the use of force that are codified in treaties such as the Geneva Conventions. Moreover, in approving such treaties, the Senate has considered the scope of appropriate force in the same context (in one sense) as it arises in the following case: defining and limiting the actions that the U.S. military is permitted to take. This is a separate argument from the desire to avoid repeal of domestic law, which would apply only to self-executing treaties. n202 Here, the point is that the limitation on the use of force is one that the Senate has already considered and approved, and this point applies to non-self-executing as well self-executing treaties.

In summary, there are excellent reasons based on the presumed intentions of Congress to apply the Charming Betsy canon in interpreting general authorizations for the use of force by Congress. Potential objections about the use of customary international law as an interpretive norm are at least partially answered by the role that the United States has played in the development of international humanitarian law, the clear commitment of the Executive Branch to comply with that law, and the (at least relatively) well-defined content of this branch of customary international law. 
2. Statuory includes treaties

RHD 13
(Random House Dictionary, http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/statute)

stat·ute  [stach-oot, -oot] Show IPA noun 1. Law. a. an enactment made by a legislature and expressed in a formal document. b. the document in which such an enactment is expressed. 2. International Law. an instrument annexed or subsidiary to an international agreement, as a treaty.
we can agree to treaties through the normal legislative process
HATHAWAY 08  Associate Professor of Law, Yale Law School

[Oona A. Hathaway, “Treaties' End: The Past, Present, and Future of International Lawmaking in the United States,” The Yale Law Journal, May, 117 Yale L.J. 1236] 
Congressional-executive agreements avoid many of these dualist dilemmas. Congressional-executive agreements are, after all, created by means of legislation. That legislation not only has the status equivalent to federal statutory law, it is federal statutory law. There is little difference between most congressional-executive agreements and self-executing treaties that do not infringe on the House's traditional scope of authority - in both cases, they create binding legal obligations that are inferior to the Constitution, subject to the later-in-time rule with federal statutes, and superior to state law. Yet when an agreement is not explicitly self-executing, a congressional-executive agreement can offer significant advantages. Congressional-executive agreements are generally presumed self-executing unless specified otherwise. The legislation creating them, moreover, can include any necessary implementing language. The legislation provides, in effect, one-stop shopping: the same act that provides the authority to accede to the international agreement can also make the necessary statutory changes to implement the obligation incurred.

They link to limits --- infinite self-executing treaties too means they link to their offense --- functional limits checks their offense because if legislation is not required, there is no answer to the executive CP
No right to neg ground --- bidirectional affs makes their disad links loss inevitable and this standard justifies “you found a good aff so vote neg” 

No link to extra-topicality --- president signing is a result of the aff’s ratification --- not a voting issue either, reject the portion that they win is extra-topical and not the team 

Reasonability --- competing interpretations lead to a race to the bottom which arbitrarily excludes the aff --- no impact because this is a question of solvency not a question of T 
Functional limits check -- only so many treaties

Topic education – treaties key to ILAW discussion and is functionally how the US formulates law – otherwise we would always lose to the XO CP 
Predictability – if the US were to remove the authority for land mines they would ratify the treaty 

Extra T – not because we say USFG. 

Reasonability -- competing interps creates a race to the bottom

2ac – Landmines

Framework – We get to weigh the 1ac in the fw it's presented in

Moots the 1AC and makes it impossible to weigh case—kills fairness. Evaluate their framework args as impact framing arguments. 

Perm do the plan and Challenge to conceptual framework of national security and let be 
Discussing the government in the context of arms control is valuable – discussions of institutional weakness are valuable – but it is states that are building and controlling arms – so the debate needs to start there.

MULLER 00 Director of the Peace Research Institute – Frankfurt & Prof of IR at Goethe University [Harold Muller, Compliance Politics: A Critical Analysis of Multilateral Arms Control Treaty Enforcement, The Nonproliferation Review, Summer 2000] 

Finally, it is unlikely that the course of events will change without a determined effort from within international civil society.   Nongovernmental organizations have proven their potential in initiating and providing the necessary momentum behind the campaign to ban anti-personnel landmines. 52 The arms control and disarmament community within the United States has also exerted considerable influence over the years, serving as a watchdog, agenda-setter and, at times, mover of issues. 53 It will be necessary for the international arms control and disarmament community to agree on a few simple and communicable objectives and to campaign around them, with a strong effort in the United States in particular. The US part of this campaign is the most important one without reliable allies on the inside of superpower politics, activities from the outside will remain insufficient.

CONCLUSION

The present situation for effective and successful compliance policy is not good. It would have been tempting to engage in a nice academic debate about institutional reform, stating with the UN Security Council and going in detail through the weaknesses of each and every international organization charged with treaty administration, then discussing the weaknesses of the compliance mechanisms in the various international agreements, and so on. The approach chosen here was different The framework developed in the first part of this viewpoint related the structure and the actors to each other only their interdependent feedback processes can produce the conditions that promise successful compliance policy. The diagnosis based on this framework showed that today’s problems lie in the actors. The remedies therefore had to address the actor problem as the top priority.
This does not mean that institutional design is not a worthy venture; it certainly is.  For the broad picture, however, we have to get the priorities right. And all findings about institutional weakness should not be construed as relieving the actors, especially the leading ones, of their basic duty to play by the rules and to integrate themselves into the multilateral frameworks that need to be saved, maintained, and improved if states are to enjoy the security benefits that multilateral arms control can provide.

Our process of debating the aff improves accuracy because debate is scenario planning not definite assertions

Han 10 (Dong-ho Han, Ph.D. Candidate in Political Science at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln, January 26, 2010, “Scenario Construction and Implications for IR Research: Connecting Theory to a Real World of Policy Making,” online: http://www.allacademic.com/one/isa/isa10/index.phpcmd=Download+Document&key=unpublished_manuscript&file_in dex=1&pop_up=true&no_click_key=true&attachment_style=attachment&PHPSESSID=3e890fb5925 7a0ca9bad2e2327d8a24f)

How do we assess future possibilities with existing data and information? Do we have a systematic approach to analyze the future events of world politics? If the problem of uncertainty in future world politics is increasing and future international relations are hard to predict, then it is necessary to devise a useful tool to effectively deal with upcoming events so that policy makers can reduce the risks of future uncertainties. In this paper, I argue that the scenario methodology is one of the most effective methods to connect theory to practice, thereby leading to a better understanding of future world events. The purpose of this paper is to introduce the scenario methodology to the field of IR in a more acceptable fashion and to explore its implications for a real policy world. To achieve this goal, I will explain the scenario methodology and why it is adequate to provide a better understanding of future world events. More specifically, I will clarify what the scenario method is and what its core components are and explain the importance and implications of the scenario method in IR by analyzing existing IR literature with an emphasis on security studies that primarily provide the prospect of future security issues. 1. Introduction How do we assess future possibilities with existing data and information? Do we have a systematic approach to analyze the future events of world politics? Given various theoretical ideas for predicting and analyzing future events in the field of international relations (IR), to understand these events properly it is important both to cast out all plausible outcomes and to think through a relevant theory, or a combination of each major theory, in connection with those outcomes. This paper aims to explain the scenario methodology and why it is adequate to provide a better understanding of future world events. After clarifying the scenario methodology, its core components, and its processes and purposes, I will explore other field’s use of this methodology. Then I will explain the importance and implications of the scenario method in the field of IR. I will conclude with summarizing the advantage of the scenario method in a real world of policy making. 2. What is the Scenario Methodology? This section begins with one major question – what is the scenario methodology? To answer this, some history regarding the development of this method should be mentioned.1 Herman Kahn, a pioneer of the scenario method, in his famous 1962 book Thinking about the Unthinkable, argued that the decision makers in the United States should think of and prepare for all possible sequences of events with regard to nuclear war with the Soviet Union.2 Using scenarios and connecting them with various war games, Kahn showed the importance of thinking ahead in time and using the scenario method based upon imagination for the future.3 According to Kahn and his colleagues, scenarios are “attempts to describe in some detail a hypothetical sequence of events that could lead plausibly to the situation envisaged.”4 Similarly, Peter Schwartz defines scenarios as “stories about the way the world might turn out tomorrow, stories that can help us recognize and adapt to changing aspects of our present environment.”5 Given a variety of definitions of scenarios,6 for the purpose of this research, I refer to the scenario-building methodology as a means by which people can articulate different futures with trends, uncertainties, and rules over a certain amount of time. Showing all plausible future stories and clarifying important trends, scenario thinking enables decision makers to make an important decision at the present time. Key Terms in the Scenario Methodology The core of the scenario method lies in enabling policy makers to reach a critical decision at the present time based on thinking about all plausible future possibilities. Key concepts in the scenario method include: driving forces, predetermined elements, critical uncertainties, wild cards and scenario plot lines.7 Driving forces are defined as “the causal elements that surround a problem, event or decision,” which could be many factors, including those “that can be the basis, in different combinations, for diverse chains of connections and outcomes.”8 Schwartz defines driving forces as “the elements that move the plot of a scenario, that determine the story’s outcome.”9 In a word, driving forces constitute the basic structure of each scenario plot line in the scenario-making process. Predetermined elements refer to “events that have already occurred or that almost certainly will occur but whose consequences have not yet unfolded.”10 Predetermined elements are “givens” which could be safely assumed and understood in the scenario-building process. Although predetermined elements impact outcomes, they do not have a direct causal impact on a given outcome. Critical uncertainties “describe important determinants of events whose character, magnitude or consequences are unknown.”11 Exploring critical uncertainties lies at the heart of scenario construction in the sense that the most important task of scenario anaysts is to discover the elements that are most uncertain and most important to a specific decision or event.12 Wild cards are “conceivable, if low probability, events or actions that might undermine or modify radically the chains of logic or narrative plot lines.”13 In John Peterson’s terms, wild cards are “not simple trends, nor are they byproducts of anything else. They are events on their own. They are characterized by their scope, and a speed of change that challenges the outermost capabilities of today’s human capabilities.”14 Wild cards might be extremely important in that in the process of scenario planning their emergence could change the entire direction of each scenario plot line. A scenario plot line is “a compelling story about how things happen” and it describes “how driving forces might plausibly behave as they interact with predetermined elements and different combinations of critical uncertainties.”15 Narratives and/or stories are an essential part of the scenario method due to the identical structure of analytical narratives and scenarios: “both are sequential descriptions of a situation with the passage of time and explain the process of events from the base situation into the situation questioned.”16 Process and Purpose of Scenario Analysis Scenario analysis begins with the exploration of driving forces including some uncertainties. However, scenario building is more than just organizing future uncertainties; rather, it is a thorough understanding of uncertainties, thereby distinguishing between something clear and unclear in the process of decision making.17 As Pierre Wack has pointed out, “By carefully studying some uncertainties, we gained a deeper understanding of their interplay, which, paradoxically, led us to learn what was certain and inevitable and what was not.” In other words, a careful investigation of raw uncertainties helps people figure out more “critical uncertainties” by showing that “what may appear in some cases to be uncertain might actually be predetermined – that many outcomes were simply not possible.”18 Exploring future uncertainties thoroughly is one of the most important factors in scenario analysis. Kees van der Heijden argues that in the process of separating “knowns” from “unknowns” analysts could clarify driving forces because the process of separation between “predetermineds” and uncertainties demands a fair amount of knowledge of causal relationships surrounding the issue at stake.19 Thus, in scenario analysis a thorough understanding of critical uncertainties leads to a well-established knowledge of driving forces and causal relations.20 Robert Lempert succinctly summarized the scenario-construction process as follows: “scenario practice begins with the challenge facing the decisionmakers, ranks the most significant driving forces according to their level of uncertainty and their impact on trends seemingly relevant to that decision, and then creates a handful of scenarios that explore different manifestations of those driving forces.”21

The alternative means we could never take action to stop structural violence, to stop wars, etc. 

Ulfelder, 11 (Jay Ulfelder is Research Director for the Political Instability Task Force, Science Applications International Corporation "Why Political Instability Forecasts Are Less Precise Than We’d Like (and Why It’s Still Worth Doing)" May 5 dartthrowingchimp.wordpress.com/2011/05/05/why-political-instability-forecasts-are-less-precise-than-wed-like-and-why-its-still-worth-doing/)

If this is the best we can do, then what’s the point? Well, consider the alternatives. For starters, we might decide to skip statistical forecasting altogether and just target our interventions at cases identified by expert judgment as likely onsets. Unfortunately, those expert judgments are probably going to be an even less reliable guide than our statistical forecasts, so this “solution” only exacerbates our problem. Alternatively, we could take no preventive action and just respond to events as they occur. If the net costs of responding to crises as they happen are roughly equivalent to the net costs of prevention, then this is a reasonable choice. Maybe responding to crises isn’t really all that costly; maybe preventive action isn’t effective; or maybe preventive action is potentially effective but also extremely expensive. Under these circumstances, early warning is not going to be as useful as we forecasters would like. If, however, any of those last statements are false–if responding to crises already underway is very costly, or if preventive action is (relatively) cheap and sometimes effective–then we have an incentive to use forecasts to help guide that action, in spite of the lingering uncertainty about exactly where and when those crises will occur. Even in situations where preventive action isn’t feasible or desirable, reasonably accurate forecasts can still be useful if they spur interested observers to plan for contingencies they otherwise might not have considered. For example, policy-makers in one country might be rooting for a dictatorship in another country to fall but still fail to plan for that event because they don’t expect it to happen any time soon. A forecasting model which identifies that dictatorship as being at high or increasing risk of collapse might encourage those policy-makers to reconsider their expectations and, in so doing, lead them to prepare better for that event. Where does that leave us? For me, the bottom line is this: even though forecasts of political instability are never going to be as precise as we’d like, they can still be accurate enough to be helpful, as long as the events they predict are ones for which prevention or preparation stand a decent chance of making a (positive) difference.

Perm do both --- government action to human security needs reshapes institutions according to common interests of individuals and states. 

David ROBERTS Int’l Pol @ Ulster ‘8 Human Insecurity p. 180-183

But this critique is not undertaken with the intention of excluding realism from this debate. It would be profoundly uuwise to seek to marginalize the potential in realist positivist methodologies and institutional experience. It would also be reckless to forget their global influence. Other methodologies are as yet insufficiently established in realist global security architectures and thinking. Rather, it would seem intellectually healthy to expand cooperation across disciplines and methodological boundaries and to consider the roles of representation and rights more broadly in human security determinism. In identifying human insecurity creation within the dominant paradigm's assumptions and beliefs itself, we can no longer claim ignorance, or allow our ego defences to bypass our intellectual potential and human responsibilities. To the contrary, this work proposes the possibility of interdisciplinary alliances to reprioritize human security on the mainstream IR security agenda in order that we may accept and confront the institutional and structural roots of such enormous, avoidable human catastrophes as this work outlines. It has not been impossible to draw together different methodologies and epistemologies in a common security cause. Indeed, the basis of the quantitative data involved here reflects the positivist tradition. Already, at least one attempt has been made to broaden intellectual comprehension of wider security and its relevance to realism and IR in general. The notion of the 'security-development nexus' was expected by some to connect development issues to security debates. This relationship between economic impoverishment and international instability and insecurity has, however, proved difficult to establish and harder to sustain. The limited evidence presented in this book has affirmed relationships between economic impoverishment from international institutional edict, on the one hand, and low-intensity political instabilities at the domestic state level, on the other. But it has not demonstrated long-term damage to states' legitimacy or, on its own, led states to fail. Furthermore, no evidence assessed here indicates terrorist opportunism or interstate 'contagion', whereby one state's problems are transmitted to a neighbouring state, as in a latter-day 'domino theory'. Research is still in its early days, but there is little to sustain the role of the securitydevelopment nexus in state destabilization on its own; other factors are normally at work, such as resource finds, corruption, pre-existing ethnic tensions, greed and grievance, and so on (see also Cooper 2006; Duffield 2001). Legitimizing human security through sometimes spurious connections has not yet demonstrably helped undermine human insecurity. Retaining the development angle, however, and coupling it to legal institutions, might be a route worth considering. Although there is, as realists would rightly confirm, no overarching legal institution capable of reliably and regularly maintaining the rule of law in a state system that has no supra-governmental body, the range and capacity of cooperative international law have enjoyed some welcotne successes in areas considered out of range until very recently. Nor would a new architecture of law need to be established; emerging current practice has produced some heartening results for justice. For example, there have been trials at The Hague of dictators and despots; General Pinochet was questioned by police in London and legally harassed by Spanish judge Baltasar Garzon. Dr Henry Kissinger must consider with caution his international movements, a scenario unimaginable only recently. It is not beyond consideration that a similar, robust approach to enforcing the basic right to life enshrined in the UN and other constitutions could be refined, with executive decision-makers in IFIs and state legislatures becoming subject to legal scrutiny for failing to prevent avoidable deaths in the domains this book identifies. Hayden, for one, maintains that 'feasible alternative decisions and actions can be taken; alternative institutional schemes can be implemented which do not produce pervasive, persistent and radical inequality' (2007: 289). Given that the right to life is a basic right, should it not be protected as other essential laws are? And, given that life is being taken in the millions (since so many of these deaths are clearly avoidable), would it not be reasonable to link development to human rights and have that relationship fonnalized, enshrined and protected? Making moral arguments about human security has so far not made a sufficient difference to the daily casualties; and conceptualizing a potential realist nexus has been problematic. But if human rights were linked to development levels at which lethal human insecurity ceased, and these were taken seriously and enforced, levels of development would presumably have to rise, or those charged with achieving economic development and failing would presumably be held responsible. There is also evidence that human security itself has emerged as successful governmental policy, on the one hand, and that it has also mobilized global civil society. There is further potential, where governments can be convinced of the 'unassailable integrity' of a human security issue and mindful of the positive benefits to such governments as well, to extend aspects of this approach to the issues outlined in this work. It is said that 'the master's tools will never dismantle the master's house' (Audre Lord). But there are various approaches to challenging the 'deeply sedimented' structures involved; there are processes of institutionalization that may be replicated with different outcomes; and human agency is not solely negative for human insecurity. The current system is composed of ideational structure (andrarchy and neoliberalism) transmitting human agency (resulting in human insecurity) through international institutions. Already in existence are two counterparts for the reduction of human insecurity which also are recognized in the IR and social constructivism literature. Positive human agency exists in the form of the millions of people who are acting already to challenge the poverty that kills millions; in the form of the millions who confront global neoliberalism; in the form of the hundreds of millions of socially aware and responsible human beings who donate to human security and environmental causes (the two are obviously interwoven in some areas); or in the form of activists who lobby individually or in groups about what they perceive as human and social injustice. Simultaneously, this human agency forms and acts both independently of and in partnership with already extant international institutions. These may be state international bodies such as the UN or private charities like Oxfam, Medicins Sans Frontieres, and thousands of other bodies, large and small. In other words, two countervailing elements of global organization for human security are running functionally and with great effect. Where they are lacking is in ideational hegemony: the ability to uproot Waever's 'solidly sedimented' structures (2002: 32). It is regrettable, but this will not happen overnight. We should not, however, rule out the capacity of regimes to form additional international norms and arrangements. We are apprised already of their social construction rather than their magical appearance; it is not unreasonable to expect Conclusion 183 that the Ottawa Convention outcome that resulted in the banning of landmine use and export by a vast majority of states can be replicated. This outcome relied on a combination of global civil society campaigning; survivor activism, where, for example, Cambodian amputees travelled the Western world and described the physical conditions they experienced and the personal, social and economic ramifications of their experiences; celebrity support; media interventions; and it has also benefited from the high-profile intervention of British royalty (this list is not exhaustive). Many states involved in supporting the campaign were in part influenced by their own publics' increasing consciousness of this single issue of unchallengeable importance and moral value (other than a politician who described land mine clearance as 'politically correct'). According to Keohane, where states' governing politicians share a common interest of serving their citizens and maintaining office over non-zero-sum issues, they have shown a propensity to embark on cooperative action through institutions (1984; Murphy 2000: 798). An issue with such gravitas that might be identified as a single issue, but with a multidimensional background, such as the under-five mortality rate, is one of a number that would engage global public concern through institutional mobilization and heightened public consciousness from the ground up, without having to eliminate or otherwise transform the ideational superstructure that directly and indirectly causes such huge human insecurity in this area. While this approach does little to undo the structural determinism of the USMR, it does much to instigate international state and civil society mobilization, coordination and human security impact. If the ideational structure's hegemony of status and discourse cannot immediately be deconstructed (in the mechanistic sense), challenging its consequences from the ground upwards can not only have an impact like the Ottawa Convention (which is not without flaws), but can also expose gradually the institutional derivation from neoliberal domination of the human insecurity problem in the first instance. This is not a model for the elimination of global human insecurity, but it is a challenge to those who deny relationships between gender and security; between human agency (social construction) and lethal outcome; and between elite masculine determinism of security and the relative weakness of the boys, girls and women who experience the consequences of the hegemony of the masculine approach to securitization.

Perm do the plan and then let be 

Landmines kill – the treaty is necessary 

RIZER 12 Prosecutor with the DOJ, criminal division, Adjunt Prof of Law – Georgetown. Purple Heart & Bronze Star for service with the Army in Iraq [Arthur Rizer, ARTICLE: LESSONS FROM IRAQ AND AFGHANISTAN: IS IT TIME FOR THE UNITED STATES TO SIGN THE OTTAWA TREATY AND END THE USE OF LANDMINES?, Fall, 2012, Willamette Law Review, 49 Willamette L. Rev. 35] 

President Obama has an opportunity not only to change the direction of the United States with respect to landmine law but the world's view as a whole. Director Barlow stated that while he has no doubt that President Obama "wants to sign the [Ottawa] Treaty, he may resist, [so] as to not look weak to the Russians and Chinese, that he is bending to the will of the peace-nick countries." n245 However, the United States can maintain a strong security posture in the world's  [*73]  eyes by leading on this issue and advocating for changes in the Treaty that make it more consistent with its underlying goals.

The first thing that must be changed is the loophole on anti-tampering devices. Specifically, under Article II of the Ottawa Treaty "mines designed to be detonated by the presence, proximity or contact of a vehicle as opposed to a person, that are equipped with anti-handling devices, are not considered anti-personnel mines as a result of being so equipped." n246 Coupled with the definition of anti-handling devices are devices "intended to protect a mine and which is part of, linked to, attached to, or placed under the mine and which activates when an attempt is made to tamper with or otherwise intentionally disturb the mine." The Treaty has allowed free reign on APLs so long as they are "designed" to detonate when a vehicle or person disturbs it - by, for example, exerting pressure on it, just like a normal APL. n247 Essentially, this clause allows APLs by labeling them anti-tampering devices. Director Barlow suggested that if the United States wants to comply with the Ottawa Treaty, yet keep the APLs in Korea, it could simply "tweak the mines, attach them to tank mines and call them anti-tampering devices of the tank mine." n248

At the same time, the language of Article II allows for any type of proximity mine targeted at vehicles. It appears that the intent of this language was to allow anti-tank mines, which, as discussed above, have more than a tactical importance and provide strategic security. n249 Thus, with the way that the Treaty is drafted, any proximity mine "designed" to attack vehicles would be exempt from the ban. In Iraq, most of the IEDs are "designed" to attack U.S. HMMVWs, yet a pressure IED will explode if a civilian vehicle runs over the pressure tube as well. Thus, the standard should not be what the device is "meant" for, which leaves open a gaping loophole. Rather the test on whether a mine is lawful should be based on what would actually detonate the mine - if it is a tank or an armored troop carrier, then it is legal, but if a civilian truck can set if off, then it is not sufficiently designed as a tank mine. The United States should join the Ottawa Treaty and lead the charge to close the anti-tampering and anti-vehicle loopholes. [*74] 

VI. Conclusion 
 General Sherman, the man who infamously marched the Union Army through the South and carved a sixty-mile wide swath of destruction, claimed that the use of landmines was "not war, but murder." n250 Colonel Lambert, a notable British officer, wrote of landmines:

Mine warfare is an unpleasant business. It is foreign to our character to set traps cold bloodedly, or to kill a man a fortnight in arrears so to speak, when you yourself are out of harm's way; and most ... soldiers who have experienced it will own a rooted dislike of mine warfare in principle and in practice. There is too, something faintly derogatory about becoming a casualty from a mine; as a weapon of war it lacks the distinction of a shell or bullet. If one has to lose a foot (or one's life) it seems more respectable somehow for it to be done by a shell rather than a mine. n251

 In Iraq and Afghanistan, modern Americans have now experienced this unpleasant business of mine-warfare; they now understand how these devices are "laid without relish and contemplated with fear." n252 Not only are APL mines one "of the most insidious weapons ever developed," n253 the fact that they are in the American arsenal has hurt the national security. The United States has alienated its allies over a weapon that is not effective as a strategic weapon and is only used in one country. Maintaining a stockpile of these weapons has lost the United States a certain amount of moral prestige and credibility as a principled nation. As John McCain said regarding torture, "it's not about who they are. It's about who we are." n254 It should not be about how the enemy is using landmines in Iraq and Afghanistan, but rather, as a people, what standards United States maintains.

 [*75]  Unlike the David and Goliath story at the introduction of this article, though in Iraq and Afghanistan the smooth stone may have brought the giant to its knees, it certainly has not slain him. The United States may still use the experiences in these wars to change direction on landmines. Indeed, of the many lessens to take away from Iraq and Afghanistan, one of them should be that as a great nation, sometimes doing what is right - even when it makes winning harder - is the best road, and the United States should disavow the use of APLs and join the Ottawa Treaty. In addition, more than just joining, the United States should lead a movement to fix the Treaty's shortcomings so that the world can truly begin to realize the goal of becoming landmine free.

Once laid – the weapon stays and doesn’t discriminate

GOOD 11 JD Northwestern University. BA Int’l Studies, American University [Rachel Good, Yes We Should: Why the U.S. Should Change Its Policy Toward the 1997 Mine Ban Treaty, Northwestern University Journal of International Human Rights, Spring, 2011, 9 Nw. U. J. Int'l Hum. Rts. 209] 

A majority of states have determined that the limited military utility of landmines cannot justify their use when weighed against humanitarian costs. Long after their military use is finished in a given region, landmines remain in the ground to kill and injure civilians. Unlike a bullet, which cannot injure except at the time it is fired, a landmine remains lethal until it is safely removed from the ground. Not only do landmines that remain in the ground have a costly physical impact, they also a have a psychological and economic impact on affected individuals and communities. n60 It is estimated that there are over 300,000 landmine survivors throughout the world. n61 Many of these survivors live in countries that struggle to meet the basic needs of their population, making it especially difficult to provide extra services for mine survivors such as medical care or job training. n62

In communities where people struggle to sustain themselves, landmine survivors are often seen as a drain on resources because they are limited in their ability to work and provide for themselves. n63 Because landmine survivors are predominately located in poor areas, they are often stigmatized in their communities for their disabilities. n64 This stigmatization, and the resulting sense of helplessness, leads many landmine survivors to feel depressed and angry. n65 At the community level, landmines can also have a devastating economic impact by making swaths of land unusable for transportation and trade, farming, herding, or animal grazing. The civilian impact of landmines goes beyond the immediate physical injury to the individual.
Humanitarian problems such as those described above result from every instance of landmine use, because by their nature landmines are weapons of indiscriminate effect. n66 Once a landmine is placed in the ground, there is no way to prevent a civilian from triggering its detonation. Furthermore, landmines are inexpensive weapons to use but costly to remove. As a result, countless landmines remain in communities after the cessation of hostilities. This makes them appealing weapons for guerrilla forces because they are easy to acquire and can be used to depopulate or terrorize poor communities even after the fighting is stopped. n67 Because landmines are inherently indiscriminate, there is no 'technological fix' to the humanitarian problems they cause. This determination, coupled with the weapon's limited military utility, led 156 states to develop the Mine Ban Treaty banning the use, transfer, and stockpiling of landmines. In an attempt to comprehensively deal with the humanitarian crisis caused by landmines, the Treaty also created an obligation for parties to clear mined land and provide assistance to survivors of landmines.

No impact to our process of securitization --- it’s a process 

Ghughunishvili 10 – Securitization of Migration in the United States after 9/11: Constructing Muslims and Arabs as Enemies Submitted to Central European University Department of International Relations European Studies In partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Master of Arts Supervisor: Professor Paul Roe http://www.etd.ceu.hu/2010/ghughunishvili_irina.pdf
As provided by the Copenhagen School securitization theory is comprised by speech act, acceptance of the audience and facilitating conditions or other non-securitizing actors contribute to a successful securitization. The causality or a one-way relationship between the speech act, the audience and securitizing actor, where politicians use the speech act first to justify exceptional measures, has been criticized by scholars, such as Balzacq. According to him, the one-directional relationship between the three factors, or some of them, is not the best approach. To fully grasp the dynamics, it will be more beneficial to “rather than looking for a one-directional relationship between some or all of the three factors highlighted, it could be profitable to focus on the degree of congruence between them. 26 Among other aspects of the Copenhagen School’s theoretical framework, which he criticizes, the thesis will rely on the criticism of the lack of context and the rejection of a ‘one-way causal’ relationship between the audience and the actor. The process of threat construction, according to him, can be clearer if external context, which stands independently from use of language, can be considered. 27 Balzacq opts for more context-oriented approach when it comes down to securitization through the speech act, where a single speech does not create the discourse, but it is created through a long process, where context is vital. 28 He indicates: In reality, the speech act itself, i.e. literally a single security articulation at a particular point in time, will at best only very rarely explain the entire social process that follows from it. In most cases a security scholar will rather be confronted with a process of articulations creating sequentially a threat text which turns sequentially into a securitization. 29 This type of approach seems more plausible in an empirical study, as it is more likely that a single speech will not be able to securitize an issue, but it is a lengthy process, where a the audience speaks the same language as the securitizing actors and can relate to their speeches. 

Continued rogue landmine use causes soil erosion 

Gangwar 03 Abdhesh Gangwar Coordinator Centre for Environment Education, Himalaya "Landmines - Challenges to Humanity and Environment" 20 April 2003 organized by Indian Institute of Peace, Disarmament and Environmental Protection, Nagpur, India and Global Green Peace, Srinagar, Jammu & Kashmir, India at Srinagar, India Impact of War and Landmines on Environment 

Mines destroy flora and damage the soil structure, reducing soil productivity. Mines cause irreversible damage to ecosystems, including prolonged direct damage to soil through shattering and displacement, destruction of soil structure, and increased vulnerability of soil to water and wind erosion. In Vietnam landmines have dramatically reduced the soil productivity. There is 50% reduction in rice yield. Furthermore, the destruction of vegetation cover and topsoil by mines and UXO, coupled with deforestation, resulting from the use of defoliants such as "Agent Orange", has a cumulative effect. Reduced water retention in mountainous regions results in flooding and topsoil erosion on the coastal plains. The disruption to the soil structure further exacerbates the erosion problem, which leads to an increased sediment load in the drainage system. Increased sedimentation in coastal waters can adversely affect fish and prawn habitats. The extensive use of landmines accelerates deforestation. In areas where agricultural and grazing land has been mined, forests often become the only source of fuel and livelihood. Valuable forests and fruit trees are speedily striped and felled for firewood and building material. 

Soil erosion key to the environment 
Piotr 13 (Skubala Piotr, Department of Ecology, University of Silesia, “Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services in Soil under Threat,” Pollution Effects & Control, Vol. 1, Issue 1, May 30, 2013, pg. 1)

The soil is a living organism of fabulous complexity. Soil systems contain some of the most species-rich communities in nature. Most authors describe soil communities as being amongst the most species-rich components of terrestrial ecosystems [1,2]. Well-developed temperate woodland soils may contain up to a thousand species of soil fauna [1]. Soil communities are described as “the poor man’s tropical rainforest” [3]. It is noteworthy that only a proportion of all the soil animal species has been described and very little is known about their role, community structure and dynamics. Research concerning soil is not purely an academic subject. The soil is the very basis of earth’s productivity. It is fundamental to agriculture and forestry, water purification and biogeochemical cycling, and is the grounding for civilization [4]. This is particularly true where human activity tends to induce irreversible disturbances. At a time when demographic pressure is too high, and when the needs of human population are intense and immense, it is wise to realize that the soil is central to human survival. Meanwhile, soil biology has fallen somewhat behind advances in the understanding of other types of communities [3]. Soils are still the least understood habitats on Earth, while also being among the most biologically diverse [4].
Human security key for confronting structural violence.  We provide the best framework for addressing government repression, genocide, discrimination, environmental degradation and poverty. 

Patrick HAYDEN IR @ St. Andrews ‘4 “Constraining War: Human Security and the Human Right to Peace” Human Rights Review October-December p.38-40

The more expansive formulation of human security represents a radically different approach to security from that offered by the traditional realist security paradigm. The fundamental difference in orientation between the two approaches is that for the traditional paradigm security means the protection and welfare of the state per se, whereas for the new formulation security means the protection and welfare of the individual human being. While the classical paradigm is clearly realist in that it is narrowly preoccupied with the state and national security interests, the human security paradigm is consistent with cosmopolitanism in that it adopts a more comprehensive approach concerned in the first instance with persons and threats to their existence and dignity.10 It should be noted that the human security paradigm does not suggest that national security becomes irrelevant; rather it becomes embedded within a wider framework of interests that takes the quality of life of the individual human being and the justice of fundamental social institutions as primary components of security viewed holistically. Along with the end of the cold war and its “great powers” rivalry, the past decade has seen increased recognition of a number of phenomena associated with globalization that challenge many of the norms enshrined in the Westphalian system. The entrenchment of global capitalism, the internationalization of telecommunications and media, the explosive growth of supranational organizations and transnational corporations, the intensified flows of people, fashions, drugs, weapons and culture across borders, and the rise of global terrorism, all have undermined the traditional claims that the state alone is able to guarantee the physical security, order, and integrity of a given territory, and of the people who reside within it. It seems that not only is the state not as “self-reliant” as it is portrayed to be by realists, but recent changes in the international system and how world politics is conducted—which include processes and agents of integration as well as fragmentation—demonstrate a plethora of challenges to the very existence of individuals and communities that are incapable of being addressed on the basis of the state-centric assumptions of the national security paradigm. Given the institutional and processual transformations occurring in conjunction with globalization, appealing to realist orthodoxy as a basis upon which to construct genuinely secure modes of human existence has become increasingly implausible. Former Canadian Foreign Minister Lloyd Axworthy, who became well known for his advancement of the human security concept during his diplomatic career, captured the cosmopolitan character of human security when he observed that threats to human security are those that “strike directly home to the individual” and “largely ignore state boundaries.” Such threats are often violent and systemic in nature, and require “action and cooperation at different levels— global, regional, and local—if they are to be tackled effectively.”11 Human security concerns transcend the traditional statist confines of national security, and tend to focus on elimination or prevention of the causes of threats to human security. The types of threats identified with the human security concept include armed conflict, ethnocultural violence, genocide, terrorism, violent crime, slavery, government repression, discrimination, environmental degradation, deprivation of basic needs, underdevelopment, and the spread of small arms, nuclear weapons, and other weapons of mass destruction. In sum, for the human security concept, the core threats are those that present a clear and consistent (and, sadly, preventable) danger to “human life and dignity.”12 Another way of putting these last points is that human security “recognises that an individual’s personal protection and preservation comes not just from the safeguarding of the state as a political unit, but also from access to individual welfare and the quality of life.”13 Consequently, the human security approach is concerned with both direct and indirect violence, or organized and “structural” violence, none of the forms of which can be understood in exclusively national or territorial terms and many of which are exacerbated by the statist biases of conventional international politics. In addition to the commonly recognized forms of direct violence (such as international and domestic war, genocide, and ethnic cleansing) other forms of direct violence (including slavery, physical abuse, crime, and terrorism) along with forms of structural violence (such as political repression, discrimination, and the lack of food, water, and basic health care) are all identified as critical threats to personal safety, well-being, and dignity. Because the new security paradigm places the individual’s well-being and dignity within the context of humanity rather than the sovereign state, the normative focus of realism gives way to that of cosmopolitanism. The security referent is no longer the citizen of a particular sovereign state, but all persons understood as “members of a transcendent human community with common global concerns.”14 Security is not the domain of a privileged few, but the entitlement of all human beings. Neither is the goal of security simply the preservation of the state (or the society of states); rather it is the preservation of human well-being. The normative focus also shifts from that of power struggles and unilateral militarism as the means by which to obtain national security, towards recognition that genuine security can only be ensured through multilateral efforts aimed at evading or curtailing war and other forms of direct and indirect violence, protecting human rights, and providing the social and environmental resources needed for a safe and dignified human life. In short, human security is inseparable from conditions of peace.

Burke is wrong --- no impact

Allen Buchanan 7, Professor of Philosophy and Public Policy at Duke, 2007 (Preemption: military action and moral justification, pg. 128)
The intuitively plausible idea behind the 'irresponsible act' argument is that, other things being equal, the higher the stakes in acting and in particular the greater the moral risk, the higher are the epistemic requirements for justified action. The decision to go to war is generally a high stakes decision par excellence and the moral risks are especially great, for two reasons. First, unless one is justified in going to war, one's deliberate killing of enemy combatants will he murder, indeed mass murder. Secondly, at least in large-scale modem war, it is a virtual certainty that one will kill innocent people even if one is justified in going to war and conducts the war in such a way as to try to minimize harm to innocents. Given these grave moral risks of going to war, quite apart from often substantial prudential concerns, some types of justifications for going to war may simply be too subject to abuse and error to make it justifiable to invoke them.  The 'irresponsible act' objection is not a consequentialist objection in any interesting sense. It does not depend upon the assumption that every particular act of going to war preventively has unacceptably bad consequences (whether in itself or by virtue of contributing lo the general acceptance of a principle allowing preventive war); nor does it assume that it is always wrong lo rely on a justification which, if generally accepted, would produce unacceptable consequences. Instead, the "irresponsible act' objection is more accurately described as an agent-centered argument and more particularly an argument from moral epistemic responsibility. The 'irresponsible act' objection to preventive war is highly plausible if— but only if—one assumes that the agents who would invoke the preventive-war justification are, as it were, on their own in making the decision to go to war preventively. In other words, the objection is incomplete unless the context of decision-making is further specified. Whether the special risks of relying on the preventive-war justification are unacceptably high will depend, inter alia, upon whether the decision-making process includes effective provisions for redu​cing those special risks.

 Because the special risks are at least in significant part epistemic—due to the inherently speculative character of the preventive war-justification—the epistemic context of the decision is crucial. Because institutions can improve the epistemic performance of agents, it is critical to know what the institutional context of the preventive-war decision is, before we can regard the 'irresponsible agent' objection as conclusive. Like the 'bad practice' argument, this second objection to preventive war is inconclusive because it does not consider— and rule out—the possibility that well-designed institutions for decision-making  could address the problems that would otherwise make it irresponsible for a leader to invoke the preventive-war justification. 

Desecuritization causes massive backlash by conservatives that strengthens and worsens the politics of security 

Burke 7 (Anthony Burke, Senior Lecturer in Politics and IR at the University of New South Wales, 2007, Beyond Security, Violence, and War Against the Other, p. 93-94)

Once we attempt to enact an ethics of responsibility that challenges existing political ontologies, especially nationalist ones, a new danger appears: it seems unmooring. By playing out what Connolly calls 'a politics of disturbance through which sedimented identities and moralities are rendered more alert to the deleterious effects of their naturalisation upon difference' and 'a politics of enactment through which new possibilities of being are propelled into established constellations', the new ethics produces uncertainty - political and ontological. 'The politics of disturbance can backfire', he writes, 'inducing that identity panic upon which the politics of fundamentalism feeds'. By antagonising conservatives and provoking them to cling to fundamentalist certitudes, the deployment of such an ethics may unwittingly reinforce the very politics it is seeking to transform. The Israeli settler lobby, and the US government's fundamentalist faith in the utility of military violence as a panacea for insecurity and uncertainty, are powerful contemporary examples of this problem. As Michael Barnett suggests, the post-Oslo process exacerbated such problems: the growing divisions within Israeli society exemplified by Yitzhak Rabin's assassination in fact 'grew more severe, in no small measure due to his secular and liberal response'.84 Buber senses this problem in advance, arguing that a movement from a form of existence based on I—It to one that privileges the You forsakes a world that is 'ordered', 'detached' and 'somewhat reliable' for one that 'cannot be surveyed', that must live with contingency and surprise. This, he argues importantly, is still better, because it holds the promise of a more durable and stable world order: the encounters do not order themselves to become a world, but each is for you a sign of the world order. They have no association with each other, but every one guarantees your association with the world. The world that appears to you in this way is unreliable, for it appears always new to you, and you cannot take it by its word.85 Connolly writes of 'the persistent need for a precarious balance between 'a politics of governance and a politics of disturbance, not only in the present, but in the regulative ideal of pluralistic politics itself'.86 This is not appreciated by conservatives or fundamentalists (among these we could perhaps include uncritical nationalists) who privilege the politics of statism, governance and 'security', and who see in the current structure of social truth and political order a promise of continuity, certainty and reassurance. It is not easy to avoid this problem, and I believe that the more common response - seeking to avoid it tactically either by softening one's message or by confrontation - will not work. Even if we're lucky enough to defeat such forces at the ballot box or, God forbid, by some more violent means, the discursive power of their thinking remains untouched and may become more organised and determined. This is as true for fundamentalisms like Islamist terrorism as for the coercive policies and convictions of their Western state antagonists in the United States, UK, Australia and Israel. Fundamentalisms are powerful, not only because they represent well-organised and ambitious attempts at power or hegemony, but because they are also driven by fear, trauma or psychological insecurity. Violence and antagonism, however perverse and chaotic its effects, provides ontological reassurance, especially for those who (like Sharon and Weisglass) hope that an untenable and fundamentally unjust status quo can be imposed indefinitely. In the face of this, a patient and determined process of argument and organisation is necessary; a politics of self-critical, energetic and tenacious discursive transformation that works through and across societies without (or with a minimum of) coercion. One powerful argument against repressive and violent efforts to tame contingency and uncertainty is that such efforts only make the problem worse, by compounding injustices and leaving resentments to fester and build into new forms of violence and instability. The two Intifadas - however chaotic, misguided and sometimes heroic - are textbook examples of this phenomenon. Control in such circumstances, whatever the preponderance of arms, is a dangerous illusion. Sadly, conservative politicians and security managers, for whom a violent insecurity politics provides them with votes and a raison d'etre, can become addicted to crisis (even delude themselves that crisis, such as in the Palestinian camp,10 can be managed and exploited) and fail to understand its proliferating tendency. 
Link 

Ahmed – is about how we need to move away from the nation state – the aff is exactly that. We say we should move away from security enframed in the context of just nation-to-nation and focus on human and inidivudal security instead. 

we can focus on things like human security instead and how the environment gets destroyed and individuals rather than 

Gulli 13 – hegemony. We are not that we should take a cooperative thing 

Smith – the aff is the opposite of the lawfare link – the military is the one who has said we want the authority to retain landmines. Obama and congressional lawmakers are on board to sign the treaty. However, this card is an aff card because it proves the law is necessary because the military will always use forms of lawfare 

Kristen 

We have a defense of the way we view international relations---game-theory proves that liberal internationalism is effective

Recchia and Doyle 11 Stefano, Assistant Professor in International Relations at the University of Cambridge, and Michael, Harold Brown Professor of International Affairs, Law and Political Science at Columbia University, “Liberalism in International Relations”, In: Bertrand Badie, Dirk Berg-Schlosser, and Leonardo Morlino, eds., International Encyclopedia of Political Science (Sage, 2011), pp. 1434-1439
Relying on new insights from game theory, scholars during the 1980s and 1990s emphasized that so-called international regimes, consisting of agreed-on international norms, rules, and decision-making procedures, can help states effectively coordinate their policies and collaborate in the production of international public goods, such ¶ as free trade, arms control, and environmental protection. Especially, if embedded in formal multilateral institutions, such as the World Trade ¶ Organization (WTO) or North American Free ¶ Trade Agreement (NAFT A), regimes crucially ¶ improve the availability of information among ¶ states in a given issue area, thereby promoting ¶ reciprocity and enhancing the reputational costs ¶ of noncompliance. As noted by Robert Keohane, ¶ institutionalized multilateralism also reduces strategic competition over relative gains and thus ¶ further advances international cooperation. ¶ Most international regime theorists accepted ¶ Kenneth Waltz's (1979) neorealist assurription of ¶ states as black boxes-that is, unitary and rational ¶ actors with given interests. Little or no attention ¶ was paid to the impact on international cooperation of domestic political processes and dynamics. ¶ Likewise, regime scholarship largely disregarded ¶ the arguably crucial question of whether prolonged interaction in an institutionalized international setting can fundamentally change states' interests or preferences over outcomes (as opposed ¶ to preferences over strategies), thus engendering positive feedback loops of increased overall cooperation. For these reasons, international regime ¶ theory is not, properly speaking, liberal, and the ¶ term neoliberal institutionalism frequently used to ¶ identify it is somewhat misleading. ¶ It is only over the past decade or so that liberal ¶ international relations theorists have begun to systematically study the relationship between domestic politics and institutionalized international cooperation or global governance. This new scholarship ¶ seeks to explain in particular the close interna tional ¶ cooperation among liberal democracies as well as ¶ higher-than-average levels of delegation b)' democracies to complex multilateral bodies, such as the ¶ \ ¶ Liberalism in International Relations 1437 ¶ European Union (EU), North Atlantic Treaty ¶ Organization (NATO), NAFTA, and the WTO ¶ (see, e.g., John Ikenberry, 2001; Helen Milner & ¶ Andrew Moravcsik, 2009). The reasons that make liberal democracies particularly enthusiastic about international cooperation are manifold: First, transnational actors such as nongovernmental ¶ organizations and private corporations thrive in liberal democracies, and they frequently advocate increased international cooperation; second, elected democratic officials rely on delegation to multilateral bodies such as the WTO or the EU to  commit to a stable policy line and to internationally lock in fragile domestic policies and constitutional arrangements; and finally, powerful liberal democracies, such as the United States and its ¶ allies, voluntarily bind themselves into complex global governance arrangements to demonstrate strategic restraint and create incentives for other states to cooperate, thereby reducing the costs for ¶ maintaining international order. ¶ Recent scholarship, such as that of Charles ¶ Boehmer and colleagues, has also confirmed the ¶ classical liberal intuition that formal international ¶ institutions, such as the United Nations (UN) or ¶ NATO, independently contribute to peace, especially when they are endowed with sophisticated ¶ administrative structures and information-gathering ¶ capacities. In short, research on global governance ¶ and especially on the relationship between democracy and international cooperation is thriving, and ¶ it usefully complements liberal scholarship on the ¶ democratic peace. 

Shocks to the system are the ONLY propensity for conflict—liberal norms have eradicated warfare and structural violence—every field study proves

JOHN HORGAN 9 is Director of the Center for Science at Stevens Institute of Technology, former senior writer at Scientific American, B.A. from Columbia and an M.S. from Columbia “The End of the Age of War,” Dec 7, http://www.newsweek.com/id/225616/page/1
The economic crisis was supposed to increase violence around the world. The truth is that we are now living in one of the most peaceful periods since war first arose 10 or 12 millennia ago. The relative calm of our era, say scientists who study warfare in history and even prehistory, belies the popular, pessimistic notion that war is so deeply rooted in our nature that we can never abolish it. In fact, war seems to be a largely cultural phenomenon, which culture is now helping us eradicate. Some scholars now even cautiously speculate that the era of traditional war—fought by two uniformed, state-sponsored armies—might be drawing to a close. "War could be on the verge of ceasing to exist as a substantial phenomenon," says John Mueller, a political scientist at Ohio State University.¶ That might sound crazy, but consider: if war is defined as a conflict between two or more nations resulting in at least 1,000 deaths in a year, there have been no wars since the U.S. invasion of Iraq in 2003 and no wars between major industrialized powers since World War II. Civil wars have also declined from their peak in the early 1990s, when fighting tore apart Rwanda, the Balkans, and other regions. Most armed conflicts now consist of low-level guerrilla campaigns, insurgencies, and terrorism—what Mueller calls the "remnants of war."¶ These facts would provide little comfort if war's remnants were nonetheless killing millions of people—but they're not. Recent studies reveal a clear downward trend. In 2008, 25,600 combatants and civilians were killed as a direct result of armed conflicts, according to the University of Uppsala Conflict Data Program in Sweden. Two thirds of these deaths took place in just three trouble spots: Sri Lanka (8,400), Afghanistan (4,600), and Iraq (4,000).¶ Uppsala's figures exclude deaths from "one-sided conflict," in which combatants deliberately kill unarmed civilians, and "indirect" deaths from war-related disease and famine, but even when these casualties are included, annual war-related deaths from 2004 to 2007 are still low by historical standards. Acts of terrorism, like the 9/11 attacks or the 2004 bombing of Spanish trains, account for less than 1 percent of fatalities. In contrast, car accidents kill more than 1 million people a year.¶ The contrast between our century and the previous one is striking. In the second half of the 20th century, war killed as many as 40 million people, both directly and indirectly, or 800,000 people a year, according to Milton Leitenberg of the University of Maryland. He estimates that 190 million people, or 3.8 million a year, died as a result of wars and state--sponsored genocides during the cataclysmic first half of the century. Considered as a percentage of population, the body count of the 20th century is comparable to that of blood-soaked earlier cultures, such as the Aztecs, the Romans, and the Greeks.¶ By far the most warlike societies are those that preceded civilization. War killed as many as 25 percent of all pre-state people, a rate 10 times higher than that of the 20th century, estimates anthropologist Lawrence Keeley of the University of Illinois. Our ancestors were not always so bellicose, however: there is virtually no clear-cut evidence of lethal group aggression by humans prior to 12,000 years ago. Then, "warfare appeared in the evolutionary trajectory of an increasing number of societies around the world," says anthropologist Jonathan Haas of Chicago's Field Museum of Natural History. He attributes the emergence of warfare to several factors: growing population density, environmental stresses that diminished food sources, and the separation of people into culturally distinct groups. "It is only after the cultural foundations have been laid for distinguishing 'us' from 'them,' " he says, "that raiding, killing, and burning appear as a complex response to the external stress of environmental problems."¶ Early civilizations, such as those founded in Mesopotamia and Egypt 6,000 years ago, were extremely warlike. They assembled large armies and began inventing new techniques and technologies for killing, from horse-drawn chariots and catapults to bombs. But nation-states also developed laws and institutions for resolving disputes nonviolently, at least within their borders. These cultural innovations helped reduce the endless, tit-for-tat feuding that plagued pre-state societies.¶ A host of other cultural factors may explain the more recent drop-off in international war and other forms of social violence. One is a surge in democratic rather than totalitarian governance. Over the past two centuries democracies such as the U.S. have rarely if ever fought each other. Democracy is also associated with low levels of violence within nations. Only 20 democratic nations existed at the end of World War II; the number has since more than quadrupled. Yale historian Bruce Russett contends that international institutions such as the United Nations and the European Union also contribute to this "democratic peace" phenomenon by fostering economic interdependence. Advances in civil rights for women may also be making us more peaceful. As women's education and economic opportunities rise, birthrates fall, decreasing demands on governmental and medical services and depletion of natural resources, which can otherwise lead to social unrest.¶ Better public health is another contributing factor. Over the past century, average life spans have almost doubled, which could make us less willing to risk our lives by engaging in war and other forms of violence, proposes Harvard psychologist Steven Pinker. At the same time, he points out, globalization and communications have made us increasingly interdependent on, and empathetic toward, others outside of our immediate "tribes."¶ Of course, the world remains a dangerous place, vulnerable to disruptive, unpredictable events like terrorist attacks. Other looming threats to peace include climate change, which could produce droughts and endanger our food supplies; overpopulation; and the spread of violent religious extremism, as embodied by Al Qaeda. A global financial meltdown or ecological catastrophe could plunge us back into the kind of violent, Hobbesian chaos that plagued many pre--state societies thousands of years ago. "War is not intrinsic to human nature, but neither is peace," warns the political scientist Nils Petter Gleditsch of the International Peace Research Institute in Oslo.¶ So far the trends are positive. If they continue, who knows? World peace—the dream of countless visionaries and -beauty--pageant -contestants—or something like it may finally come to pass.

A shift to multilateralist institutions that integrate rising powers instead of frustrating them independently solves extinction. 

Feffer, 09 – Co-Director of FPIF, John, “A Multipolar Moment?”, Foreign Policy in Focus, 2-17, http://www.fpif.org/articles/a_multipolar_moment
But times have changed, argues FPIF contributor Hannes Artens. "These aren't the golden 1990s, when U.S. power was at its zenith. In this first decade of the 21st century, the capitalist West is facing defeat in Afghanistan and is on the verge of 'the worst recession in a hundred years,' as British minister Ed Balls put it in perhaps only slight exaggeration," he writes in Multilateralism in Munich. "This combination will force the Obama administration to stop cherry-picking issues on which it wants to cooperate and forging ahead on those issues it believes it can still handle alone. Necessity will dictate a more pragmatic multilateralism, in which all sides humbly accept what is realistically possible." Are we thus witnessing the final end of the unipolar moment? China is coming up fast. The European Union's expansion has been accompanied by relatively few growing pains. Several powerful countries in the South (particularly India, Brazil, and South Africa) are quietly acquiring more geopolitical heft. Global problems like climate change and financial collapse require global solutions, so we either evolve multilateral responses or we do a dinosaur dive into extinction. Over here, meanwhile, the Pentagon is still maintaining the world's largest military force — but we have failed to defeat al-Qaeda, we are quagmired in Afghanistan, and all of our nuclear weapons have done little to prevent North Korea from entering the nuclear club. The global recession is hammering the U.S. economy, and we might finally see the end of the dollar's reign as global currency. With the bank bailout, the stimulus package, the bill for two wars plus the Pentagon's already gargantuan budget, the red ink is mounting. Debt has been the gravedigger of many an empire. I can hear the adding machine totting up the numbers. Or is that the sound of dirt hitting a coffin lid? 

Using the law does not legitimize violence—alternative is militarized violence

Charles Kels 12, attorney for the Department of Homeland Security and a major in the Air Force Reserve, 12/6, “The Perilous Position of the Laws of War”, harvardnsj.org/2012/12/the-perilous-position-of-the-laws-of-war/

The real nub of the current critique of U.S. policy, therefore, is that the Bush administration’s war on terror and the Obama administration’s war on al Qaeda and affiliates constitute a distinction without a difference. The latter may be less rhetorically inflammatory, but it is equally amorphous in application, enabling the United States to pursue non-state actors under an armed conflict paradigm. This criticism may have merit, but it is really about the use of force altogether, not the parameters that define how force is applied. It is, in other words, an ad bellum argument cloaked in the language of in bello.¶ LOAC is apolitical. Adherence to it does not legitimize an unlawful resort to force, just as its violation—unless systematic—does not automatically render one’s cause unjust. The answer for those who object to U.S. targeted killing and indefinite detention is not to apply a peace paradigm that would invalidate LOAC and undercut the belligerent immunity of soldiers, but to direct their arguments to the political leadership regarding the decision to use force in the first place. Attacking LOAC for its perceived leniency and demanding the “pristine purity” of HRL in military operations is actually quite dangerous and counterproductive from a humanitarian perspective, because there remains the distinct possibility that the alternative to LOAC is not HRL but “lawlessness.” While there are certainly examples of armies that have acquitted themselves quite well in law enforcement roles—and while most nations do not subscribe to the strict U.S. delineation between military and police forces—the vast bulk of history indicates that in the context of armed hostilities, LOAC is by far the best case scenario, not the worst.¶ Transnational terrorist networks pose unique security problems, among them the need to apply preexisting legal rubrics to an enemy who is dedicated to undermining and abusing them. Vital to meeting this challenge—of “building a durable framework for the struggle against al Qaeda that [draws] upon our deeply held values and traditions”—is to refrain from treating the deeply-ingrained tenets of honorable warfare as a mere mechanism for projecting force. The laws of war are much more than “lawyerly license” to kill and detain, subject to varying levels of application depending upon political outlook. They remain a bulwark against indiscriminate carnage, steeped in history and tried in battle.

Only legal norms can regulate the law – the alt fails 

William SCHEUERMAN Poli Sci @ Indiana ‘6 “Survey Article: Emergency Powers and the Rule of

Law After 9/11*” The Journal of Political Philosophy: Volume 14, Number 1 p. 68-70 

The Schmittian thesis that the exception or emergency represents a “space devoid of law” yet simultaneously rooted in the legal order is a central preoccupation of Agamben’s State of Exception as well. In a sometimes illuminating exegesis, Schmitt is praised for offering “the most rigorous attempt to construct a theory of the state of exception,” chiefly because he gasped the deeply paradoxical “threshold” character of the concept of the emergency: [t]he specific contribution of Schmitt’s theory is precisely to have mad such an articulation between state of exception and juridical order possible. It is a paradoxical articulation, for what must be inscribed within the law is something that is essentially exterior to it, that is, nothing less than the suspension of the juridical order itself . . .33 Though inscribed within the law, the emergency is simultaneously external to it; the emergency explodes the confines of the legal order while necessarily resting and thereby belonging to it. As a reading of the complex twists and turns of Schmitt’s reflections on this paradox, Agamben’s text has much to recommend it. Agamben is justified in pointing out that emergency power has become a ubiquitous facet of contemporary politics, though his analysis provides few useful pointers for how we might distinguish effectively between some emergency settings (e.g., Nazi Germany) and others (Guantanamo Bay). Troubling as well is Agamben’s implicit assumption that a mere exegesis of Schmitt (mixed in with just enough references to other fashionable thinkers) suffices to illuminate the causally complex trends generating the trend towards executive-centered emergency government. When Agamben addresses the legal and empirical literature on emergency power, he is too dismissive.34 Like other recent postmodern commentators on Schmitt and emergency power, he mistakenly assumes the possibility of accepting much of Schmitt’s argumentation without sufficiently confronting its authoritarian logic. Having endorsed many features of Schmitt’s theory of emergency power, for example, Agamben concludes that “the task at hand is not to bring the state of exception back within its spatially and temporally defined boundaries in order to then reaffirm the primacy of a norm and of rights,” that is, somehow firm up the rule of law, “since it is not possible to return to the state of law.”35 In a Schmittian vein, Agamben believes that a deep analysis of emergency power necessarily discredits the rule of law. But how then might we ward off the specter of rampant executive prerogative and emergency government, both of which Agamben, in contrast to Schmitt, abhors? The final pages of his little book leave us with nothing more than the deeply mysterious suggestion that rather than trying to salvage the rule of law we need to “halt the machine” by showing the “central fiction” of the “very concepts of state and law,” in order “ceaselessly to try to interrupt the working of the machine that is leading the West toward global civil war.”36 Agamben’s obscure pronouncements are sure to keep some segments of the academic world busy, but they also help ensure that the postmodern Schmitt revival will have little impact on actual political and legal policy makers. The same cannot be said about a second and more impressive group of recent analysts, consisting chiefly of jurists teaching in U.S. law schools, who rely in a more subtle and selective fashion on Schmitt in order to criticize existing liberal democratic legal regulation of the emergency reforms. In contradistinction to both Schmitt and contemporary postmodern authors, they express strong normative commitments to the rule of law and offer thoughtful, though ultimately problematic, constructive proposals for redesigning emergency laws. Their ideas have already gained significant attention in academic circles, and it is by no means obvious that they will remain without political impact.

The end of western democracy does not mean the happy utopia the alternative describes--rather, it is local authoritarian rule, a near guarantee of genocide, and the possibility of new nuclear wars.

Shaw 2001 [Martin Shaw is a sociologist of global politics, war and genocide. He is Research Professor of International Relations at the University of Sussex The unfinished global revolution: intellectuals and the new politics of international relations http://www.martinshaw.org/unfinished.pdf]

 The new politics of international relations

The new politics of international relations require us, therefore, to go beyond the anti-imperialism of the intellectual left as well as of the semi-anarchist traditions of the academic discipline. We need to recognise three fundamental truths. First, in the twenty-first centurypeople struggling for democratic liberties across the non-Western world are likely to make constant demands on our solidarity. Courageous academics, students and other intellectuals will be in the forefront of these movements. They deserve the unstinting support of intellectuals in the West. Second, the old international thinking in which democratic movements are seen as purely internal to states no longer carries conviction – despite the lingering nostalgia for it on both the American right and the anti-American left. The idea that global principles can and should be enforced worldwide is firmly established in the minds of hundreds of millions of people. This consciousness will a powerful force in the coming decades. Third, global state-formation is a fact. International institutions are being extended, and (like it or not) they have a symbiotic relation with the major centre of state power, the increasingly internationalised Western conglomerate. The success of the global-democratic revolutionary wave depends first on how well it is consolidated in each national context – but second, on how thoroughly it is embedded in international networks of power, at the centre of which, inescapably, is the West. From these political fundamentals, strategic propositions can be derived. First, democratic movements cannot regard non-governmental organisations and civil society as ends in themselves. They must aim to civilise local states, rendering them open, accountable and pluralistic, and curtail the arbitrary and violent exercise of power. Second, democratising local states is not a separate task from integrating them into global and often Western-centred networks. Reproducing isolated local centres of power carries with it classic dangers of states as centres of war.84 Embedding global norms and integrating new state centres with global institutional frameworks are essential to the control of violence. (To put this another way: the proliferation of purely national democracies is not a recipe for peace.) Third, while the global revolution cannot do without the West and the UN, neither can it rely on them unconditionally. We need these power networks, but we need to tame them too, to make their messy bureaucracies enormously more accountable and sensitive to the needs of society worldwide. This will involve the kind of ‘cosmopolitan democracy’ argued for by David Held85. It will also require us to advance a global social-democratic agenda, to address the literally catastrophic scale of world social inequalities. This is not a separate problem: social and economic reform is an essential ingredient of alternatives to warlike and genocidal power; these feed off and reinforce corrupt and criminal political economies. Fourth, if we need the global-Western state, if we want to democratise it and make its institutions friendlier to global peace and justice, we cannot be indifferent to its strategic debates. It matters to develop international political interventions, legal institutions and robust peacekeeping as strategic alternatives to bombing our way through zones of crisis. It matters that international intervention supports pluralist structures, rather than ratifying Bosnia-style apartheid.86 As political intellectuals in the West, we need to have our eyes on the ball at our feet, but we also need to raise them to the horizon. We need to grasp the historic drama that is transforming worldwide relationships between people and state, as well as between state and state. We need to think about how the turbulence of the global revolution can be consolidated in democratic, pluralist, international networks of both social relations and state authority. We cannot be simply optimistic about this prospect. Sadly, it will require repeated violent political crises to push Western and other governments towards the required restructuring of world institutions.87 What I have outlined is a huge challenge; but the alternative is to see the global revolution splutter into partial defeat, or degenerate into new genocidal wars - perhaps even nuclear conflicts. The practical challenge for all concerned citizens, and the theoretical and analytical challenges for students of international relations and politics, are intertwined. 
No uniqueness 

Reformist limitations are key -- the alt neglects reality

Roger NORMAND Policy Director Center for Economic and Social Rights AND Chris JOCHNICK Legal Director Center for Economic and Social Rights ’94 “The Legitimation of Violence: A Critical Analysis of the Gulf War” 35 Harv. Int'l L.J. 387 L/N 

We anticipate at least two major objections to this call for humanitarian reform. First, some may question our focus on strengthening the laws of war rather than abolishing war altogether. From this perspective, the organic link between "laws of war" and the traditional concept of competing, autonomous states leaves little space to empower groups and individuals at the expense of sovereigns. While some marginal benefits may accrue from tinkering with the laws of war, they are likely to pale in comparison to the overall costs of war itself. Notwithstanding the intuitive appeal of this critique, it seems clear that war will be a feature of international relations for the foreseeable future. Under these circumstances, even minor limitations on belligerent conduct and marginal humanitarian gains are worth pursuing. Such limitations need not be viewed as subverting efforts to abolish war, but rather as stages toward the realization of that goal. By focusing only on tomorrow's possibilities, the all-or-nothing approach neglects the struggles of today. The choice between challenging a nation's rights in war and challenging war itself represents different but complementary methods of achieving a shared objective.
AT: Let it Be 

Letting be and doing nothing and their focus on ontology are useless for confronting the practical dangers of technology—their detached attitude creates the worst forms of calculation.  

Aidan DAVISON Geography and Environmental Studies @ Tasmania ‘1 Technology and the Contested Meanings of Sustainability p. 132-136 

Heidegger says that the question that can free us from technology is this: How must we think? To ask What shall we do? is, apparently, to be prey to instrumentalism. It is to seek solutions, rather than to understand ever more deeply our plight and the saving power that grows within it. According to Hubert Dreyfus, an influential interpreter of Heidcgger and one who defends much that I find disturbing in Heidegger’s account, the supreme danger Heidegger describes is one beyond all practical concerns. But, because "Heidegger has not always been clear about what distinguishes his approach from a romantic reaction to the domination of narure,' and because his approach confounds our instrumentalist epistemology,, Dreyfus contends that "we are tempted to translate it into conventional platitudes. Thus. Heidegger ontological concerns are mistakenly assimilated to ecologically minded worries about the devastation of nature Dreyfus emphatically rebukes those who would get caught up in everyday problems:  Heidegger’s concern is the human distress caused by the technological under​standing of being, rather than the destruction caused by specific technologies. Consequently, he distinguishes the current problem caused by technology​--ecological destruction, nuclear danger, consumerism, and so on‑-from the destruction that would result should technology solve all of our problems.' What I find unacceptable here is the absolute disjunction Dreyfus identifies in Heidegger's account between our ontological distress in adopting a technological understanding of being and our embodied distress at the degradation of our eco​logical and social relationships. By defining our distress at the destruction of nature as "worry" and further labelling this worry a "conventional platitude:' we see clearly the lurking danger of intellectual elitism within the philosopher's elevated gaze on the essential issues, The line between opposing our calculative orientation to thinking and disregarding Dreyfus's conclusion that concerns about the devastation of nature verge on platitudinous is drawn all too easily from within the comfort of secure professorial life amidst technological affluence. Just as the ancient Greek thinkers were insulated (sum practical everyday matters by the normalized tyranny of slavery, so too are many modern thinkers insulated from the submerged tyranny perpetrated through modern technosystems' Take. for instance, Drevfus’ assessment of the role of technology in contemporary Japanese life: "The television set and the household gods share the same shelf‑the styro​foam cup coexists with the porcelain teacup. We thus see that the Japanese, at least, can enjoy technology without taking over the technological understand​ing of being"" In a more recent paper, he takes this point further. I cannot accept this proposition. Technological ontology is so rapidly becoming ubiquitous in most societies precisely because of modern technol​ogy's surface of plurality adaptability and cultural flexibility. We live in the midst of the hyper real illusion of having gained television sets while not having lost our gods as, all the while, our world is em more flattened towards the one‑dimension of technological cornmodification. No doubt many Japanese visitors to Caucasian technological society arc as impressed by exotic medieval cathedrals Looming alongside the gleaming arches of McDonalds, as was Dreyfus amidst the exotic a of Japanese living rooms. Yet behind these surfaces, the tech​nosystems of hegemonic oppression thrive. In turning on their light switches to better see their altar to divinity and TV Japanese citizens activate, as surely as do those of France, the technosystems of nuclear energy. The shelf itself is likely, as it is in Australia, to be an unacknowledged memorial to the ancient rainforests of Borneo. In eating their traditional sushi, this culture now stimu​lates the technosysterns of drift‑netting. chemical‑intensive aquaculture, and genetic engineering‑ In importing rice, they encourage cash crops rather than self‑sufficiency in Africa. In prudently saving to purchase a new Buddhist statue, they contribute, through their gigantic banks, to the technosysterns of finance that power global capitalism. In the face of the neo‑Heideggerian appeal to higher concerns, I think it important to emphasize that the destruction of nature is for vast numbers of people not an abstract worry but an immediate and direct threat to livelihoods. Cultural practices and routinely to human and nonhuman life itself The sug​gestion that deep thinking lies in the turn away from the technological world toward the study of ancient Creek philosophy or meditation on eighteenth​century poetry seems pretentious and politically fraught. We are cautioned by Heidegger not to rush headlong into action aimed at solving an evident but. he assures us, nonetheless inessential problem such as the destruction of a river valley through the construction of a hydroelectric dam. Heidegger insists that in our urgent hurry we will miss the real threat, which is not to the valley or even its displaced human residents, but to the  pos​sibilities for human thinking itself. Yet there can be no doubt that our decision to sit quietly meditating on our breath or poetry involves many difficult practi​cal choices. To sit still in the midst of the restlessness of the technological world is as much‑indeed, is more‑ deliberate action than rushing out the door brandishing a placard. Simply sitting and reading Hcidcger implies a host of practical judgments. To put aside books on integrated business management and be bothered with Heideggers ontological questions at all runs counter to the self‑assuredness and instrumentalism of the latemodern world. And remain​ing open to these questions, if we choose to be so bothered, is difficult amid the burly burly of technological life?r Contrary to Dreyfus. I consider that "ecological destruction, inextricably ontological and corporeal.The literature of radical ecophilosophy attests to this being so. My concern about the accumulation of carcino​genic pesticides and heavy metals in the tissues of my children is at once a concern with the technological diminishment of human pocsibilities and a concern with the practical task of living in more sane, more careful ways. Certainly my preoccupation with the well‑being of my children could be nar​rowly construed as a mere instrumentalizing concern with the survival of my genes Similarly ambivalent are alternatives to harmful, unsustainable practices offered via the ecomodernist drive for ecoefficiency. If I can afford them. I can choose from alternatives such as genetically engineered pest resistance, the sub​stitution of timber in my house, and of lead in petrol and paints, by more sophisticated synthetic products of industrial laboratories. However, history has shown the propensity of such solutions to create new sets of problems, for which new sets of technological solutions are soon required. This is, after all, the dynamic of technological profligacy that defines modernity There is thus much weight to Dreyfus' argument that to attempt to solve our problems in this way is to move another step further clown the path to fully technologized forms of life that obliterate the possibility of our encountering our relational selfhood. But where does this leave us as we negotiate the ambiguities of daily life? If I choose to reduce toxicity in my family's diet by the collection of rain water, by turning my backyard and local public land over to organic forms of food production, by adopting simple passive design methods to reduce the risk of termite damage, by cycling to avoid the combustion of fuel, or by bartering for the vegetable‑based paints made by a neighbor, am I necessarily falling prey to a death‑defying desire for control? Conversely, are philosophers who spend long hours meditating on Hólderlin or the term in their everyday practices, thereby released from the oppressive ontological grasp of technology! I think not. GENUINE PRACTICE AND OUR INNER AND REAL CORE The problematic distinction that Dreyfus makes between our primary ontological distress and its secondary material symptoms derives, in my view, from the distinction that Heidegger drew, after the war, between our essential nature, our “inner and real core' and our everyday latemodern lives: We can use technical devices, and yet with proper use keep ounelves free of them, so that e can let go of them any time. We can use technical devices as they ought to be used, and also let them alone as something which does not affect our inner and real core. We can affirm the unavoidable use of technical devices, and also deny them the right to dominate us, and so to warp, confine, and lay ware our nature." This remarkable passage from his 1955 Memorial Address effectively draws Heidegger's explanation of technology full circle. Beginning with his critique of instrumentalism, through his description of technological ontology and the destining of being, this passage returns us to the instrumentalist promise of technology in the form of the comportment of releasetnent and openness. Of course, Heidegger would present this movement as a spiralling upwards towards the heights of essential questioning. And I do not seek to deny that there is considerable merit in seeing reflection as a spiral movement that returns in to places t have not been before. Nonetheless, his argument is that by adopting our place as artful and meditative dwellers, technologies become instruments once again: we can set them aside at any point This is nothing less than a restate​ment of the instrumentalist assertion that although technologies define the material form of our lives. Our minds are free to define the moral and ontolog​ical form of our lives. In asserting that, provided we preserve our core, the receptiveness of our thinking., we can live in the world of technology yet stay always beyond it, Heidegger elides the simple fact that modem technosystems are designed precisely so that we cannot put them aside at any point. Just how do we "let go at any time" of the technosystems of money? Just how do academics refuse to let computers dominate and lay waste the practices of educa‑tion now that students born in the computer age are unable to conceive sentences without keyboards and university bureaucrats have restructured campus life along digital lines in an effort to maximize the production of competitive educational product?

Letting be destroys human security – toxins, pollution, and human dignity threatened by refusal to calculate and know the world according to scientific ontology.

Ted BENTON Sociology @ Essex ‘5 in After Postmodernism eds. Jose Lopez and Garry Potter p. 137-138

Second, the post‑Kuhnian relativist aproaches to the sociology of science, in challenging the proclaimed finality and cultural authority of big science, saw themselves as on the side of 'the underdog', pressing for democratic account​ability on the part of the scientific establishment ‑ even for a thoroughgoing democratisation of knowledge itself. Sociologists of science have tended to see 'technoscience' as indissolubly tied to political and industrial power and domin​ation. To call into question its epistemological authority has been to undermine a key source of legitimation for established power. However, the politics of the critique of science become more complex and ambivalent in the face of the new ecological issues. While many Greens see the interests associated with technoscience as largely to blame for many ecological hazards, they also rely on scientific detection, measurement and theoretical explanations in making out the Green case. The construction of incinerators for waste disposal adjacent to working‑class estates, the noise and fumes emitted by heavy road‑traffic, the loss of treasured landscapes and so on, are forms of ecological degradation which are readily perceptible, and may enter directly into the discourses of popular movements. However, many other, often more sinister and catastrophic, forms of ecological transformation may only be detected by scientific instrumentation. Nuclear and other forms of radiation, low concentrations of toxins in food and drinking water, antibiotic‑resistant pathogens, shifts in the chemical composi​tion of the upper atmosphere and so on fall into this category. In other cases, the scale of transformation is what is ecologically significant and, here again, scientific modelling and measurement displace the evidence provided by the senses of necessarily localised human agents. Global climate change, biodiversity loss, ozone depletion are among the transformations which fall into this category. Finally, rational discourse about policy options depends on (but is certainly not restricted to) best‑available scientific thinking about the causal mechanisms involved(the 'greenhouse' effect, CO2 exchanges at the surface of the oceans, pholovvnthesis, mechanisms of cloud‑formation and many others in the case of dinsate 'hanged. To expose the normatively and culturally 'constructed' character of those scientific research programmes which have so far indcnt‑ifled, measured and explained the hazardous dynamics of ecological change is to run a serious political risk. The big industrial complexes, such as the biotech, pharmaceutical, agribusiness, petrochemical, construction and road transport sectors, together with their state sponsors, have a lifeline thrown to them. That the knowledge ‑base which exposes the ecological 'externalities' of their activities is culturally biased and epistemologically questionable is music to their ears. Why put the brakes on wealth creation and progress on the basis of such flimsy and questionable evidence (see R. Rowell, 1996, esp. chap. 5)? These misuses of the work of constructionist sociology of environmental science are often seen as problematic from the standpoint of its practitioners (see, for example, r} a special issue of Social Studies of Science, 1996). Of course, it would be quite posble to accept these implications of he approach, in the face of unwanied political consequences: perhaps the weakening or even abandoning of environmental regulation and technteal safety standards could be accepted as an appropriate response to the sociologied dchunking of en ironmental science. lot esnnglv, however, few constructionists would be happy with such an out​conic. the question is, can they coherently or consistently unhappy about it? Winne i9% and Burninghaio md. Coopei (1999) oiler sophisticated defences of their own variants of construe onism from this sort of 'realist' criticism. They claim, variously, that the 'taking of sides' in environmental conflicts is not necessarily the most productive role for social scientists to take, and that, not​withstanding rite realist critique. it often possible to combine constructionism with cotmitiimmred cn'‑ironmen iahsns. These contributions deserve much fuller responses than I have space for here hot, as I shall argue below. dicnt are other reasons for scepticism about the more radical versions of constructionism. 

Rejecting a realist epistemology makes recognizing most important environmental harms an ontological impossibility.

Ted BENTON Sociology @ Essex ‘5 in After Postmodernism eds. Jose Lopez and Garry Potter p. 145

Finally, any adequate conceptualisation of ecological/environmental prob​lems, issues, movements and conflicts presupposes a minimally realist epis​temology. Crucially, this domain of enquiry is premissed on the ability to conceptualise unintended, unforeseen, unwanted and/or counter‑purposive consequences of human social practices in relation to non‑human ('natural') conditions, contexts and media of action. In order to sustain this ability we need to be able to, make a three‑fold distinction concerning the cognitive status of the forms of calculation at work in such practices. First, there may be knowledge of the properties of objects, substances, media, etc., in virtue of which social or individual purposes may be realised. Typically, such properties form the basis of 'techniques', and include such properties as ductility, malleability, elec​trical or thermal conductivity and so on. Second, there may be properties of the materials, objects, substances etc. of which there is awareness, but to which agents are inattentive because of their apparent irrelevance to the mobilisation of the first sort of property in the deployment of a technique. Into this category might fall the leaves on the rail​way line, the nutrient and pesticide run‑off from high‑input agriculture, the toxic emissions from the internal combustion engine and so on. Third, the use of a technique may (generally will) involve the incidental mobilisation of causal powers of materials, objects, living beings and so on, unrecognised by or unknown to the agents (in a specific time and place). Examples here include the ozone‑depleting powers of CFCs in the stratosphere, many of the so‑called 'side‑effects' of pharmaceutical products, the pathogenic effects on human central nervous systems of the prions derived from con​sumption of diseased cattle (BSEJnvCJD), and many more. In each of these cases, integral understanding of the processes involved requires acknowl​edgement of causal powers possessed and excercised by non‑human beings (mechanisms, materials media, etc.) independently of their discursive recogni​tion or apprehension by human agents. If nature were a discursive, or cultural construct, ecological problems would be an ontological impossibility.
Calculations are sometimes necessary for compassion and ethical decisionmaking --- it’s not dehumanizing 

Revesz 08 Richard L. Revesz (Dean and Lawrence King Professor of Law at New York University School of Law, JD Yale Law School) and Michael A Livermore. (JD NYU School of Law, Executive Director of the Institute for Policy Integrity, and Managing director of the NYU Law Review). Retaking Rationality How Cots-Benefit Analysis Can Better protect the Environment and Our Health. 2008. P. 1-4. 

Governmental decisions are also fundamentally different from personal decisions in that they often affect people in the aggregate. In our individual lives, we come into contact with at least some of the consequences of our decisions. If we fail to consult a map, we pay the price: losing valuable time driving around in circles and listening to the complaints of our passengers. We are constantly confronted with the consequences of the choices that we have made. Not so for governments, however, which exercise authority by making decisions at a distance. Perhaps one of the most challenging aspects of governmental decisions is that they require a special kind of compassion—one that can seem, at first glance, cold and calculating, the antithesis of empathy. The aggregate and complex nature of governmental decisions does not address people as human beings, with concerns and interests, families and emotional relationships, secrets and sorrows. Rather, people are numbers stacked in a column or points on a graph, described not through their individual stories of triumph and despair, but by equations, functions, and dose-response curves. The language of governmental decisionmaking can seem to—and to a certain extent does—ignore what makes individuals unique and morally important. But, although the language of bureaucratic decisionmaking can be dehumanizing, it is also a prerequisite for the kind of compassion that is needed in contemporary society. Elaine Scarry has developed a comparison between individual compassion and statistical compassion.' Individual compassion is familiar—when we see a person suffering, or hear the story of some terrible tragedy, we are moved to take action. Statistical compassion seems foreign—we hear only a string of numbers but must comprehend "the concrete realities embedded there."' Individual compassion derives from our social nature, and may be hardwired directly into the human brain.' Statistical compassion calls on us to use our higher reasoning power to extend our natural compassion to the task of solving more abstract—but no less real—problems. Because compassion is not just about making us feel better—which we could do as easily by forgetting about a problem as by addressing it—we have a responsibility to make the best decisions that we can. This book argues that cost-benefit analysis, properly conducted, can improve environmental and public health policy. Cost-benefit analysis—the translation of human lives and acres of forest into the language of dollars and cents—can seem harsh and impersonal. But such an approach is also necessary to improve the quality of decisions that regulators make. Saving the most lives, a nd best protecting the quality of our environment and our health—in short, exercising our compassion most effectively—requires us to step back and use our best analytic tools. Sometimes, in order to save a life, we need to treat a person like a number. This is the challenge of statistical compassion. This book is about making good decisions. It focuses on the area of environmental, health and safety regulation. These regulations have been the source of numerous and hard-fought controversies over the past several decades, particularly at the federal level. Reaching the right decisions in the areas of environmental protection, increasing safety, and improving public health is clearly of high importance. Although it is admirable (and fashionable) for people to buy green or avoid products made in sweatshops, efforts taken at the individual level are not enough to address the pressing problems we face—there is a vital role for government in tackling these issues, and sound collective decisions concerning regulation are needed. There is a temptation to rely on gut-level decisionmaking in order to avoid economic analysis, which, to many, is a foreign language on top of seeming cold and unsympathetic. For government to make good decisions, however, it cannot abandon reasoned analysis. Because of the complex nature of governmental decisions, we have no choice but to deploy complex analytic tools in order to make the best choices possible. Failing to use these tools, which amounts to abandoning our duties to one another, is not a legitimate response. Rather, we must exercise statistical compassion by recognizing what numbers of lives saved represent: living and breathing human beings, unique, with rich inner lives and an interlocking web of emotional relationships. The acres of a forest can be tallied up in a chart, but that should not blind us to the beauty of a single stand of trees. We need to use complex tools to make good decisions while simultaneously remembering that we are not engaging in abstract exercises, but that we are having real effects on people and the environment. In our personal lives, it would be unwise not to shop around for the best price when making a major purchase, or to fail to think through our options when making a major life decision. It is equally foolish for government to fail to fully examine alternative policies when making regulatory decisions with life-or-death consequences. This reality has been recognized by four successive presidential administrations. Since 1981, the cost-benefit analysis of major regulations has been required by presidential order. Over the past twenty-five years, however, environmental and other progressive groups have declined to participate in the key governmental proceedings concerning the cost-benefit analysis of federal regulations, instead preferring to criticize the technique from the outside. The resulting asymmetry in political participation has had profound negative consequences, both for the state of federal regulation and for the technique of cost-benefit analysis itself. Ironically, this state of affairs has left progressives open to the charge of rejecting reason, when in fact strong environmental and public health pro-grams are often justified by cost-benefit analysis. It is time for progressive groups, as well as ordinary citizens, to retake the high ground by embracing and reforming cost-benefit analysis. The difference between being unthinking—failing to use the best tools to analyze policy—and unfeeling—making decisions without compassion—is unimportant: Both lead to bad policy. Calamities can result from the failure to use either emotion or reason. Our emotions provide us with the grounding for our principles, our innate interconnectedness, and our sense of obligation to others. We use our powers of reason to build on that emotional foundation, and act effectively to bring about a better world. 

Alt fails – impossible to simply “let be”

Riis 11—Carlsberg Research Fellow and Assistant Professor of Philosophy and Science Studies at Roskilde University, Ph.D. from Albert-Ludwigs-Universität Freiburg (Søren, 8 February 2011, “Towards the origin of modern technology: reconfiguring Martin Heidegger’s thinking,”)

Moreover, Heidegger maintains: ‘‘Readiness-to-hand is the way in which entities as they are ‘in themselves’ are defined ontologico-categorially.’’47 According to Heidegger’s fundamental phenomenology, which he unfolds in detail in Being and Time and reaffirms a decisive part of in ‘‘The Question Concerning Technology,’’ nature is ‘‘primally’’ revealed in its ‘‘usability’’ and ‘‘serviceability-for-;’’ that is to say, ‘‘nature’’ is a resource long before the actual rise of modern and ancient technology, namely simultaneously with the very origin of human beings. That something is primordially revealed in its ‘‘usability’’ and ‘‘serviceability-for-’’ does not imply that it is actually used or serves accordingly, but that it is revealed as standing ready to be utilized in the corresponding context. As such, it is revealed as ‘‘standing-reserve.’’ This, for example, also corresponds to the empirical fact that prehistoric humans settled close to woods and rivers . In these areas they always had stockpiles of timber, power for transportation, and easy access to drinking water. Based on ‘‘The Question Concerning Technology’’ and completed through references to Being and Time, we now have an interpretation of the origin of the essence of modern technology, which traces back the characteristic revealing of das Gestell to the beginning of humankind.48 This does not imply that prehistoric technology is identical with contemporary technology; rather the third genealogy of the rule of das Gestell suggests that when ‘‘we still more primally’’ try to consider the origin of the challenging revealing characterizing the rule of das Gestell, we in fact rediscover that it is connected to being human. The rule of das Gestell has challenged humans as long as they have existed. In this sense, humans first and foremost exist under the rule of das Gestell.49 This also entails a revision and precision of Heidegger’s renowned formula characterizing the world-connectedness of human existence: being-in-the-world. Based on the comparison of ‘‘The Question Concerning Technology’’ and Being and Time, human existence is better described as being-under-the-spell-of-das-Gestell. 

Other Stuff 

Ours securitiziation is good 

Extinction is categorically different than what they criticize --- our ontology/reps of fear are critical to compassion with the Other --- this solves and turns the kritik

Macy 2k (Joanna Macy, adjunct professor at the California Institute of Integral Studies, 2000, Environmental Discourse and Practice: A Reader, p. 243)

The move to a wider ecological sense of self is in large part a function of the dangers that are threatening to overwhelm us. We are confronted by social breakdown, wars, nuclear proliferation, and the progressive destruction of our biosphere. Polls show that people today are aware that the world, as they know it, may come to an end. This loss of certainty that there will be a future is the pivotal psychological reality of our time. Over the past twelve years my colleagues and I have worked with tens of thousands of people in North America, Europe, Asia, and Australia, helping them confront and explore what they know and feel about what is happening to their world. The purpose of this work, which was first known as “Despair and Empowerment Work,” is to overcome the numbing and powerlessness that result from suppression of painful responses to massively painful realities. As their grief and fear for the world is allowed to be expressed without apology or argument and validated as a wholesome, life-preserving response, people break through their avoidance mechanisms, break through their sense of futility and isolation. Generally what they break through into is a larger sense of identity. It is as if the pressure of their acknowledged awareness of the suffering of our world stretches or collapses the culturally defined boundaries of the self. It becomes clear, for example, that the grief and fear experienced for our world and our common future are categorically different from similar sentiments relating to one’s personal welfare. This pain cannot be equated with dread of one’s own individual demise. Its source lies less in concerns for personal survival than in apprehensions of collective suffering – of what looms for human life and other species and unborn generations to come. Its nature is akin to the original meaning of compassion – “suffering with.” It is the distress we feel on behalf of the larger whole of which we are a part. And, when it is so defined, it serves as a trigger or getaway to a more encompassing sense of identity, inseparable from the web of life in which we are as intricately connected as cells in a larger body. This shift in consciousness is an appropriate, adaptive response. For the crisis that threatens our planet, be it seen in its military, ecological, or social aspects, derives from a dysfunctional and pathogenic notion of the self. It is a mistake about our place in the order of things. It is the delusion that the self is so separate and fragile that we must delineate and defend its boundaries, that it is so small and needy that we must endlessly acquire and endlessly consume, that it is so aloof that we can – as individuals, corporations, nation-states, or as a species – be immune to what we do to other beings. 

Expertism means our epistemology is sound – the alternative devolves into stereotypes and biases that collapses epistemology and turns the kritik
Snjezana 10 – Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences “Trusting Experts: Trust, Testimony, and Evidence”. Received: 2010-02-19. Original scientific article. University of Rijeka, Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences, Omladinska 14, 51000, Scholar

Let us define expertism as being a position that is composed of three statements: (i) experts exist; (ii) we should ascribe a distinctive testimonial status to experts due their exceptional expertise; (iii) therefore, we have the epistemic right to trust experts without evidence. Expertism is a genuine anti-evidentialist position with regards to trusting experts. 1. Experts exist. While it is rather plausible that there are experts in science because they deal with facts, the existence of moral or aesthetic experts, who deal with values, is generally much more problematic. For instance, Milton Friedman holds that differences in values are differences caused by people's tastes which are more or less hardwired, undebatable and unchangeable (Friedman, 1984). Logical positivists believe that value judgments are "nonsense" and cannot be a matter of expertise because they are not verifiable. Many people think that most people have reasonable ethical competence and that philosophers (who are the prime candidates for moral experts) are inclined to the same self-serving rationalizations as other people. However, the untouchable status of experts in science can be disputed. From Kant, Kuhn, Quine to Goodman and Putnam, we are aware of an intelligible objection that theoretical hypotheses involve a theory laden, cognitively biased, socially manipulated and subjective interpretation of the world (Goldman, 1999). Also, in science as well as in ethics and aesthetics there are battles between experts who propose opposite theories. In spite of the fact that claiming the first thesis is not without its difficulties, I will assume that it is correct: there are people who are objective (not only reputational) experts. These objective experts are people who, in comparison with other people, are more effective in problem solving. When compared with other people, they are better guides to the truth or better in recognizing a false statement as false, and a true one as true.While the views of ordinary people are typically an ill sorted mass of material derived from experience and tradition which contains inconsistencies and tensions, skilled experts can detect inconsistencies, fallacious inferences, unwarranted generalizations and false premises. In contrast to the average person in ordinary epistemic circumstances, they possess knowledge about the appropriate methods of research and argumentation, more systematized information derived from long term experience of dealing with difficulties, distinctions, critics, and alternative conceptions. They are generally better trained to deal with epistemic, moral or aesthetic issues. Or, we can say like Aristotle that it is reasonable to suppose that none of them can miss the target totally, and that each has gotten something or even a lot of things right. 2. Distinctive testimonial status. In expertism, it is claimed that an expert's testimony requires considerable epistemic deference. I can see at least three reasons why would one ascribe a distinctive testimonial status to experts: (i) standing practice about an expert's reliability; (ii) insufficiency of evidence; (iii) epistemic dependence. Firstly, it could be seen that we have an epistemic right to treat an expert's knowledge and sincerity with the utmost credulity because there is a standing practice, social climate or ongoing policy that considers experts to be the most reliable sources of knowledge or that they are fundamental testimonial authorities in society (Pappas, 2000). By assuming such credentials about experts, it could be seen that a hearer may believe what an expert says without assessment, evaluation or additional evidence. Secondly, many philosophers hold that our evidence in favour of other people's testimonies is principally insufficient (Beanblossom, Lehrer, 1970; Coady, 1981; Webb, 1993; Foley, 1994). If it is true, our evidence in favour of an expert's testimony is even more insufficient: when a layperson relies on an expert, that reliance is necessary blind (Hardwig, 1991).3 We, as non-experts in a domain, cannot ever possess enough evidence to evaluate an experts' testimony as credible or non credible. An ordinary cognizer in ordinary epistemic circumstances does not possess, or even can never attain, a high enough level of expertise to evaluate the testimonies of experts. We simply do not have enough knowledge and experience in order to be capable of assessing the truth of an expert's testimony or an expert's reliability. Since our reasons for the acceptance of the content of an expert's report – by definition of them being experts and us as non-experts – cannot be the reasons the experts possess, our evidence about an experts' report cannot be ever sufficient for the justified acceptance of her testimony. If we are not experts in a domain, the relevant defeaters (undefeated defeaters) or certain kinds of experiences, doubts and beliefs that can undermine justified trust simply are not present to us. So, it could be seen that we have no choice other than to blindly trust experts. Thirdly, we are deeply aware of our epistemic dependence on the testimonies of experts. Without other people testimonies "we should have to confess to knowing pitifully little" (Dummet, 1993, 420). But without expert testimonies our knowledge about biology, physics, medicine, geography of the world, history would be devastated. The majority of our beliefs about nature and society that we acquired throughout our lives are based, finally, on what experts 'tell' us (see also in Beanblossom, Lehrer, 1970; Faulkner, 2002). Our judgments of value will be a mass of inconsistent intuitions, prejudices and stereotypes derived from our subjective and partial interests, understandings of tradition, our temper etc. Behind the majority of testimonies lies extensive research and reports by experts and without these basic experts' testimonies "our lives would be impoverished in startling and debilitating ways" (Lackey, 2006, 1). So, it could be said that such an epistemic dependence on experts entails blind trust as a precondition of the functioning of our reason. 

1ar – landmines will be used

APL’s will be used again and are absolutely critical to future wars

Groves and Bromund 2010 (Stephen and Theodore, Heritage Fellows, The Ottawa Mine Ban Convention: Unacceptable on Substance and Process, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/12/the-ottawa-mine-ban-convention-unacceptable-on-substance-and-process) 
The current U.S. landmine policy recognizes the ongoing importance of retaining the ability to field APLs in future conflicts. As part of the pronouncement of the 2004 landmine policy, the U.S. Department of State said:¶ Landmines still have a valid and essential role protecting United States forces in military operations. Landmines enable a commander to shape the battlefield to his advantage. They deny the enemy freedom to maneuver; enhance effectiveness of other weapons (such as small arms, artillery or combat aircraft); allow us to fight with fewer forces against a larger enemy force; and protect our forces, saving the lives of our men and women in uniform and of those civilians they defend. No other weapon currently exists that provides all the capabilities provided by landmines.[27]¶ U.S. military doctrine states that minefields may properly be used to produce a vulnerability on enemy maneuver that can be exploited by friendly forces, cause the enemy to piecemeal his forces, interfere with enemy command and control, inflict damage to enemy personnel and equipment, exploit the capabilities of other weapon systems by delaying enemy forces in an engagement area, and protect friendly forces from enemy maneuver and infiltration.[28]¶ Recent history indicates that U.S. forces will likely need to use APLs in future military conflicts. U.S. forces employed APLs in the first Persian Gulf War, in which Air Force, Navy, and Marine aircraft dropped approximately 118,000 self-destructing anti-vehicle and anti-personnel mines.[29] Other reports suggest that U.S. soldiers and special forces used APLs during Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan.[30]¶ The U.S. must retain the capabilities provided by APLs—an option that accession to the Ottawa Convention would preclude.
1ar – a2 overview
We have to solve large-scale violent conflicts before we can focus on everyday forms of violence – they’re a key barrier to peace 

Goldstein 1, Joshua, Int’l Rel Prof @ American U, 2001, War and Gender, p. 412 

First, peace activists face a dilemma in thinking about causes of war and working for peace. Many peace scholars and activists support the approach, “if you want peace, work for justice.” Then, if one believes that sexism contributes to war one can work for gender justice specifically (perhaps among others) in order to pursue peace. This approach brings strategic allies to the peace movement (women, labor, minorities), but rests on the assumption that injustices cause war. The evidence in this book suggests that causality runs at least as strongly the other way. War is not a product of capitalism, imperialism, gender, innate aggression, or any other single cause, although all of these influence wars’ outbreaks and outcomes. Rather, war has in part fueled and sustained these and other injustices.9 So,”if you want peace, work for peace.” Indeed, if you want justice (gender and others), work for peace. Causality does not run just upward through the levels of analysis, from types of individuals, societies, and governments up to war. It runs downward too. Enloe suggests that changes in attitudes towards war and the military may be the most important way to “reverse women’s oppression.” The dilemma is that peace work focused on justice brings to the peace movement energy, allies, and moral grounding, yet, in light of this book’s evidence, the emphasis on injustice as the main cause of war seems to be empirically inadequate. 
1ar – framework

Ontology doesn’t come first and doesn’t affect the aff --- pragmatism is best and their overfocus stifles action 

Yar 2k (Majid, Department of Sociology @ Lancaster University, ARENDT'S HEIDEGGERIANISM: CONTOURS OF A `POSTMETAPHYSICAL' POLITICAL THEORY?, Cultural Values Vol 1 Issue 1, Jstor)

We might note here that this failure to deliver on the initial promise of a substantive analysis of human experience and practice was instrumental in Marcuse's parting of ways with Heidegger. Marcuse studied with Heidegger from 1928-1932, published a number of essays in a strongly Heideggerian register, as well as his Habilitationschrift dealing with the ontological groundings of Hegel's theory of historicity. He felt that Being and Time offered the way into a philosophically informed social analysis of 'actual human existence, of human beings and their world', and thus could be fruitfully connected with the Marxist materialist project (Marcuse, 1988, p. 96). It is Marcuse's dissatisfaction with Heidegger's 'false concreteness', his phenomenology's non-engagement with the specificity of contemporary sociohistorical situations and the philosophical 'fencing off from the social and historical sciences (a tendency which aggregates after Being and Time), which draws Marcuse away from Heidegger and toward the Marx of the 1844 Manuscripts (not published until 1932) (McCarthy, 1991, pp. 83-96). These difficulties in the Heideggerian standpoint, highlighted by the Frankfurt School theorists, retain their salience. To the extent to which 'postmetaphysical' accounts of the political follow this Heideggerian narrative and strategy, they can be said to reproduce its flaws. A corrective for this abstraction from the 'factual' grounds of political life might be discerned from within Arendt's own oeuvre. We can see that while there is a tendency in some of Arendt's writings to reproduce the abstract and schematic Kulturkritik of modernity typified by Heidegger's history of metaphysics, there is a counter-tendency in works such as On Revolution and Origins of Totalitarianism which seeks to offer distinctions and judgements by starting from the historical specificity of particular events. Yet closer examination reveals that the treatment of such events tends to proceed by way of an 'idealising abstraction' commensurate with a pre-established definition of the 'authentic' political in its 'pure' or 'essential' form. Thus, for example, the founding of the American republic is 'elevated to the status of myth', rendered as the archetype of the act of instauration which for Arendt is the definition of authentic politics. Historians have rightly pointed out the discrepancies between Arendt's idealisation and the realities presented by historical research (Kielmansegg, 1995, pp. 2-3). It would appear that Arendt's attentiveness to the 'facts' and specificities of political events is undermined or overwhelmed by a prefiguration of 'the political' which provides the criteriological basis in terms of which all 'historical events' are re-narrated. Indeed, the very insistence upon proceeding from a conception of what constitutes the authentically political, prior to the specific historical and social configurations and articulations of political practices, sits uncomfortably with a commitment to eschewing philosophical-metaphysical 'essentialisms'. A second, and not unrelated difficulty, is a causal attribution to philosophy in relation to politics, culture and society. That is, the tendency is not simply to attribute philosophical figurations of the political to the political experiences of actual social beings, but also to depict those philosophical interpretations as standing in a determining relation to the culture and society as a whole. As Heidegger declaims at the beginning of 'The Age of the World Picture', 'Metaphysics grounds an age, in that through a specific interpretation of what is and through a specific comprehension of truth it gives to that age the basis upon which it is essentially formed [emphasis added]' (Heidegger, 1977, p. 115). 'Metaphysics', as an 'interpretation', is the basis upon which an age is formed. The 'interpretation' adduced here, let us be clear, is that of philosophy. Hence, for Arendt, the emergence of philosophy's metaphysical discourse on the political, its figuration of the political in terms of a dualistic metaphysical ontology, in terms of theoretical models of truth, and so on, rather than in terms of doxical opinion, agonism and performativity etc., - this philosophical figuration is taken as a disaster for political life. Yet this disastrous consequence only follows from the philosophical refiguration if we accord philosophical understanding a determinative or prescriptive role, in that it has the power to efface and override the existing understandings that political actors might have. The 'onto-theological' or 'onto-typological' tradition is taken to permeate Western science, culture, and politics as a whole; the language of metaphysics is held to be central to constituting the entire range of human possibilities(McCarthy, 1991, p. 102; Rorty, 1984, p. 3, pp. 15-6; Rorty, 1998, p. 45; also, Rorty, 1991). As Richard Rorty puts it: 'there is something called 'philosophy' or 'metaphysics' which is central to our culture and has been radiating evil influences outward' (Rorty, 1984, pp. 18-9). In short, the 'postmetaphysical' discourse on the political 'presupposes a prior determination of the political as the practical effectuation of the philosophical' (Fraser, 1984, p. 136). This casts philosophy in a relation to the political as both villain and hero. Firstphilosophy qua metaphysics is the party responsible for the parlous state of the modern political, the cause of its pathological degradation into a totalitarian form of relation toward Being and beings. Then philosophy charges itself with the responsibility of redeeming the political, by way of philosophy's self-transformation into a postphilosophical, literary-poetic 'thinking'. What is missed here is the possibility that the political never did mirror or actualise the metaphysicians' understanding of Being; that for political life, it might well have been 'business as usual', largely indifferent to philosophy's discourse. From the standpoint of political beings it might be claimed that they never have lived their relations in the way in which philosophers'discourses figured them. Consequently, there is no need to 'breach a wholly other politics' to lead them back from an oblivion which only ever existed as part ofphilosophical manifestos. Hence there is no necessity to lead political beings back to something primordial or essential from which they have supposedly departed - this departure, or 'forgetting', is characteristic only of philosophy's turn to metaphysics, not of the field of political practice. I'm not necessarily claiming that this is the case, that there is a profound disjunction between the comportment toward humans and other entities envisioned by modern philosophy on the one hand, and that to be found in the understandings of our political culture and the practices of political life on the other. The point is, that this a question for substantive inquiry; if we want to say something about the way in which the modern political reveals the Being of beings (technologically, coercively, forgettingly, etc.) this is something which has to be investigated. The 'postmetaphysical' critique of political modernity assumes convergence or identity by mapping philosophical renditions onto the culture as a whole, and what is more, makes philosophy responsible for that convergence via its determining influence. If we insist on proceeding in this way, we might get our 'diagnosis of the present', and any attendant 'prescription' for our ailing political life, rather alarmingly wrong. Now these aforementioned objections are significant not only with respect to the analytical adequation or otherwise of the account offered, but also in terms of practical consequences: that is, the possibility of politics implied by this critical rendition of the political. The totalising and undifferentiated character of the critique of political modernity implies an equally generalised nugatory stance toward the sum of existing political institutions and practices (as 'grounded' in the 'metaphysical essence' of the age, atechnological reduction of beings to 'standing reserve', and so on). Commitment to this generalised schema results in difficulty in making nuanced and differentiated judgements about current political formations. To cite just one example: Claude Lefort, in his paper "The Question of Democracy', offers an analysis of the political present in terms of the difference between the closed character of totalitarianism and the 'open space' of democracy (Lefort, 1988). Nancy and Lacoue-Labarthe have responded to this by questioning the opposition between 'totalitarianism' and 'democracy', introducing a concept of 'soft totalitarianism' to characterise Western liberal democracies, and thereby to establish an underlying continuum between these political forms which are ostensibly taken to be antithetical. This continuity or contiguity called 'totalitarianism' is, of course, the closure of the political under the aegis of the metaphysical technological, which 'grounds' all political forms in modernity at the completion of metaphysics. 'Totalitarianism' is the totalitarianism of metaphysical violence and closure (Lacoue-Labarthe and Nancy, 1997, pp. 126-8; Critchley, 1993, pp. 78-82). This isclearly redolent of Heidegger's assertions to the effect that Americanism, Bolshevism and National Socialism are in essence not very different, that is they are all dominated by Gestell as the actualisation of Western metaphysics, now extended to global reach (Heidegger, 1993, p. 244; Heidegger, 1981, pp. 55-6). The point here is not that the concept of 'soft totalitarianism' is in itself uninteresting; similar accounts of the underlying logics of domination in modernity have been a mainstay of socio-political and cultural critiques from the Frankfurt School to Foucault, and before and beyond. The issue here is that, on the subsumption of political modernity to an overarching history of Being qua metaphysics, very real and critically important moral and political distinctions between political forms and practices are levelled-out, as these distinctions are recuperated back into a general and global account (parenthetically, an anachronism - in the age beyond grand narratives, the grandest of narratives ...); 'all political acts and all political systems are conceptually levelled into so many moments of the intensification of our technological existence' (White, 1991, p. 39; Wolin, 1990, pp. 160-9; Beistegui, 1998, p. 86). This difficulty in terms of differentiation holds out problems for such an account as a facilitator in the formulation of political judgements and strategies; one need not be a mere apologist for 'actually existing Western liberal democracies' to insist upon the value of a more refined and discriminating set of distinctions between political formations. Similarly, we must consider the consequences that this 'ontological substitution' for the essence of the political has for politics, in terms of what is practically excluded by this rethinking. If the presently available menu of political engagements and projects (be theymarket or social liberalism, social democracy, communitarianism, Marxism, etc.) are only so many moments of the techno-social completion of an underlying metaphysics, then the fear of 'metaphysical contamination' inhibits any return to recognisable political practices and sincere engagement with the political exigencies of the day. This iswhat Nancy Fraser has called the problem of 'dirty hands', the suspension of engagement with the existing content of political agendas because of their identification as being in thrall to the violence of metaphysics. Unable to engage in politics as it is, one either [a] sublimates the desire for politics by retreating to an interrogation of the political with respect to its essence (Fraser, 1984, p. 144), or [b] on this basis, seeks 'to breach the inscription of a wholly other polities'. The former suspends politics indefinitely, while the latter implies a new politics, which, on the basis of its reconceived understanding of the political, apparently excludes much of what recognizably belongs to politics today. This latter difficulty is well known from Arendt's case, whose barring of issues of social and economic justice and welfare from the political domain are well known. To offer two examples: [1] in her commentary on the U.S. civil rights movement in the 1950s, she argued that the politically salient factor which needed challenging was only racial legislation and the formal exclusion of African-Americans from the political sphere, not discrimination, social deprivation and disadvantage, etc.(Arendt, 1959, pp. 45-56); [2] Arendt's pronouncement at a conference in 1972 (put under question by Albrecht Wellmer regarding her distinction of the 'political' and the 'social'), that housing and homelessness were not political issues, that they were external to the political as the sphere of the actualisation of freedom as disclosure; the political is about human self-disclosure in speech and deed, not about the distribution of goods, which belongs to the social realm as an extension of the oikos. The point here is not that Arendt and others are in any sense unconcerned or indifferentabout such sufferings, deprivations and inequalities. Rather, it is that such disputes and agendas are identified as belonging to the socio-technical sphere of administration, calculation,instrumentality, the logic of means and ends, subject-object manipulation by a will which turns the world to its purposes, the conceptual rendering of beings in terms of abstract and levelling categories and classes, and so on; they are thereby part and parcel of the metaphysical-technological understanding of Being, which effaces the unique and singular appearance anddisclosure of beings, and thereby illegitimate candidates for consideration under the renewed, ontological-existential formulation of the political. To reconceive the political in terms of a departure from its former incarnation as metaphysical politics, means that the revised terms of a properly political discourse cannot accommodate the prosaic yet urgent questions we might typically identify under the rubric of 'policy'. Questions of social and economic justice are made homeless, exiled from the political sphere of disputation and demand in which they were formerly voiced. Indeed, it might be observed that the postmetaphysical formulation of the political is devoid of any content other than the freedom which defines it; it is freedom to appear, to disclose, but not the freedom to do something in particular, in that utilising freedom for achieving some end or other implies a collapse back into will, instrumentality, teleocracy, poeisis, etc. By defining freedom qua disclosedness as the essence of freedom and the sole end of the political, thisposition skirts dangerously close to advocating politique pour la politique,divesting politics of any other practical and normative ends in the process.

