The 1AC’s predilection towards utility maximization and hyper-rationality engrains a commitment to neoclassical economics. 
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This conflation of muscular Christianity, nationalism, and capitalism is nothing new in the Anglosphere. The English political economist, famed free trader and polyglot John Bowring (1792-1872) was the fourth governor of Hong Kong (1854-1859) and a noted colonial administrator. He famously stated: “Jesus Christ is Free Trade and Free Trade is Jesus Christ” (Bowring, 2014, 19; Johnson, 2012, 2) – and he was a liberal-radical in his age! John Quincy Adams, sixth president of the United States, echoed such views: “The moral obligation of commercial intercourse between nations is founded exclusively upon the Christian precept to love your neighbor as yourself” (Johnson, 2). Oceans apart, but the same ideology: both men made these strikingly parallel statements in 1841 as justification of the Opium Wars (1839-1860) that started the dismemberment of China by Western imperialists. For its defenders of yesterday and today, Christian libertarianism promotes individual rights, freedom of conscience and action, and insures the greater good through emphasis on individual agency. For its critics, it is another step in the secularization and cooptation of religion by Mammon and expresses a very American sense of narcissistic entitlement. The Gospel of Wealth and neo-classical economics laud materialism, consumption, and conspicuous consumption; both reject social liberalism and government reformism. Both explain capitalism in terms of superior forces (religious for Christianity, universal laws for economics), rather than messy, subjective human contingency and bitter power struggles, and believe that human agency must serve the system – not challenge it. Both cultivate fantastical notions: belief in an individual, separate, and sovereign self; concurrent celebration of narcissism and entitlement; an aversion to critical history and politics (since God’s infinite good will and objective market rules determine winners and losers); and a bizarre estrangement from the natural world (since God and objective market mechanisms promise prosperity everlasting). Indeed, as countless critics observe, our current environmental crisis is also a moral-spiritual crisis, a crisis of meaning (Warner, 2004). Methodological individualism: social atomism as prerequisite for elite domination All conceptions of society, politics, and economics rest on conceptions of human nature, of people’s rights and duties, and on the founding social compact, both in its horizontal dimension (citizens interacting among themselves) and its vertical dimension (relation between citizens and authority). In this respect, neoclassical views reflect a particular Western bias that emerged in the 18th-century (Adam Smith’s baker’s self-interest) and solidified in the 19th: that of the isolated, rational, utility-maximizing actor. Today, economic conservatives and libertarians are animated by an anti-community understanding of individual freedom. Milton Friedman opens up his classic Capitalism and Freedom, a key reference for modern free-marketers, with a fiery declaration of radical individualism: “To the free man, the country is the collection of individuals who compose it, not something over and above them” (Friedman, 1971, 1-2). In his equally famous anti-Corporate Social Responsibility article published in 1970, he doubled-down: “Society is a collection of individuals and of the various groups they voluntary form.” (Friedman, 1970). In 1987, Margaret Thatcher also famously contented that “There is no such thing [as society]! There are individual men and women and there are families and no government can do anything except through people and people look to themselves first” (Thatcher, 1987). In fact, for Friedman, individuals are Robinson Crusoe (Friedman, 1971, 13, 165-66). Economic libertarians celebrate such contentions as common-sense calls for personal responsibility and freedom; opponents bemoan them as wicked selfishness. The expression homo economicus is attributed to John Stuart Mill who clearly stated that political economy does not address “…the whole of man’s nature as modified by the social state, nor the whole conduct of man in society. It is concerned with him solely as a being who desires to possess wealth, and who is capable of judging the comparative efficacy of means for obtaining that end” (Mill, 1874, Essay 5, paragraphs 38, 48). What John Stuart Mill proposed as a deliberately fragmentary definition or a working framework became, in part under the influence of rational choice theory, neoclassical orthodoxy. Neoclassical views of humans as homo economicus describe only one aspect of social agents’ behavior and sell the part for the whole. Veblen famously ridiculed this conception of social beings: “The hedonistic conception of man is that of a lightning calculator of pleasures and pains, who oscillates like a homogeneous globule of desire of happiness under the impulse of stimuli that shift about the area, but leave him intact. He has neither antecedent not consequent. He is an isolated, definitive human datum, in stable equilibrium […] self poised in elemental space” (Camic and Hodgson, 2011, 153). Cost-and-benefits analysis is methodologically true in a very broad sense but economic calculus bears countless exceptions, is context-dependent and is anthropologically and philosophically lacking, not to mention socially and environmentally destructive. While it is true that in a market economy most economic decisions are made in a decentralized fashion and are widely distributed among large numbers of individuals, companies, and groups, economic agents are not disembodied entities floating in the ether; and methodological and practical individualism – loneliness – carry high cost in our mass societies. Paradoxically, many orthodox economists celebrate methodological individualism yet underline the importance of social capital – social connections and networks, voluntary associations, trust in neighbors, associates, partners, adherence to common social expectations and behaviors, respect for the law and social norms of business – as a foundational element of an open, rule-based market. The American sociologist Robert Putnam confirms these findings: “For a variety of reasons, life is easier in a community blessed with a substantial stock of social capital. In the first place, networks of civic engagement foster sturdy norms of generalized reciprocity and encourage the emergence of social trust. Such networks facilitate coordination and communication, amplify reputations, and thus allow dilemmas of collective action to be resolved. When economic and political negotiation is embedded in dense networks of social interaction, incentives for opportunism are reduced. At the same time, networks of civic engagement embody past success at collaboration, which can serve as a cultural template for future collaboration. Finally, dense networks of interaction probably broaden the participants' sense of self, developing the ‘I’ into the ‘we’, or (in the language of rational-choice theorists) enhancing the participants’ ‘taste’ for collective benefits” (Putnam, 1995, 67). The French sociologist Émile Durkheim showed the role that anomie – a term he coined to describe the erosion of social links and of one’s sense of belonging – plays in individuals’ anguish and self-destructiveness. In his noted Bowling Alone (2001), Robert Putnam shows how from the 1950s to the 2002, Americans have become increasingly disconnected from family, friends, neighbors and collective structures. And social activists and community organizers stress the high cost of individualism, from the erosion of the family unit to individual pathologies (addictions, suicides, teen pregnancies, etc.) and all manners of deviant social behavior. Free marketers also pay insufficient attention to societal scales and to the paradox of collective action: “rational” behavior at the micro level create sub-optimal results at the aggregate level. In this respect, road traffic is an apt metaphor for the market: if people were motivated by utility maximization and rationality in complex situations, roads would be much safer. It makes individual sense to leave the office around 5 o’clock every night, but this aggregate behavior creates traffic jam, stress, and accidents. Anarchic and anti-social impulses in a highly complex and fluid environment (the road, the market) that are not channeled by regulatory powers put individuals on a collision course with others. In the absence of monitoring or coordinating mechanisms (police on the road, regulatory authorities in market), individual agents pursuing their own interest based on incomplete information may individually advance but on a social level they create “sub-optimal outcomes” or “disamanities,” to use economics newspeak. Rationality and utility-maximization, already debatable concepts at the individual level, become even shakier at the aggregate level. With its exaggerated emphasis on decontextualized individual agency, neoclassical economics also ignores a key finding of feminist scholarship, that of intersectionality, the combination of various forms of inequality and domination that hinders agency for some groups and individuals. For instance, women are exposed to specific biological, legal-societal, and cultural constraints that create specific challenges to the full realization of their potential. Neo-classical theories defend a legal-formalistic conception of individual freedom (free floating, foot-loose economic decision-makers) in order to obliterate historical-sociological realities (individuals are embedded in situations and communities and seldom function as homo economicus) that stand in the way of capitalistic accumulation. Theories regarding atomistic agents moving freely across market opportunities are invalidated by multiple frictions (“stickiness”) within markets, by power formations that freeze the advantage of some agents over others, by rent-seeking, by regulatory capture (control of regulatory mechanisms by vested interests), etc. Whereas capital and corporations move freely and fast across vast distances and borders, people and small businesses are embedded in real families, communities, and situations; they have a different relation with time and space. In other words, there is a natural “stickiness” (resistance) of groups and individuals to the logic of capitalistic accumulation, to hyper-mobile markets, while symbolic, dematerialized capital roams around. It is no accident that the neo-classical views of footloose, hyper-rational agents describe best the financial sector, which has proven to be the most socially destructive part of neoliberalism. If these theories are incorrect, why are they defended? A first explanation touches on reflexivity: defining reality is bending and shaping it. The Boston University feminist economist Julie A. Nelson proposes a nuanced explanation for what she calls the “simplistic view of economics,” “the cookie-cutter content of the most popular K-12 teaching materials, standardized test, university introductory and intermediate microeconomic and macroeconomic theory textbooks and graduate “core” theory courses.” She explains that framing economic relations as “a free standing, fundamentally private, mechanical and ethics-free sphere,” as impersonal and purely technical, “stack[s] the deck in favor of individualism and selfishness” (Nelson, 2012). If the hegemonic culture describes individuals as selfish and exploitative, it feeds our fears of survival, encourages self-protection and isolation, and substitutes for organic social connections in the form of materialistic consumption. This self-fulfilling prophesy confirms the concept of positive feedback loop, which is central to systemic analysis: the energy a system sends out comes back to reinforce the dynamics of the system. In this instance, intellectual-cultural preferences (energy) in favor of economic libertarianism emanate from economists (originating sub-system) and come back as facts to reinforce the general system in the direction of the original message. Sociology and psychology have long established the importance of socialization and internalization of collective messages in the definition of self. In Cultural Violence (1990), Johan Galtung (a key creator of the field on conflict resolution) illuminates a second function of methodical individualism for the hegemonic classes: “A violent structure leaves mark not only on the human body but also on the mind and the spirit. The next four terms can be seen as parts of exploitation or as reinforcing components in the structure. They function by impending consciousness formation and mobilization, two conditions for effective struggle against exploitation. Penetration, implanting the topdog inside the underdog so to speak, combined with segmentation, giving the underdog only a very partial view of what goes on, will do the first job. And marginalization, keeping the underdog on the outside, combined with fragmentation, keeping the underdogs away from each other, will do the send job” (Galtung, 1990, 294). Thus individualism is the organizing principle that underlies elite’s policies of penetration, segmentation, marginalization and fragmentation. Ayn Rand on the far-Right and Garrett Harding on the Green Left show this connection between radical individualism and Social Darwinism. Rand provides the potent brew of self-aggrandizement, narcissism, Nietzscheism (the entrepreneur as transcendent hero) and Social Darwinism needed by the libertarian right to assert its hegemony. She systematically reduces altruism to a vice and elevates selfishness and will to power as paramount virtues and conditions for individual freedom (Rand, 2015). Harding, despite his “tragedy of the commons” fame and environmental credentials, is vindictive toward the weak, the poor, and the immigrants. He advocates a lifeboat philosophy where the powerful ought to reject and punish the poor and vulnerable in order to save the environment (Harding, 1974a, 1974b, 1991, 2001). For labor and consumer markets to be “optimally competitive” and “frictionless,” corporations need an atomized society and will do their utmost to make reality conform to the neoclassical paradigm. This is why the labor market and the marketing machine have a vested interest in isolated and selectively desocialized individuals. Community bonds, family solidarity, local communities, churches, voluntary groups and the whole web of civil society ties are essentially res extra commercium – things outside the commercial realm. They provide their members with non-monetarized common goods such as strong civic culture, solidarity, a sense of belonging and identity that are detached from consumption. Therefore they must be brought into the merchant sphere by both the intellectual and social disciplines. The marketing machine does not like fully-informed citizens and organic communities: it needs to increase isolation, envy, and competition where they already exist, and introduce them when they do not. This is precisely the role played by mass individualism and materialism. 
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