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**FEAR KS**

Fear Inevitable

Fear of death is inevitable. Humans CANNOT change the orientation of terror towards threats. It’s a natural product of evolution.

Pyszczynski et al ‘6  (Tom, Prof. Psych. – U. Colorado, Sheldon Solomon, Prof. Psych. – Skidmore College, Jeff Greenberg, Prof. Psych. – U. Arizona, and Molly Maxfield, U. Colorado, Psychological Inquiry, “On the Unique Psychological Import of the Human Awareness of Mortality: Theme and Variations” 17:4, Ebsco)

Kirkpatrick and Navarette’s (this issue) first specific complaint with TMT is that it is wedded to an outmoded assumption that human beings share with many other species a survival instinct. They argue that natural selection can only build instincts that respond to specific adaptive challenges in specific situations, and thus could not have designed an instinct for survival because staying alive is a broad and distal goal with no single clearly defined adaptive response. Our use of the term survival instinct was meant to highlight the general orientation toward continued life that is expressed in many of an organism’s bodily systems (e.g., heart, liver, lungs, etc) and the diverse approach and avoidance tendencies that promote its survival and reproduction, ultimately leading to genes being passed on to fu- ture generations. Our use of this term also reflects the classic psychoanalytic, biological, and anthropological influences on TMT of theorists like Becker (1971, 1973, 1975), Freud (1976, 1991), Rank (1945, 1961, 1989), Zilborg (1943), Spengler (1999), and Darwin (1993). We concur that natural selection, at least initially, is unlikely to design a unitary survival instinct, but rather, a series of specific adaptations that have tended over evolutionary time to promote the survival of an organism’s genes. However, whether one construes these adaptations as a series of discrete mechanisms or a general overarching tendency that encompasses many specific systems, we think it hard to argue with the claim that natural selection usually orients organisms to approach things that facilitate continued existence and to avoid things that would likely cut life short. This is not to say that natural selection doesn’t also select for characteristics that facilitate gene survival in other ways, or that all species or even all humans, will always choose life over other valued goals in all circumstances. Our claim is simply that a general orientation toward continued life exists because staying alive is essential for reproduction in most species, as well as for child rearing and support in mammalian species and many others. Viewing an animal as a loose collection of independent modules that produce responses to specific adaptively-relevant stimuli may be useful for some purposes, but it overlooks the point that adaptation involves a variety of inter-related mechanisms working together to insure that genes responsible for these mechanisms are more numerously represented in future generations (see, e.g., Tattersall, 1998). For example, although the left ventricle of the human heart likely evolved to solve a specific adaptive problem, this mechanism would be useless unless well-integrated with other aspects of the circulatory system. We believe it useful to think in terms of the overarching function of the heart and pulmonary-circulatory system, even if specific parts of that system evolved to solve specific adaptive problems within that system. In addition to specific solutions to specific adaptive problems, over time, natural selection favors integrated systemic functioning(Dawkins, 1976; Mithen, 1997). It is the improved survival rates and reproductive success of lifeformspossessing integrated systemic characteristics that determine whether those characteristics become widespread in a population. Thus, we think it is appropriate and useful to characterize a glucose-approaching amoeba and a bear-avoiding salmon as oriented toward self-preservation and reproduction, even if neither species possesses one single genetically encoded mechanism designed to generally foster life or insure reproduction, or cognitive representations of survival and reproduction. This is the same position that Dawkins (1976) took in his classic book, The selfish gene: The obvious first priorities of a survival machine, and of the brain that takes the decisions for it, are individual survival and reproduction. … Animals therefore go to elaborate lengths to find and catch food; to avoid being caught and eaten themselves; to avoid disease and accident; to protect themselves from unfavourable climatic conditions; to find members of the opposite sex and persuade them to mate; and to confer on their children advantages similar to those they enjoy themselves. (pp. 62–63) All that is really essential to TMT is the proposition that humans fear death. Somewhat ironically, in the early days of the theory,we felt compelled to explain this fear by positing a very basic desire for life, because many critics adamantly insisted, for reasons that were never clear to us, that most people do not fear death. Our explanation for the fear of death is that knowledge of the inevitability of death is frightening because people know they are alive and because they want to continue living. Do Navarrete and Fessler (2005) really believe that humans do not fear death? Although people sometimes claim that they are not afraid of death, and on rare occasions volunteer for suicide missions and approach their death, this requires extensive psychological work, typically a great deal of anxiety, and preparation and immersion in a belief system that makes this possible (see TMT for an explanation of how belief systems do this). Where this desire for life comes from is an interesting question, but not essential to the logic of the theory. Even if Kirkpatrick and Navarrete (this issue) were correct in their claims that a unitary self-preservation instinct was not, in and of itself, selected for, it is indisputable that many discrete and integrated mechanisms that keep organisms alive were selected for. A desire to stay alive, and a fear of anything that threatens to end one’s life, are likely emergent properties of these many discrete mechanisms that result from the evolution of sophisticated cognitive abilities for symbolic, future- oriented, and self-reflective thought. As Batson and Stocks (2004) have noted, it is because we are so intelligent, and hence so aware of our limbic reactions to threats of death and of our many systems oriented toward keeping us alive that we have a general fear of death. Here are three quotes that illustrate this point. First, for psychologists, Zilboorg (1943), an important early source of TMT: “Such constant expenditure of psychological energy on the business of preserving life would be impossible if the fear of death were not as constant” (p. 467). For literature buffs, acclaimed novelist Faulkner (1990) put it this way: If aught can be more painful to any intelligence above that of a child or an idiot than a slow and gradual confronting with that which over a long period of bewil- derment and dread it has been taught to regard as an irrevocable and unplumbable finality, I do not know it. (pp. 141–142) And perhaps most directly, for daytime TV fans, from The Young and the Restless (2006), after a rocky plane flight: Phyllis: I learned something up in that plane Nick: What? Phyllis: I really don’t want to die. An important consequence of the emergence of this general fear of death is that humans are susceptible to anxiety due to events or stimuli that are not immediately present and novel threats to survival that did not exist for our ancestors, such as AIDS, guns, or nuclear weapons. Regardless of how this fear originates, it is abundantly clear that humans do fear death. Anyone who has ever faced a man with a gun, a doctor saying that the lump on one’s neck is suspicious and requires further diagnostic tests, or a drunken driver swerving into one’s lane can attest to that. If humans only feared evolved specific death-related threats like spiders and heights, then a lump on an x-ray, a gun, a crossbow, or any number of weapons pointed at one’s chest would not cause panic; but obviously these things do. Of what use would the sophisticated cortical structures be if they didn’t have the ability to instigate fear reactions in response to such threats?

Fear Good- Meta Analysis 
Repeated meta-analyses prove fear appeals motivate adaptive behavior.

Witte and Allen ’00  (Kim, Prof. Comm. – MSU, and Mike, Prof. Comm. – U. Wisconsin Milwaukee, Health Education & Behavior, “A Meta-Analysis of Fear Appeals: Implications for Effective Public Health Campaigns”, 27:5, October, Sage Journals)

At least three meta-analyses have been conducted on the fear appeal literature. Boster and Mongeau8 and Mongeau9 examined the influence of a fear appeal on perceived fear (the manipulation check; i.e., did the strong vs. weak fear appeals differ significantly in their influence on measures of reported fear), attitudes, and behaviors. They found that on average, fear appeal manipulations produced moderate associations between reported fear and strength of fear appeal (r = .36 in Boster and Mongeau and r = .34 in Mongeau) and modest but reliable relationships between the strength of a fear appeal and attitude change (r = .21 in Boster and Mongeau and r = .20 in Mongeau) and the strength of a fear appeal and behavior change (r = .10 in Boster and Mongeau and r = .17 in Mongeau). Sutton7 used a different meta-analytic statistical method (z scores) and reported significant positive effects for strength of fear appeal on intentions and behaviors. None of the meta-analyses found support for a curvilinear association between fear appeal strength and message acceptance. Overall, the previous meta-analyses suggested that fear appeal manipulations work in producing different levels of fear according to different strengths of fear appeal messages. Furthermore, the meta-analyses suggest that the stronger the fear appeal, the greater the attitude, intention, and behavior change.

Prefer our method. Meta-analyses give the best big picture results.

Witte and Allen ’00  (Kim, Prof. Comm. – MSU, and Mike, Prof. Comm. – U. Wisconsin Milwaukee, Health Education & Behavior, “A Meta-Analysis of Fear Appeals: Implications for Effective Public Health Campaigns”, 27:5, October, Sage Journals)

Meta-analysis is a quantitative method that synthesizes the results of a particular group of studies. Researchers gather all available studies on a topic and then combine these studies statistically to produce an average effect for different variables across the literature. It allows one to see the “big picture.”38 Meta-analysis provides a thorough and objective synthesis of the literature that is needed as the literature becomes larger and the issues become more complex. For example, a quantitative analysis not only allows one to establish that one message strategy (or even a level of a message strategy) is more persuasive but also suggests certain explanations as to why some message designs are more effective than others. Furthermore, meta-analysis allows one to examine combinations of message features in a systematic way. Meta-analysis, by establishing consistency in research, can eliminate some possibilities and point outways of assessing or comparing theories, determine future research agendas by identifying areas of weak or insufficient literature that require additional exploration, and call attention to areas that need further theorizing to explain conflicting results.

Strong fear appeals motivate positive behavior responses, not inertia.

Witte and Allen ’00  (Kim, Prof. Comm. – MSU, and Mike, Prof. Comm. – U. Wisconsin Milwaukee, Health Education & Behavior, “A Meta-Analysis of Fear Appeals: Implications for Effective Public Health Campaigns”, 27:5, October, Sage Journals)

Table 2 shows that all of the message feature manipulations—fear, severity, susceptibility, self-efficacy, and response efficacy—result in greater positive levels of attitude, intentions, and behavior change. Response efficacy and self-efficacy exhibit homogeneous effects for behavior; all other observed effects are heterogeneous. This heterogeneity indicates that one should cautiously interpret the average correlation because a moderator variable influencing acceptance of a message may exist. This caution may be tempered by the fact that the effects of the variables are all positive, indicating that the moderator variable moderates between a higher and a lower positive correlation rather than between a positive and a negative correlation. Thus, the expected relationship between the theoretical variables of interest and the outcome variables should be in the same direction even if significant moderator variables are discovered. No evidence was found for any kind of curvilinear relationship between fear appeals and outcomes. The shape of the effects is most consistent with a positive linear-shaped function (t = 5.09, p < .0001). There is no support for hypothesized negative linear effects (t = –.509, p = .999), a U-shaped function (t = .054, p = .957), or an inverted U-shaped function (t = -.054, p = .999). In sum, the stronger the fear appeal, the greater the attitude, intention, and behavior changes. Similarly, the stronger the severity and susceptibility in the message, the more attitude, intention, and behavior changes. Finally, the stronger the response efficacy and self-efficacy in a message, the stronger the attitudes, intentions, and behaviors toward the recommended response.

Fear Good – VTL

We can’t stop caring about our survival. The ONLY way humans can deal with the terror of inevitable death is to manage it with order and denial. The alternative LITERALLY makes life unlivable. 

Pyszczynski ‘4  (Tom, Prof. Psych. – U. Colorado, Social Research, “What are we so afraid of? A terror management theory perspective on the politics of fear”, Winter, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2267/is_4_71/ai_n13807478/)

TMT starts with a consideration of how human beings are both similar to, and different from, all other animals. We start with the assumption that, like all other animals, humans are born with a very basic evolved proclivity to stay alive and that fear, and all the biological structures of the brain that produce it, evolved, at least initially, to keep the animal alive. This, of course, is highly adaptive, in that it facilitates survival, and an animal that does not stay alive very long has little chances of reproducing and passing on its genes. But as our species evolved, it developed a wide range of other adaptations that helped us survive and reproduce, the most important being a set of highly sophisticated intellectual abilities that enable us to: a) think and communicate with symbols, which of course is the basis for language, b) project ourselves in time and imagine a future including events that have never happened before, and c) reflect back on ourselves, and take ourselves as an object of our own attention--self-awareness. These are all very adaptive abilities that play central roles in the system through which humans regulate their behavior--usually referred to as the self (cf. Carver and Scheier, 1998). These abilities made it possible for us to survive and prosper in a far wider range of environments than any other animal has ever done, and accomplish all that we humans have done that no other species ever has been capable of doing. However, these unique intellectual abilities also created a major problem: they made us aware that, although we are biologically programmed to stay alive and avoid things that would cut our life short, the one absolute certainty in life is that we must die. We are also forced to realize that death can come at any time for any number of reasons, none of which are particularly pleasant--a predator, natural disaster, another hostile human, and an incredible range of diseases and natural processes, ranging from heart attacks and cancer to AIDS. If we are "lucky" we realize that our bodies will just wear out and we will slowly fade away as we gradually lose our most basic functions. Not a very pretty picture. TMT posits that this clash of a core desire for life with awareness of the inevitability of death created the potential for paralyzing terror. Although all animals experience fear in the face of clear and present dangers to their survival, only humans know what it is that they are afraid of, and that ultimately there is no escape from this ghastly reality. We suspect that this potential for terror would have greatly interfered with ongoing goal-directed behavior, and life itself, if it were left unchecked. It may even have made the intellectual abilities that make our species special unviable in the long run as evolutionary adaptations--and there are those who think that the fear and anxiety that results from our sophisticated intelligence may still eventually lead to the extinction of our species. So humankind used their newly emerging intellectual abilities to manage the potential for terror that these abilities produced by calling the understandings of reality that were emerging as a result of these abilities into service as a way of controlling their anxieties. The potential for terror put a "press" on emerging explanations for reality, what we refer to as cultural worldviews, such that any belief system that was to survive and be accepted by the masses needed to manage this potential for anxiety that was inherent in the recently evolved human condition. Cultural worldviews manage existential terror by providing a meaningful, orderly, and comforting conception of the world that helps us come to grips with the problem of death. Cultural worldviews provide a meaningful explanation of life and our place in the cosmos; a set of standards for what is valuable behavior, good and evil, that give us the potential of acquiring self-esteem, the sense that we are valuable, important, and significant contributors to this meaningful reality; and the hope of transcending death and attaining immortality in either a literal or symbolic sense. Literal immortality refer to those aspects of the cultural worldview that promise that death is not the end of existence, that some part of us will live on, perhaps in an ethereal heaven, through reincarnation, a merger of our consciousness with God and all others, or the attainment of enlightenment--beliefs in literal immortality are nearly universal, with the specifics varying widely from culture to culture. Cultures also provide us with the hope of attaining symbolic immortality, by being part of something larger, more significant, and more enduring than ourselves, such as our families, nations, ethnic groups, professions, and the like. Because these entities will continue to exist long after our deaths, we attain symbolic immortality by being valued parts of them.

Fear Good – Compassion

Fear spurs compassion, mobilizing people to protect each other and giving meaning to life.
Greenspan, 03 (Miriam Greenspan – Pioneer in the Area of Women’s Psychology – 2003 (“An Excerpt from Healing through the Dark Emotions: The Wisdom of Grief, Fear, and Despair by Miriam Greenspan,” www.spiritualityhealth.com/newsh/excerpts/bookreview/excp_5513.html)

"Fear is a very powerful emotion. When you feel fear in your body, it's helpful to relate to it as an energy that can be mobilized for life. It may feel like a constriction in your chest, throat, or abdomen. Breathe through it without judgment and allow yourself to feel it as a very strong force. If you pray for help, you can begin to expand this energy we call 'fear' and use it for healing and transformation. "In this regard, we can take our model from the heroes of Flight 93 who. realizing that they were bound for death, stormed the plane and brought it down without hitting a civilian target. One cannot even imagine being able to do this without fear. Fear for the lives of others was the energy that mobilized them to do something meaningful with their last moments of life. Some of these people said good-bye to their husbands and wives and wished them happiness before they left this earth. They had found some peace in their last moments, peace in the midst of turbulence. And they found it through their last wish, which they heroically put into action: to help others live. "Perhaps there is nothing that can redeem the dead but our own actions for the good. This is a time to find out what we want to do for the world and do it. And, as every trauma survivor knows, this is the way to make meaning out of pain, perhaps the most effective way: to draw something good out of evil. The heroes of September 11 point us to the choice we each have: to help create a state of global peace and justice that we, like they, will not see before we die. It is in giving ourselves to this vision, out of love for this world that we inhabit together, that we stand a chance of transcending the human proclivity to damage life. And that we honor those we have brought into this world and who must inherit it. . . . "Our only protection is in our interconnectedness. This has always been the message of the dark emotions when they are experienced most deeply and widely. Grief is not just "my" grief; it is the grief of every motherless child, every witness to horror in the world. Despair is not just "my" despair; it is everyone's despair about life in the twentyfirst century. Fear is not just 'my' fear; it is everyone's fear — of anthrax, of nuclear war, of truck bombs, of airplane hijackings, of things falling apart, blowing up, sickening and dying. "If fear is only telling you to save your own skin, there's not much hope for us. But the fact is that in conscious fear, there is a potentially revolutionary power of compassion and connection that can be mobilized en masse. This is the power of fear. Our collective fear, which is intelligent, is telling us now: Find new ways to keep this global village safe. Find new forms of international cooperation that will root out evil in ways that don't create more victims and more evil. Leap out of the confines of national egos. Learn the ways of peace. Find a ceremony of safety so that not just you and I but all of us can live together without fear." 

Fear k2 VTL

Fear of death is key to value to life – recognizing death is inevitable allows us to create a world of love.
Kelsang 99 (Geshe, internationally renowned teacher of Buddhism (, http://www.tharpa.com/background/fear-of-death.htm)

A healthy fear of death would be the fear of dying unprepared, as this is a fear we can do something about, a danger we can avert. If we have this realistic fear, this sense of danger, we are encouraged to prepare for a peaceful and successful death and are also inspired to make the most of our very precious human life instead of wasting it.  This "sense of danger" inspires us to make preparations so that we are no longer in the danger we are in now, for example by practicing moral discipline, purifying our negative karma, and accumulating as much merit, or good karma, as possible.  We put on a seat belt out of a sense of danger of the unseen dangers of traffic on the road, and that seat belt protects us from going through the windshield. We can do nothing about other traffic, but we can do something about whether or not we go through the windscreen if someone crashes into us.  Similarly, we can do nothing about the fact of death, but we can seize control over how we prepare for death and how we die. Eventually, through Tantric spiritual practice, we can even attain a deathless body. In Living Meaningfully, Dying Joyfully, Geshe Kelsang says:  Dying with regrets is not at all unusual. To avoid a sad and meaningless end to our life we need to remember continually that we too must die. Contemplating our own death will inspire us to use our life wisely by developing the inner refuge of spiritual realizations; otherwise we shall have no ability to protect ourself from the sufferings of death and what lies beyond.  Moreover, when someone close to us is dying, such as a parent or friend, we shall be powerless to help them because we shall not know how; and we shall experience sadness and frustration at our inability to be of genuine help. Preparing for death is one of the kindest and wisest things we can do both for ourself and others.  The fact of the matter is that this world is not our home. We are travelers, passing through. We came from our previous life, and in a few years, or a few days, we shall move on to our next life. We entered this world empty-handed and alone, and we shall leave empty-handed and alone.  Everything we have accumulated in this life, including our very body, will be left behind. All that we can take with us from one life to the next are the imprints of the positive and negative actions we have created.  If we ignore death we shall waste our life working for things that we shall only have to leave behind, creating many negative actions in the process, and having to travel on to our next life with nothing but a heavy burden of negative karma. On the other hand, if we base our life on a realistic awareness of our mortality, we shall regard our spiritual development as far more important than the attainments of this world, and we shall view our time in this world principally as an opportunity to cultivate positive minds such as patience, love, compassion, and wisdom.  Motivated by these virtuous minds we shall perform many positive actions, thereby creating the cause for future happiness.

Fear k2 Survival

Fear of Death is key to human survival – confronting death is key to state and individual existence.
Beres 96 (Louis Rene, Professor of Political Science and International Law at Purdue University, Feb., [image: image1.png]


http://www.freeman.org/m_online/ feb96/ beresn.htm). 

Fear of death, the ultimate source of anxiety, is essential to human survival. This is true not only for individuals, but also for states. Without such fear, states will exhibit an incapacity to confront nonbeing that can hasten their disappearance. So it is today with the State of Israel.  Israel suffers acutely from insufficient existential dread. Refusing to tremble before the growing prospect of collective disintegration - a forseeable prospect connected with both genocide and war - this state is now unable to take the necessary steps toward collective survival. What is more, because death is the one fact of life which is not relative but absolute, Israel's blithe unawareness of its national mortality deprives its still living days of essential absoluteness and growth.  For states, just as for individuals, confronting death can give the most positive reality to life itself. In this respect, a cultivated awareness of nonbeing is central to each state's pattern of potentialities as well as to its very existence. When a state chooses to block off such an awareness, a choice currently made by the State of Israel, it loses, possibly forever, the altogether critical benefits of "anxiety." 

Fear is key to value to life, survival and transcending evil. 
Greenspan 03 (Miriam, Pioneer in the Area of Women’s Psychology, Healing Through the Dark Emotions: The Wisdom of Grief, Fear, and Despair, Excerpt of Chapter Three - How Dark Emotions Become Toxic, http://www.miriamgreenspan.com/excerpts/chapterThreeEx.html)
Grief, fear, and despair are primary human emotions. Without them, we would be less than human, and less likely to survive. Grief arises because we are not alone, and what connects us to others and to the world also breaks our hearts. Grieving our losses allows us to heal and renew our spirits. Fear alerts us to protect our survival, extending beyond our instinct for self-preservation to our concern for others. Despair asks us to find meaning in the midst of apparent chaos or meaninglessness. Making meaning out of suffering is the basis of the human capacity to survive evil and transcend it. The purposefulness of these dark emotions is evident when we can experience them mindfully, tolerate their intense energies, and let them be. 

Apoc Discourse Good

Debate about apocalyptic impacts is crucial to activism and effective policy education

Blain – professor of Sociology – 91

Michael Blain, RHETORICAL PRACTICE IN AN ANTI-NUCLEAR WEAPONS CAMPAIGN, Peace & Change

Peace activism can be understood as a sociopolitical performance. It enacts a pattern of discourse that can be rhetorically analyzed in terms of its strategy of incitement. As peace activists mobilized their forces in the 1980s, they built up a discourse -- a repertoire of possible political statements for use against nuclear weapons policies. Such statements as nuclear annihilation, radiation pollution, and strategic madness have been the primary incitements to peace activism. Activists use language pragmatically. As political actors addressing a public audience, they know they must speak a language familiar to that audience. Nineteenth-century activists were educated, middle-class women, clergymen, educators, and businessmen with a reform Christian conscience. Twentieth-century activists have included political leftists and cultural dissidents as well as traditional pacifists and religious liberals.(n1) Middle-class professionals have played prominent roles in the peace movement. For example, medical activists like Helen Caldicott and Robert Lifton have elaborated a discourse on the madness of "nuclearism"(n2) In fact, some analysts interpret the peace movement as a power struggle of middle-class radicals and countercultural rebels against the power elite.(n3) This article presents the results of a rhetorical analysis of activists' discursive practices in a victorious campaign to defeat a U.S. government plan to construct the first new nuclear weapons plant in twenty years in the state of Idaho, the Special Isotope Separator (SIS). It shows how activists in the Snake River Alliance (SRA), a Boise, Idaho, antinuclear organization, mobilized hundreds of "Idahoans" to act as "concerned citizens" and "Life Guards," to lobby, testify, demonstrate, and finally, to kill this plan. The article introduces a perspective on how discourse functions in political movements. An effective movement discourse must accomplish two things: (1) knowledge, or the constitution of the subjects and objects of struggle, and (2) ethics, or the moral incitement of people to political action. I will show how this perspective can illuminate how anti-SIS activists developed an effective discourse to kill this crucial nuclear weapons program. A critical evaluation of this campaign can contribute to peace in at least three ways: it can celebrate the artful practices these activists engaged in to achieve their political objectives; it can add a case study of a victorious campaign to the emerging literature on the tactics of nonviolent action; and finally, it can contribute to the current debate about the future of the peace movement in a post-cold war world. The anti-SIS campaign involved an alliance of environmental and peace groups, which suggests one possible political strategy for future peace actions. POLITICAL MOVEMENTS AS VICTIMAGE RITUALS Political activists must engage in discourse to fight and win power struggles with their adversaries. In political battles, such as the anti-SIS campaign, words are weapons with tactical functions. Michel Foucault clearly articulates this perspective: Indeed, it is in discourse that power and knowledge are joined together. And for this reason, we must conceive discourse as a series of discontinuous segments whose tactical function is neither uniform nor stable ... as a multiplicity of discursive elements that can come into play in various strategies. It is this distribution that we must reconstruct ... according to who is speaking, his position of power, the institutional context in which he happens to be situated ... with the shifts and reutilizations of identical formulas for contrary objectives.(n4) A power strategy refers to all means, including discursive practices, put into play by an actor in a particular power relationship to influence the actions of others. The language of political movements, including peace activism, is militaristic; activists talk strategy, tactics, and objectives. And it is important to see that discourse is itself a part of any power strategy. Kenneth Burke's concepts of victimage rhetoric and rituals can be used to illuminate this process.(n5) Political activists use victimage rhetoric to mobilize people to fight and defeat their adversaries. Victimage rhetoric is melodramatic in form. It functions to incite those who identify with it to engage in political acts of ritual scapegoating. Activists mobilize people to engage in activism by getting them to identify with an actual or impending violation of some communal "ideal"--a problem, concern, or danger. Activists mount "education" campaigns to get the public to identify with the imminent danger. A critical knowledge of the nature of this danger is constructed, taking the form of villainous powers inflicting or threatening to inflict some terrible wrong on the world. This rhetorical practice is tactical in the sense that it is designed to generate intense anger and moral outrage at what has, is, or could be happening to the values of those who identify with it. These people can then be mobilized in a campaign to fight the villain. This effect is intensified by emphasizing the negative features of the actions of the agents and agencies responsible for the violation. Once implanted, this knowledge exerts an ethical incitement to activism. Activists, this model suggests, must develop a discourse that does two things: vilify and activate. These two functions correspond to two moments in a melodramatic victimage ritual. These two moments of identification are (1) acts of violation or vilification and (2) acts of redemptive or heroic action. Movement leaders must construct images of both villains and activists fighting villains. They must convince us that acts of violation have occurred or will happen, and then they must goad us into doing something about it. This analysis suggests that a movement discourse is a rhetorical system composed of two elements working in tandem. One of the main features of motive in victimage ritual is the aim to destroy the destroyer. In the anti- SIS campaign, as we shall see, the objective was to kill a Department of Energy (DOE) program to build a nuclear weapons plant. One means of accomplishing that objective was to vilify its proponents. The second element in a movement discourse is redemptive or ethical. Once leaders succeed in convincing their followers that there is a real threat, they must then incite those convinced to act. To accomplish these objectives, peace activists have assembled a discourse charged with peril and power--a knowledge of the scene they confront and an ethic of political activism. They have constituted a "knowledge" of the dangers posed by the nuclear arms race and nuclear war that is infused with a redemptive ethic of political activism. Activists use this knowledge and ethic to goad people into campaigns to achieve antinuclear objectives. For example, activists have invoked the term power in two distinct ethical senses. There is the "bad" power of the agents of the nuclear arms race (politicians such as Ronald Reagan or Margaret Thatcher; agencies such as the U.S. government, NATO, or the Department of Energy). And there is the "good" power that activists produce by their concerted political actions, including a subjective effect called "empowerment." Activists empower themselves by "taking personal responsibility for the fate of the earth," sacrificing time, energy, and money to the cause. By engaging in political activism, peace activists say they transcend psychological despair and obtain a sense of personal power.(n6)

Apoc Discourse Good – Extinction Reps Key

Portraying eco-damage as ‘extinction-level’ is a crucial communication act that forestalls complete extinction – it solves their turn because it sparks a new social ethic 

Epstein and Zhao 9 – Lab of Medicine @ Hong Kong

Richard J. Epstein and Y. Zhao ‘9 – Laboratory of Computational Oncology, Department of Medicine, University of Hong Kong, The Threat That Dare Not Speak Its Name; Human Extinction, Perspectives in Biology and Medicine Volume 52, Number 1, Winter 2009, Muse

Final ends for all species are the same, but the journeys will be different. If we cannot influence the end of our species, can we influence the journey? To do so—even in a small way—would be a crowning achievement for human evolution and give new meaning to the term civilization. Only by elevating the topic [End Page 121] of human extinction to the level of serious professional discourse can we begin to prepare ourselves for the challenges that lie ahead. Table 3.   Human Thinking Modes Relevant to Extinction: from Ego-Think to Eco-Think  The difficulty of the required transition should not be underestimated. This is depicted in Table 3 as a painful multistep progression from the 20th-century philosophical norm of Ego-Think—defined therein as a short-term state of mind valuing individual material self-interest above all other considerations—to Eco-Think, in which humans come to adopt a broader Gaia-like outlook on themselves as but one part of an infinitely larger reality. Making this change must involve communicating the non-sensationalist message to all global citizens that “things are serious” and “we are in this together”—or, in blunter language, that the road to extinction and its related agonies does indeed lie ahead. Consistent with this prospect, the risks of human extinction—and the cost-benefit of attempting to reduce these risks—have been quantified in a recent sobering analysis (Matheny 2007).  Once complacency has been shaken off and a sense of collective purpose created, the battle against self-seeking anthropocentric human instincts will have only just begun. It is often said that human beings suffer from the ability to appreciate their own mortality—an existential agony that has given rise to the great religions— but in the present age of religious decline, we must begin to bear the added burden of anticipating the demise of our species. Indeed, as argued here, there are compelling reasons for encouraging this collective mind-shift. For in the best of all possible worlds, the realization that our species has long-term survival criteria distinct from our short-term tribal priorities could spark a new social ethic to upgrade what we now all too often dismiss as “human nature” (Tudge 1989). [End Page 122] 

Human extinction is the greatest act of suffering imaginable – using scientific methods to forestall extinction is crucial 

Epstein and Zhao 9 – Lab of Medicine @ Hong Kong

Richard J. Epstein and Y. Zhao ‘9 – Laboratory of Computational Oncology, Department of Medicine, University of Hong Kong, The Threat That Dare Not Speak Its Name; Human Extinction, Perspectives in Biology and Medicine Volume 52, Number 1, Winter 2009, Muse

Human extinction is 100% certain—the only uncertainties are when and how. Like the men and women of Shakespeare’s As You Like It, our species is but one of many players making entrances and exits on the evolutionary stage. That we generally deny that such exits for our own species are possible is to be expected, given the brutish selection pressures on our biology. Death, which is merely a biological description of evolutionary selection, is fundamental to life as we know it. Similarly, death occurring at the level of a species—extinction—is as basic to biology as is the death of individual organisms or cells. Hence, to regard extinction as catastrophic—which implies that it may somehow never occur, provided that we are all well behaved—is not only specious, but self-defeating.  Man is both blessed and cursed by the highest level of self-awareness of any life-form on Earth. This suggests that the process of human extinction is likely to be accompanied by more suffering than that associated with any previous species extinction event. Such suffering may only be eased by the getting of wisdom: the same kind of wisdom that could, if applied sufficiently early, postpone extinction. But the tragedy of our species is that evolution does not select for such foresight. Man’s dreams of being an immortal species in an eternal paradise are unachievable not because of original sin—the doomsday scenario for which we choose to blame our “free will,” thereby perpetuating our creationist illusion of being at the center of the universe—but rather, in reductionist terms, because paradise is incompatible with evolution. More scientific effort in propounding this central truth of our species’ mortality, rather than seeking spiritual comfort in escapist fantasies, could pay dividends in minimizing the eventual cumulative burden of human suffering. 

The 1AC is necessary discourse – combating complacency is crucial to halting certain and inevitable extinction 

Epstein and Zhao 9 – Lab of Medicine @ Hong Kong

Richard J. Epstein and Y. Zhao ‘9 – Laboratory of Computational Oncology, Department of Medicine, University of Hong Kong, The Threat That Dare Not Speak Its Name; Human Extinction, Perspectives in Biology and Medicine Volume 52, Number 1, Winter 2009, Muse

We shall not speculate here as to the “how and when” of human extinction; rather, we ask why there remains so little discussion of this important topic. We hypothesise that a lethal mix of ignorance and denial is blinding humans from the realization that our own species could soon (a relative concept, admittedly) be as endangered as many other large mammals (Cardillo et al. 2004). For notwithstanding the “overgrown Petri dish” model of human decline now confronting us, the most sinister menace that we face may not be extrinsic selection pressures but complacency. Entrenched in our culture is a knee-jerk “boy who cried wolf ” skepticism aimed at any person who voices concerns about the future—a skepticism fed by a traditionally bullish, growth-addicted economy that eschews caution (Table 1). But the facts of extinction are less exciting and newsworthy than the roller-coaster booms and busts of stock markets.

Deterrence Good

Fear of nuclear weapons has prevented their use – deterrence has checked conflict.
Rajaraman 02 (Professor of Theoretical Physics at JNU, 2002 [R., “Ban battlefield nuclear weapons,” 4/22/2, The Hindu, http://www.hinduonnet.com/thehindu/2002/04/22/stories/2002042200431000.htm[

There were a variety of different reasons behind each of these examples of abstinence from using nuclear weapons. But one major common factor  contributing to all of them has been an ingrained terror of nuclear devastation. The well documented images of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the awesome photographs of giant mushroom clouds emerging from nuclear tests in the Pacific and the numerous movies based on nuclear Armageddon scenarios have all contributed to building up a deep rooted fear of nuclear weapons. This is not limited just to the abhorrence felt by anti-nuclear activists. It permeates to one extent or another the psyche of all but the most pathological of fanatics. It colours the calculations, even if not decisively, of the most hardened of military strategists. The unacceptability of nuclear devastation is the backbone of all deterrence strategies. There is not just a fear of being attacked oneself, but also a strong mental barrier against actually initiating nuclear attacks on enemy populations, no matter how much they may be contemplated in war games and strategies. As a result a taboo has tacitly evolved over the decades preventing nations, at least so far, from actually pressing the nuclear button even in the face of serious military crises. 

Fear of Nukes Solves Militarism

Fear of nuclear war is key to stopping WMD use and prevents military adventurism.

Futterman, 91 (JAH, Livermore lab researcher, 1995, Mediation of the Bomb, online, http://www.dogchurch.org/scriptorium/nuke0 

I could say that if I didn't do it, someone else would, but that answer was rejected at Nuremberg. (It's also a better reason to leave the weapons program than to stay.) I continue to support the u business with my effort for many reasons, which I discuss throughout this piece. But mostly, I do it because the fear of nuclear holocaust is the only authority my own country or any other has respected so far when it comes to nationalistic urges to make unlimited war. As William L. Shirer states in his preface to The Rise and Fall of the Third Reich (Touchstone Books, New York, 1990), "Adolf Hitler is probably the last of the great adventurer-conquerors in the tradition of Alexander, Caesar, and Napoleon, and the Third Reich the last of the empires which set out on the path taken earlier by France, Rome and Macedonia. The curtain was rung down on that phase of history, at least, by the sudden invention of the hydrogen bomb, of the ballistic missile, and of rockets which can be aimed to hit the moon." Now this contrasts with the argument of those who would "reinvent government" by putting up bureaucratic roadblocks to maintaining the reliability of the US nuclear arsenal through research and testing. They reason that if the reliability of everyone's nuclear arsenals declines, everyone will be less likely to try using them. The problem is that some "adventurer-conqueror" may arise and use everyone's doubt about their arsenals to risk massive conventional war instead. An expansionist dictatorship might even risk nuclear war with weapons that are simpler, cruder, less powerful, much riskier (in terms of the possibility of accidental detonation) but much more reliable than our own may eventually become without adequate "stockpile stewardship."[14] But the inhibitory effect of reliable nuclear weapons goes deeper than Shirer's deterrence of adventurer-conquerors. It changes the way we think individually and culturally, preparing us for a future we cannot now imagine. Jungian psychiatrist Anthony J. Stevens states, [15] "History would indicate that people cannot rise above their narrow sectarian concerns without some overwhelming paroxysm. It took the War of Independence and the Civil War to forge the United States, World War I to create the League of Nations, World War II to create the United Nations Organization and the European Economic Community. Only catastrophe, it seems, forces people to take the wider view. Or what about fear? Can the horror which we all experience when we contemplate the possibility of nuclear extinction mobilize in us sufficient libidinal energy to resist the archetypes of war? Certainly, the moment we become blasé about the possibility of holocaust we are lost. As long as horror of nuclear exchange remains uppermost we can recognize that nothing is worth it. War becomes the impossible option. Perhaps horror, the experience of horror, the consciousness of horror, is our only hope. Perhaps horror alone will enable us to overcome the otherwise invincible attraction of war." Thus I also continue engaging in nuclear weapons work to help fire that world-historical warning shot I mentioned above, namely, that as our beneficial technologies become more powerful, so will our weapons technologies, unless genuine peace precludes it. We must build a future more peaceful than our past, if we are to have a future at all, with or without nuclear weapons — a fact we had better learn before worse things than nuclear weapons are invented. If you're a philosopher, this means that I regard the nature of humankind as mutable rather than fixed, but that I think most people welcome change in their personalities and cultures with all the enthusiasm that they welcome death — thus, the fear of nuclear annihilation of ourselves and all our values may be what we require in order to become peaceful enough to survive our future technological breakthroughs.

Fear of Nukes Solves Extinction

Fearing nuclear weapons is the only way to prevent extinction.

Futterman, 95. PhD and works at Lawrence Livermore Laboratory. JAH, Mediation of the Bomb, http://www.dogchurch.org/scriptorium/nuke.html.

But the inhibitory effect of reliable nuclear weapons goes deeper than Shirer's deterrence of adventurer-conquerors. It changes the way we think individually and culturally, preparing us for a future we cannot now imagine. Jungian psychiatrist Anthony J. Stevens states, [15] "History would indicate that people cannot rise above their narrow sectarian concerns without some overwhelming paroxysm. It took the War of Independence and the Civil War to forge the United States, World War I to create the League of Nations, World War II to create the United Nations Organization and the European Economic Community. Only catastrophe, it seems, forces people to take the wider view.  Or what about fear? Can the horror which we all experience when we contemplate the possibility of nuclear extinction mobilize in us sufficient libidinal energy to resist the archetypes of war? Certainly, the moment we become blasé about the possibility of holocaust we are lost. As long as horror of nuclear exchange remains uppermost we can recognize that nothing is worth it. War becomes the impossible option. Perhaps horror, the experience of horror, the consciousness of horror, is our only hope. Perhaps horror alone will enable us to overcome the otherwise invincible attraction of war." Thus I also continue engaging in nuclear weapons work to help fire that world-historical warning shot I mentioned above, namely, that as our beneficial technologies become more powerful, so will our weapons technologies, unless genuine peace precludes it. We must build a future more peaceful than our past, if we are to have a future at all, with or without nuclear weapons — a fact we had better learn before worse things than nuclear weapons are invented. If you're a philosopher, this means that I regard the nature of humankind as mutable rather than fixed, but that I think most people welcome change in their personalities and cultures with all the enthusiasm that they welcome death — thus, the fear of nuclear annihilation of ourselves and all our values may be what we require in order to become peaceful enough to survive our future technological breakthroughs.[16]
Fearing nuclear weapons is the only way to prevent nuclear omnicide.

Harvard Nuclear Study Group, 83 (“Living With Nuclear Weapons,” p. 47)

The question is grisly, but nonetheless it must be asked. Nuclear war [sic] cannot be avoided simply by refusing to think about it. Indeed the task of reducing the likelihood of nuclear war should begin with an effort to understand how it might start. When strategists in Washington or Moscow study the possible origins of nuclear war, they discuss “scenarios,” imagined sequences of future events that could trigger the use of nuclear weaponry. Scenarios are, of course, speculative exercises. They often leave out the political developments that might lead to the use of force in order to focus on military dangers. That nuclear war scenarios are even more speculative than most is something for which we can be thankful, for it reflects humanity’s fortunate lack of experience with atomic warfare since 1945. But imaginary as they are, nuclear scenarios can help identify problems not understood or dangers not yet prevented because they have not been foreseen.

Absent fear of nuclear war, use of nuclear weapons becomes inevitable.

Beres, 98. Professor of Political Science at Purdue University. Louis Rene, American University International Law Review, lexis.

Fear and reality go together naturally. Unless both Indian and Pakistani decision-makers come to acknowledge the mutually intolerable consequences of a nuclear war in South Asia, they may begin to think of nuclear weapons not as instruments of deterrence, but as "ordinary" implements of warfighting. 40 With such an erroneous view, reinforced by underlying commitments to Realpolitik 41 and nationalistic fervor, 42 they might even begin to take steps toward the atomic brink from which retreat would no longer be possible. "In a dark time," says the poet Theodore Roethke, "the eye begins to see." 43 Embedded in this ironic observation is an important mes [*515]  sage for India and Pakistan. Look closely at the expected consequences of a nuclear war. Look closely at the available "arsenal" of international legal measures, at available treaties, customs, and general principles. 44 Do not be lulled into complacence by anesthetized and sanitized accounts of nuclear warfighting. Acknowledge the mutually beneficial expectations of world order. 45
Fear of Nukes k2 Peace

Fear motivates people to pursue constructive means to sustain peace and prevent large-scale catastrophe. 

Lifton 01 (Robert Jay, Distinguished Professor of Psychiatry and Psychology at John Jay College, Illusions of the second nuclear age, World Policy Journal. New York: Spring 2001. Vol. 18, Iss. 1;  pg. 25, 6 pgs)

The trouble is that in other ways the dangers associated with nuclear weapons are greater than ever: the continuing weapons-- centered policies in the United States and elsewhere; the difficulties in controlling nuclear weapons that exist under unstable conditions (especially in Russia and other areas of the former Soviet Union);2 and the eagerness and potential capacity of certain nations and "private" groups to acquire and possibly use the weapons. In that sense, the nuclear quietism is perilous. Or, to put the matter another way, we no longer manifest an appropriate degree of fear in relation to actual nuclear danger. While fear in itself is hardly to be recommended as a guiding human emotion, its absence in the face of danger can lead to catastrophe. We human animals have built-in fear reactions in response to threat. These reactions help us to protect ourselves-to step back from the path of a speeding automobile, or in the case of our ancestors, from the path of a wild animal. Fear can be transmuted into constructive planning and policies: whether for minimizing vulnerability to attacks by wild animals, or for more complex contemporary threats. Through fear, ordinary people can be motivated to pursue constructive means for sustaining peace, or at least for limiting the scope of violence. Similarly, in exchanges between world leaders on behalf of preventing large-scale conflict, a tinge of fear-sometimes more than a tinge- can enable each to feel the potential bloodshed and suffering that would result from failure. But with nuclear weapons, our psychological circuits are impaired. We know that the weapons are around-and we hear talk about nuclear dangers somewhere "out there" -but our minds no longer connect with the dangers or with the weapons themselves. That blunting of feeling extends into other areas. One of the many sins for which advocates of large nuclear stockpiles must answer is the prevalence of psychic numbing to enormous potential suffering, the blunting of our ethical standards as human beings. In the absence of the sort of threatening nuclear rhetoric the United States and Russia indulged in during the 1980s, we can all too readily numb ourselves to everything nuclear, and thereby live as though the weapons pose no danger, or as though they don't exist. 

Alt Causes War

Fear appeals mobilize for action against nuclear war. And failure to discuss the consequences of nuclear war means the discussion gets dominated by trivial issues that lose focus on preventing war.

Caldicott ’86  (Helen, MD, Founder – Women's Action for Nuclear Disarmament, Co-Founder – Physicians for Social Responsibility, and Lecturer – New School for Social Research on the Media, Global Politics and the Environment, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, “Helen Caldicott on Tactics”, May, Ebsco)

"A Historical View of Scare Tactics" by Paul Boyer, and "Scared Stiff or Scared into Action" by Peter Sandman and Jo- Ann Valenti— attributed the lack of vigor in the U.S. antinuclear movement at least in part to numbing induced by terror. And both mentioned me as a purveyor of "fear tactics?'  These authors made no attempt to analyze the methods I use in a typical recruiting speech, or to interview my audiences or the activists I have recruited. I must therefore describe my approach, which has evolved from 15 years' experience and give my own reasons for the current decline in the movement.  I have found that all audiences will respond positively to an address that incorporates the following subjects:  •
The medical and ecological consequences of nuclear war ("bombing run"). People need to know that the human race is facing extinction from "nuclear winter?' The description of a single nuclear explosion personalizes the events experienced by two populations in Ja-pan. My experience shows that if I omit this part of my talk, the question and answer period is dominated by trivial and irrelevant arguments over technical and numerical questions about hardware and the Soviet Union.  •
Military-industrial-political complex. The first part of the talk prepares the audience for the even more alarming facts about the deception of the public by their elected government and Admin-istration officials, as well as the mani-pulative control of both groups by the Pentagon and the powerful weapons- producing corporations; the complexi-ties of the new and destabilizing first- strike weapons, and doctrines such as that for nuclear war-fighting as enun-ciated in the Defense Department's five- year guidance plan; and the influence of the right-wing movement. My experience is that the audience is more shocked by this than by the "bombing run."  •
My talks always include my own personal rhapsody about the earth's plants and animals, and my love of life and of my fellow humans. I remind people of their own deep dedication to the welfare of their children and their hopes for the future. It is this which causes the most pain for audiences—the beauty, not the horror. They often cry. I explain that facing nuclear war and human ex-tinction is like being told you have cancer and may provoke a classical grieving response consisting of shock and disbelief, followed by depression, which may last for months. People often come out of the depression with energetic anger. This is what drives many activists who have finally accepted the dual reality: that we face extinction, and that the only viable response is to work like hell for our survival. Not everyone goes through these steps, but many of the most effective and devoted workers have.  •
Finally, I always emphasize that lit-erature is available and there are orga-nizations to join, petitions to sign, and lists of activities from which they can choose. I tell audiences that the therapy for despair is action and that they have a social obligation to work for the prevention of nuclear war.  My experience, both in the practice of medicine dealing with catastrophic illness and in the prevention of nuclear war, is that people can respond magnificently to even the most horrible reality. But they cannot deal with half-truths, lies, or doubts. The deep hidden terror which this subject induces generates "psychic numbing;' and people are grateful and relieved when their fears are legitimized.  In thousands of letters, and in meet-ings with people years later, no one has ever suggested that I have induced a state of permanent numbness. Anecdotal evidence from leaders of new movements such as Beyond War, Citizens Network, and Pro-Peace indicates that my method has recruited the majority of those who respond to their initiatives. This approach has also been a catalyst for the freeze movement and for such groups as Physicians for Social Responsibility (PSR), Women's Action for Nuclear Disarmament (WAND), and the organization that won the 1985 Nobel Peace Prize, International Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War.

AT: Numbing

Advocating a plan to address harms of nuclear war overcomes impact of numbing.

Sandman and Valenti 86 (Peter and JoAnn, Professor of Human Ecology at Rutgers and Preeminent Risk Communications Expert published over 80 articles and books on various aspects of risk communication, Scared stiff — or scared into action, , Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, January 1986, pp. 12–16, http://www.psandman.com/articles/scarstif.htm)

WHEN THE MOVEMENT against nuclear weapons celebrates its heroes, a place of honor is reserved for Helen Caldicott, the Australian pediatrician who revived Physicians for Social Responsibility (PSR) in 1978 and made it the vehicle for her impassioned antinuclear crusade. In countless communities since then, Caldicott has briskly narrated the devastation that would result if a small nuclear warhead exploded right here and now. Thousands of activists trace their movement beginnings to a Helen Caldicott speech, wondering if it wouldn't help reverse the arms race just to make everyone sit through that speech — and each week hundreds of activists do their best to give the speech themselves. Nonetheless, PSR Executive Director Jane Wales, while acknowledging a huge debt to Caldicott, said in 1984 that the time for the “bombing runs” (as insiders call the speech) was past. “We knew it was past when someone interrupted the speech one evening, actually interrupted it, and said, ’We know all that, but what can we do?’” In a 1985 newsletter, similarly, Sanford Gottlieb of United Campuses to Prevent Nuclear War warned that many students were “being numbed by the emphasis on nuclear blast, fire and radiation” in courses on nuclear war and were therefore “feeling more impotent and depressed than before the class began.”(1) Perhaps the first broad awareness that shock therapy may not be the best therapy came, ironically, in 1983 in the weeks preceding the broadcast of the television film The Day After, when Educators for Social Responsibility and others worried that the program might do children more harm than good. The Day After turned out to be less frightening than expected, but other films (Threads, Testament, and Caldicott’s own The Last Epidemic) raise the same worry — and not just for children. In the following analysis of the fear of nuclear Armageddon and its implications for antinuclear advocacy, we will argue that most people are neither apathetic about nuclear war nor actively terrified of it but rather, in Robert Jay Lifton’s evocative phrase, “psychically numbed”; that it is ineffective to frighten audiences who have found a refuge from their fears in numbness; and that there exist more effective keys to unlocking such paralysis. THE CENTRAL ENIGMA of antinuclear activism is why everyone is not working to prevent nuclear war. Activists who can understand those who disagree about what should be done are bewildered and frustrated by those who do nothing. Such inaction is objectively irrational; as Caldicott asked in a 1982 cover article in Family Weekly, “Why make sure kids clean their teeth and eat healthy food if they’re not going to survive?”(2) Advocates of all causes chafe at their neighbors’ lack of interest. When the issue is something like saving whales or wheelchair access to public buildings, the problem is usually diagnosed as apathy. Psychiatrist Robert Winer argues that the same is true of the nuclear threat, which most of us experience as remote, impersonal, and vague. For Winer, “one of the genuinely tragic aspects of the nuclear situation is that immediacy may be given to us only once and then it will be too late to learn.”(3) There is obviously some truth to this view. When asked to describe their images of nuclear war, people do tend to come up with abstractions — and those with more concrete, immediate images are likely to be antinuclear activists.(4)

Fear appeals coupled with policy proposals overcome numbing and motivate action to solve the nuclear threat.

White ’86  (Ralph, Emeritus Prof. Social Psych. – George Washington U., in “Psychology and the Prevention of Nuclear War”, Ed. White, p. 558-561)

4. Psychic numbing and the need for clearness about preventive action.  Five chapters, two at the beginning and three at the end, bring out this theme.  In Chapter 1, Lifton and Falk give striking examples of how "psychic numbing" works. They broaden out the concept by stating, "What I* am calling psychic numbing includes a number of classical psychoanalytic defense mechanisms: repression, suppression, isolation, denial, undoing, reaction formation, and projection, among others. [A follower of Harry Stack Sullivan might add "selective inattention," a term about as broad as "psychic numbing" itself.] But the defense mechanisms overlap greatly around the issue of feeling and not feeling. With that issue so central to our time, we do well to devote to it a single overall category" (p. 12). Lifton describes also how his own anxiety and surprising reluctance to begin systematic study of the survivors of Hiroshima "seemed to recede as I found myself listening carefully during the interviews for psychological pat¬terns in survivors' descriptions. In other words, I had begun to carry out my professional task, with the aid of the selective professional numbing I have mentioned in connection with surgeons" (p. 14). The cure, it seems, was involvement in a clear and meaningful course of action related to the source of anxiety.  Mack and Snow bring in the same theme when they describe the reactions of children and adolescents to the nuclear threat as more direct and honest than the reactions of most adults. The adults presumably have built up psychological defenses against candid recognition of the nuclear horror. The children, meanwhile, "having their whole lives to live and beffig less emotionally defended, penetrate with their words the barriers to feeling we have erected in relation to the nuclear threat" (p. 17). But action helps. "Some teenagers advocate specific actions, such as thinking actively about the nuclear threat, giving speeches, marching, and demonstrating. Those that recommend such ac¬tions seem to be more hopeful" (p. 25).  Section XII, "Changing War-Related Attitudes," addresses somewhat indirectly a very practical question: Should the antinuclear movement continue to emphasize fear appeals such as those in Jonathan Schell's The Fate of the Earth and in films such as The Day After (1984)? Or, for those whose reaction to them is some form of psychic numbing, have they become counterproductive?  The classic, path breaking experiment of Janis and Feshbach (1953) first raised doubts about the effectiveness of strong fear appeals. In keeping with much clinical evidence of resistance to painful thoughts, it had the surprising result that strong fear appeals seemed to change behavior less than weaker fear appeals did. In this volume Feshbach briefly reviews some later studies.  The majority of them, such as that of Ronald Rogers and C. Ronald Mewborn (Chapter 31) have not shown that strong fear appeals are counterproductive; and some of them, in some experimental conditions, have indicated that strong fear appeals are a good deal more effective than are weak ones.  My inference from these findings, and more directly from the experiment of Cohen (1957), is that the antinuclear movement would be wise to continue occasional strong fear appeals, as a reminder and a revitalizer of motivation, with one essential proviso: that each strong fear appeal should be followed by discussion of preventive actions and of reasons why some pre¬ventive actions are likely to be effective.  As we have seen, the chapter by Yankelovich and Doble provides strong factual backing for hope that intelligent remedial actions, which take into account the new characteristics of American public opinion, are likely to be effective, most notably on the no-first-use issue. Chapter 31, by Rogers and Mewborn, gives strong support to our proposed proviso. It and other evidence shows that the clearness of paths of escape from danger is unquestionably more important in determining the effective¬ness of a fear appeal than is the strength or weakness of that appeal.  Chapter 33, "New Ways of Teaching for the Nuclear Age," by Alexander and Wagner, brings out a similar theme. It stresses the need for hope, and for confidence in one's own ability to take constructive action, as major goals of peace education in the schools. "Educators are learning that nuclear education must do more than provide information about nuclear weapons; it must also enable young people to develop a realistic sense of hope and responsibility for the future" (p. 538). "A more collaborative approach to understanding the central problems of our time sparks students' belief in the possibility of creating change.. .. Students are encouraged to develop action-oriented projects of their choice—for instance, to survey their classmates about problems of racism or to write a letter to the editor for or against the MX" (p. 539).  Similarly, though more briefly, Kimmel, in his introduction to Section XIII, "Peace Education," ends with this sentence: "The challenge is to translate our knowledge into educational programs and activities that students can understand and use" (p. 537; italics added). And, in Chapter 34, Boulding stresses the need for children to develop resourcefulness and confidence in knowing or discovering what to do. "As I looked at different studies of violence and aggression in children's behavior, it became very clear that the more experience children have in different ways of doing things, the more they've been encouraged to think, the more answers they're able to pull out of their own minds in a crisis. But the child who has very few ideas about what to do next sulks,, strikes out, hits. The same is true of an adult. The more resources you develop, the more answers you find. It's the richness and compassion of the life experience in dealing with others that keeps you from hitting out" (p. 542).

**FEM IR**

Epistemology = Violence

Their epistemology links cause major violence 

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 196-198)
Like many others, Hoffman seems to accept without reservation the idea that textuality, ambiguity, uncertainty, decentering, relativism, irregularity, and coundess other instruments that detract from the Enlightenment enterprise are reasons for celebration, that they somehow represent intellectual breakthroughs and a form of theoretical progress, and that theory in International Relations needs to be restructured along lines proscribed by the humanities. Hoffman represents one of a growing number of scholars who is fervent in his desire to import and apply deconstructive postmodern theory to the sphere of international politics, both to unearth "hidden meanings" encrusted in the disciplines texts and to arrive at new meanings inferred from the discovery of "hidden practices." There is an almost blind faith that these new creeds hold answers which, under neopositivism, rationality, modernity, and the Enlightenment project have remained hidden from us. Like a great archeological excavation, treasures in the form of new wisdom, new prophecies, and a new politics await discovery for those willing to make the jump and convert to the postmodern cause. The 1990s have thus become a decade of rereadings and textual reinterpretations where the encrusted texts of realists have been reread and their "true" meaning exposed. Ashley reread Waltz and discovered his positivism, economism, and structuralism; Jim George reread realism and discovered its "silences" and "omissions"; Ann Tickner reread Hans Morgenthau and discovered his gender blindness; and Christine Sylvester reread the reinterpretations of rereadings undertaken by male dissidents and discovered their own misogyny and sexism. For students of international politics who aspire to know, the answer(s) thus reside in textuality, in a life of rereading rereadings in order that hidden practices, silences, omissions, and new meaning can be discovered. The world, as such, can be safely ignored; writings about the world are what must occupy research, for in these writings are the constitutive essences that make up the "real" world. Nothing is given, there is "no there there," nothing is real until named. Women do not exist, Sylvester reminds us, much as for Ashley nation-states do not really exist until inscribed in writings and with names that give them ontological meaning. Meaning is thus in the text, the language, the word, not the thing or the object or the fact. Let us for a moment, however, reflect on this "research program," on the importations of textual analysis and deconstructive theory, and what they might do to theoretical endeavor and the discipline of International Relations. Let us, for example, pose a few rudimentary questions that, despite their simplicity, go to the very essence of subversive postmodernism's relevance and utility to the study of international politics. What, for example, is "ambiguous" about war or "ironic" about peace? How does the admission of uncertainty change the face of theory, or how does textuality alter our experiences of the realities of international politics, of death squads, civil war, or autocratic rule? Why, suddenly, are irony, uncertainty, ambiguity, and textuality the prized attributes of theoretical endeavor? Are these to be our new epistemological motifs by which we judge the quality and usefulness of theory and research programs in International Relations? Are the problems of international politics and the answers to them hidden amid literary devices like paradox or the textual chicanery of double entendre? Will the practices of regional aggression displayed by Saddam Hussein, for example, be thwarted through textual rereadings of security texts, or the acrimonious diplomatic exchanges between the United States and Iraq? Can we change the course of political outcomes, avert the use of force, or persuade others to disavow aggression though textual reinterpretation? If we believe Ashley, Hoffman, Walker, Sylvester, or James Der Derian, for example, then the answer is yes, in which case international theory must transpose itself into a form of literary criticism and employ the tools of textual deconstruction, parody, and the style of discontinuous narratives as a means of pondering the depths of interpretation. In doing so, however, we would approach the writings of Richard Ashley, who, utilizing such methods, can apprise students of international politics only of the fact that "there are neither right interpretations nor wrong," there are just "interpretations imposed upon interpretations."36 In what sense, however, can this approach be at all adequate for the subject of International Relations. What, for example, do the literary devices of irony and textuality say to Somalian refugees who flee from famine and warlords or to Ethiopian rebels who fight in the desert plains against a government in Addis Abbaba? How does the notion of textual deconstruction speak to Serbs, Croats, and Muslims who fight one another among the ruins of the former Yugoslavia? How do totalitarian narratives or logocentric binary logic feature in the deliberations of policy bureaucrats or in the negotiations over international trade or the formulations of international law? Should those concerned with human rights or those who take it upon themselves to study relationships between nation-states begin by contemplating epistemological fiats and ontological disputes? How does the reification of interpretivism and relativism assist such people in their understandings, problems, judgments, negotiations, and disputes? Is Ashley, for example, suggesting that we simply announce to those in the fray of international politics that there are neither right interpretations nor wrong, there are just interpretations imposed upon interpretations. Is this to be the epiphany of subversive postmodern international theory, its penultimate contribution to those who suffer on the margins for whom they professes great concern?  I am, of course, being flippant. Yet we do have a right to ask such questions of subversive postmodernists if only because they portend to a moral highground, to insights otherwise denied realists, modernists, positivists, and mainstream international relations scholars. We have every right to ask, for example, how subversive postmodern theory speaks to the practical problems endemic to international relations, to the actors and players who constitute the practices of world politics, or how literary devices and deconstructive readings help us better picture world society. My point, of course, is much the same as Robin Brown's, that textual analysis and deconstruction does not, and cannot, speak to such problems other than to detect the limits of a particular "text by identifying origins, assumptions and silences." What it cannot do, however, "is deal with the practical problem of international relations."37 Similarly, Hoffman too gives no answers to these questions save this justification for the turn to interpretivism. "This move," he writes, "connects international relations, both as a practice and a discipline, with similar developments within social and political theory and within the humanities."38 But what justification or rationale is this? So we are now doing what literary theorists do: ruminating over international theory as if such were the verses of lyricists written for the pleasures of reading and consumed only for their wit and romance. But there is a difference between the concerns and interests of, say, English departments and those of departments of Political Science or International Relations. Where literary criticism delights in the ethereal play of words and has as its epistemic basis the belief that "one reads for pleasure," politics dabbles in the material, distributive, punitive play of power whose consequences effect much more than a sensibility committed to reading fiction.39 Why should we assume that tools developed in English departments are useful to theorists of international relations? Why should we take heed of the writings of Jacques Derrida who never once addressed issues of international relations, but from whom postmodernists now claim a wisdom which they insist is reason enough to dispense with past theory and begin anew our theoretical and disciplinary enterprise? 

Feminist Epistemology Fails

Feminist epistemology contradicts itself – creates a bias paradox

Rolin 06 (Kristina is an Academy of Finland Research Fellow at Helsinki School of Economics. Her main areas of research are philosophy of science and epistemology, with emphasis on social epistemology and feminist epistemology. She has published articles in Philosophy of Science, Social Epistemology, Perspectives on Science, and Hypatia. “The Bias Paradox in Feminist Standpoint Epistemology” Episteme: A Journal of Social Epistemology 3.1 (2006)  http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/episteme/v003/3.1rolin.html) AK

Sandra Harding's feminist standpoint epistemology is an ambitious and controversial attempt to argue that diversity among inquirers is an epistemic advantage to a community of inquirers. According to Harding, epistemic advantage accrues not to just any kind of diversity but to diversity with respect to the social positions of inquirers and participants in their studies. Harding's feminist standpoint epistemology advances the claim that those who are unprivileged with respect to their social positions are likely to be privileged with respect to gaining knowledge of social reality. According to Harding, unprivileged social positions are likely to generate perspectives that are "less partial and less distorted" than perspectives generated by other social positions (Harding 1991, 121; see also pages 138 and 141). I call this claim the thesis of epistemic privilege. The thesis of epistemic privilege is connected to a particular conception of objectivity, "strong objectivity," which is the view that objective research starts from the lives of unprivileged groups (Harding 1991, 150; see also page 142). Diversity with respect to social positions is beneficial for knowledge-seeking communities because there are many ways of being unprivileged. As Harding explains, "the subject of feminist knowledge – the agent of these less partial and distorted descriptions and explanations – must be multiple and even contradictory" (1991, 284). The thesis of epistemic privilege has been criticized on two grounds. One objection is that Harding's feminist standpoint epistemology does not provide any standards of epistemic justification that enable one to judge some socially grounded perspectives as better than others. Another objection is that there is no evidence in support of the thesis of epistemic privilege. These two objections are connected. As long as it is not [End Page 125] clear what standards of epistemic justification allow one to judge some socially grounded perspectives as better than others, it is not clear either what kind of evidence we should expect in support of the thesis of epistemic privilege. Let me explain each objection. The first objection is raised by Louise Antony (1993) and Helen Longino (1999). They argue that the thesis of epistemic privilege is undermined by another thesis in Harding's feminist standpoint epistemology, the thesis that all scientific knowledge is socially situated (Harding 1991, 11; see also pages 119 and 142). I call this the situated knowledge thesis (see also Wylie 2003, 31). The thesis of epistemic privilege relies on the assumption that there is a standard of impartiality that enables one to judge some socially grounded perspectives as "less partial and distorted" than others. The situated knowledge thesis seems to undermine this assumption by suggesting that all knowledge claims are partial in virtue of being grounded on a particular perspective on social reality. As Helen Longino explains, in order to argue that some socially grounded perspectives are better than others, a standpoint epistemologist would have to be able to identify privileged perspectives from a non-interested position, but according to standpoint epistemology, there is no such position (1999, 338; see also Hekman 2000, 24). Louise Antony calls the tension between the thesis of epistemic privilege and the situated knowledge thesis a "bias paradox" (1993, 188-189). In claiming that all knowledge is partial, feminist standpoint epistemology challenges the very notion of impartiality. But by undermining the notion of impartiality, feminist standpoint epistemology is in danger of losing its critical edge (Antony 1993, 189). 

Feminist epistemology creates more problems than it solves- it makes us want to view things from nowhere

Rolin 06 (Kristina is an Academy of Finland Research Fellow at Helsinki School of Economics. Her main areas of research are philosophy of science and epistemology, with emphasis on social epistemology and feminist epistemology. She has published articles in Philosophy of Science, Social Epistemology, Perspectives on Science, and Hypatia. “The Bias Paradox in Feminist Standpoint Epistemology” Episteme: A Journal of Social Epistemology 3.1 (2006)  http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/episteme/v003/3.1rolin.html) AK

For a long time feminist standpoint epistemology has relied on the power of visual and spatial images such as "perspectives" and "standpoints." The very term "standpoint" evokes an image of a position where one stands and views the object of inquiry from a particular "perspective" (Pohlhaus 2002, 288). Even though this image has been fruitful in feminist epistemology, it is time to acknowledge that it creates more problems than it solves. One problem is that it imports a foundationalist theory of epistemic justification into feminist epistemology. The visual and spatial image of a "standpoint" easily leads us into thinking that we need a "view from nowhere" in order to be able to compare different perspectives. I have argued that a contextualist theory of epistemic justification offers an alternative to a "view from nowhere." A context of default entitlements provides a "situated" standard of impartiality that enables us to assess the relative merits of two or more socially grounded perspectives. Another problem generated by visual and spatial images is that it is not clear what we assess when we assess socially grounded perspectives. I have argued that it is possible to identify and evaluate an assumption that manifests [End Page 134] a socially grounded perspective. This requires that we specify a context of epistemic justification.

Individual promotion of feminist standpoint epistemology fails—only a community reevaluation can solve

Rolin 07—Professor at the Academy of Finland Research Fellow at Helsinki School of Economics (Kristina, Episteme, “The Bias Paradox in Feminist Standpoint Epistemology”, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/episteme/v003/3.1rolin.html, JB)
For a long time feminist standpoint epistemology has relied on the power of visual and spatial images such as "perspectives" and "standpoints." The very term "standpoint" evokes an image of a position where one stands and views the object of inquiry from a particular "perspective" (Pohlhaus 2002, 288). Even though this image has been fruitful in feminist epistemology, it is time to acknowledge that it creates more problems than it solves. One problem is that it imports a foundationalist theory of epistemic justification into feminist epistemology. The visual and spatial image of a "standpoint" easily leads us into thinking that we need a "view from nowhere" in order to be able to compare different perspectives. I have argued that a contextualist theory of epistemic justification offers an alternative to a "view from nowhere." A context of default entitlements provides a "situated" standard of impartiality that enables us to assess the relative merits of two or more socially grounded perspectives. Another problem generated by visual and spatial images is that it is not clear what we assess when we assess socially grounded perspectives. I have argued that it is possible to identify and evaluate an assumption that manifests [End Page 134] a socially grounded perspective. This requires that we specify a context of epistemic justification. I have not yet said anything about standpoints and how they differ from perspectives. So, let me explain what a standpoint is in a contextualist theory of epistemic justification. In contextualism, epistemic justification takes place in a context of default entitlements. In any context, some assumptions are likely to function as default entitlements simply in virtue of the fact that no one has yet challenged them in an appropriate way. This may be due to the fact that scientific communities are dispersed in institutions and societies that have limited the access of many social groups into scientific education and profession in many ways. Contextualism suggests that opening a community to wider participation as well as to outside criticism increases the likelihood that some default assumptions are challenged in appropriate ways. The more diversity there is in a scientific community, the more likely it is that its default assumptions are challenged, and consequently either defended, modified, or abandoned. So, I suggest that a standpoint is a commitment to diversity in a scientific community. To summarize, a socially grounded perspective is not simply a view from a social position. It is a matter of doing research with certain moral and social values. Also a standpoint involves moral and social values, but moral and social values have a different function in a standpoint from the one they have in a socially grounded perspective. A standpoint is a matter of building scientific communities which are committed to diversity and responsive to criticism coming from other communities. So, whereas a socially grounded perspective is something that an individual can realize in her inquiry, a standpoint is a community achievement.2 

Patriarchy Inevitable

Patriarchy is inevitable, based on male and female hormonal differences

Goldberg, 1999 (Steven, Chairman of the Department of Sociology, City College, City University of New York, “The Inevitability of Patriarchy” http://lilt.ilstu.edu/gmklass/foi/readings/patriarchygoldberg.htm, EB)

The thesis put forth here is that the hormonal renders the social inevitable.  Because of hormonal differences between males and females, it is inevitable that males will be socialized to aspire to the roles that have highest status in a society.  Our biology makes the social arrangement known as patriarchy --the rule of males --inevitable. It is true (as the feminists never tire of pointing out) that what are considered masculine roles in one society may be considered feminine roles in another society.  Of far greater importance, however, is the fact that in every known society the masculine roles are rewarded with higher status than the feminine roles.  The role of healer might be a masculine role in a society such as ours, and a feminine role in some other culture; but in any society that accords this role high status, the expectation will be that it will be filled principally be men. The reason for this is simply that men are by nature more aggressive than women, and social arrangements have been designed to accommodate this fact.

Perm

Rejecting the aff reinforces static IR boundaries and prevents academic possibilities for feminist advancement. Vote aff to embrace an ethic of ‘both’ and strategically combine the aff’s policy goals with the feminist understanding of security. 

Shepherd 2007 [Laura J., Department of Political Science and International Studies, University of Birmingham, “Victims, Perpetrators and Actors’ Revisited:1 Exploring the Potential for a Feminist Reconceptualisation of (International) Security and (Gender) Violence,” BJPIR: 2007 VOL 9, 239–256]

This adherence is evidenced in the desire to fix the meaning of concepts in ways that are not challenging to the current configuration of social/political order and subjectivity, and is product/productive of ‘the exclusionary presuppositions and foundations that shore up discursive practices insofar as those foreclose the heterogeneity, gender, class or race of the subject’ (Hanssen 2000, 215). However, the terms used to describe political action and plan future policy could be otherwise imagined. They could ‘remain that which is, in the present, never fully owned, but always and only redeployed, twisted, queered from prior usage and in the direction of urgent and expanding political purposes’ (Butler 1993, 228). The concepts both produced by and productive of policy could reflect an aversion to essentialism, while recognising that strategic gains can be made through the temporary binding of identities to bodies and constraining of authority within the confines of the territorial state. This is, in short, an appeal to a politics of both/and rather than either/or. Both the state (produced through representations of security and vio- lence) and the subject (produced through representations of gender and violence) rely on a logic of sovereignty and ontological cohesion that must be problematised if alternative visions of authority and subjectivity are to become imaginable. International Relations as a discipline could seek to embrace the investigation of the multiple modalities of power, from the economic to the bureaucratic, from neo- liberal capitalism to the juridical. Rather than defending the sovereign boundaries of the discipline from the unruly outside constituted by critical studies of develop- ment, political structures, economy and law, not to mention the analysis of social/ political phenomena like those undertaken by always-already interdisciplinary feminist scholarship, IR could refuse to fix its own boundaries, and refuse to exercise sovereign power, in terms of authority, over the meanings of its objects of analysis. Future research on global politics could look very different if it were not for the inscription of ultimately arbitrary disciplinary borderlines that function to constrain rather than facilitate understanding. It may seem that there is a tension between espousing a feminist poststructural politics and undertaking research that seeks to detail, through deconstruction, the ways in which particular discourses have failed to manifest the reforms needed to address security and violence in the context of gendered subjectivity and the constitution of political community. In keeping with the ontological position I hold, I argue that there is nothing inherent in the concepts of (international) security and (gender) violence that necessitated their being made meaningful in the way they have been. Those working on policy and advocacy in the area of security and violence can use the reconceptualisation I offer ‘to enable people to imagine how their being-in-the-world is not only changeable, but perhaps, ought to be changed’ (Milliken 1999, 244).

The perm solves best: IR criticism is only effective when it is combined with practical policy making. 

Keohane, 98 (“Beyond Dichotomy: Conversations Between International Relations and Feminist Theory” Robert O. Keohane, Duke University. International Studies Quarterly 42, 193-198. http://www.blackwell-synergy.com/action/showPdf?submitPDF=Full+Text+PDF+%2889+KB%29&doi=10.1111%2F0020-8833.00076

The problem with Tickner’s dichotomies, however, goes much deeper. The dichotomies should be replaced by continua, with the dichotomous characterizations at the poles. Each analyst of world politics has to locate herself or himself somewhere along the dimensions between critical and problem-solving theory, nomothetic and narrative epistemology, and a social or structural conception of international relations. In my view, none of the ends of these continua are the optimal places to rest one’s perspective. Criticism of the world, by itself, becomes a jeremiad, often resting implicitly on a utopian view of human potential. Without analysis, furthermore, it constitutes merely the opinion of one or a number of people. On the other hand, implicit or complacent acceptance of the world as it is would rob the study of international relations of much of its meaning. How could one identify “problems” without criticism at some level? The issue is not problem-solving vs. critical theory- a convenient device for discarding work that one does not wish to accept- but how deeply the criticism should go. For example, most students of war study it because they hope to expose its evils or to control it in some way: few do so to glorify war as such. But the depth of their critique varies. Does the author reject certain acts of warfare, all warfare, all coercion, or the system of states itself? The deeper the criticism, the more wide-ranging the questions. Narrowly problem-solving work, as in much policy analysis, often ignores the most important causal factors in a situation because they are not manipulable in the short run. However, the more critical and wide-ranging an author’s perspective, the more difficult it is to do comparative empirical analysis. An opponent of some types of war can compare the causes of different wars, as a way to help to eliminate those that are regarded as pernicious; but the opponent of the system of states has to imagine the counterfactual situation of a system without states.  

2AC: Perm Module

Replacing one world with another is just as bad—perm solves best
Hoffman, 1. John (Leicester Emeritus Professor of Politics and International Relations), Gender and Sovereignty p. 21. 

To reconstruct is to build something “new” out of something “old.” It involves change, transformation, progress: a movement beyond the past and towards the future. Some postmodernists are wary of all attempts to reconstruct concepts, and Fraser has complained that Butler treats “reconstructive critique” as “normalizing and oppressive.” But it has to be said that it is possible and necessary to reconstruct concepts in a way which does not simply substitute one “grand narrative” for another. In other words, we do not have to assume that our reconstruction must enjoy the timeless validity and foundational purity that older concepts have falsely and foolishly appropriated for themselves. We reject the idea that the task of reconstruction should involve the projection of a brave new world which once established, will remain unaltered for ever and a day. On the contrary, if the process of reconstruction is to be logically sustained, it needs to build into its conceptual structures, the dimension of critique and negativity. It is not a question of choosing between “reconstruction” and deconstruction.” It is a question of involving both in the process of reworking older concepts so that they can contribute towards the building of a post-patriarchal world. The reconstruction of political theory undertaken by feminists is extremely welcome, but its problem is this: it has not gone far enough. Feminists have sought to reconstruct concepts like power, freedom, authority, privacy, democracy, and citizenship, and they have also done valuable work on concepts which are not part of the classical liberal canon-like care. But the question arises: why is “sovereignty” not one of the concepts which has been reconstructed? 

Perm solves best—current political system is key to disrupt gendered power structures. 

Peterson, 92. Editor V Spike (Professor in the Department of Political Science at the University of Arizona), Gendered States p 66.
In other words, the state as a dealer in power, a wielder of weapons, an inherently violent institution is the object of suspicion and resistance by both antiliberal feminists and liberal internationalists. And, especially now, when the international system is undergoing immense change, pressures for denationalizing change—certainly discourse arguing for it- will be persistent. In the face of such pressures, I believe that feminist critics of the present state system should beware. The very fact that the state creates, condenses, and focuses political power may make it the best friend, not the enemy, of feminists—because the availability of real political power is essential to real democratic control. Not sufficient, I know, but essential. My basic premise is that political power can significantly disrupt patriarchal and class (which is to say, economic) power. It holds the potential, at least, for disrupting the patriarchal/economic oppression of those in the lower reaches of class, sex and race hierarchies. It is indisputable that, in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, it has been the political power of states that has confronted the massive economic power privately constructed out of the industrial processes and has imposed obligations on employers for the welfare of workers as well as providing additional social support for the population at large. And the political tempering of economic power has been the most responsive to broad public needs in liberal democracies, where government must respond roughly to the interests of voters. Of course, this is not the whole story. The nation-states of this period have also perpetrated horrors of torture and war, have aided the development of elite-controlled industrial wealth, and have not sufficiently responded to the human needs of their less powerful constituents. But I believe it is better to try to restrain the horrors and abuses than to give up on the limits that state organized political power can bring to bear on the forms of class-based, race-based, sex-based power that consistute the greatest sources of oppression we are likely to face. 

We can’t ignore the security brought by gendered states, but should instead infuse them with feminist IR theory. 
Peterson, 92. Editor V Spike (Professor in the Department of Political Science at the University of Arizona), Gendered States p 58. 
Finally, as we reach toward world security, we can ignore neither the limited security afforded by gendered (welfare) states nor the objective of moving beyond states of gender (territorial states and states of mind). These are not oppositional but, like reform and revolution, interactive components of long-term, systemwide transformations. There are no easy “answers” in the face of “multiple binds.” While we seek revolutionary transformations required for world security, we must also care for and about those who are structurally vulnerable—and realize that means all of us. 

XT: Perm Module

Perm solves best—excluding current IR theory means blindly throwing out their merits. 

Sylverster, 94. Christine (Lancaster University Professor of International Relations and Development), Feminist Theory and International Relations in the Postmodern Era, p 215. 

Analogously, I have argued against the postmodernist notion that “women” should renounce gender in order to be free to renounce all other modern instances of sovereign voice. If we throw out even false homes before searching through their spaces for hidden treasures, there is a possibility that we throw out those excluded ways of knowing before we have considered their merits and demerits for IR. As well, if we throw out all of standard IR thought, feminists miss the nuggets of wisdom that can keep us on our toes and away from the traps of wishful thinking. For example, mainstream depictions of prisoners with dilemmas teach us that some conditions may be more conducive to processes of empathetic cooperation than others. Hegemonic stability theory teaches us about potential problems in free-wheeling conversations that embrace disorder as a modus operandi. By the same token, “women” do not want to use assigned homes as a base to homestead IR without some slippage or mobility of identity components on our end or we will risk deceiving ourselves with insights that have been distorted by living only as visitors to IR. Thus a paradox: one does not want to vaporize the experiences of people who cannot afford to distance themselves from their assigned homes or who as in the case of some Zimbabwean people called women, actually draw inspiration for transformed identity and practice from gender identity and solidarity; but at the same time, one cannot revel in gender homes because they may not really exist as meaningful foundations for the future. To negotiate this paradox, we need to give concepts like “gender,” “flesh while maintaining analytic distance between them as heuristic devices, and the lived, material reality in and through which they echo and are refracted. 

Infusing feminist international relations with realist theory is key—each issue must be addressed specifically. 

Peterson, 92. Editor V Spike (Professor in the Department of Political Science at the University of Arizona), Gendered States p 172. 

Indeed we do not want to catch ourselves in the trap that has gripped realism for so long, ethnocentricity as truth. In proceeding with feminist international relations it behooves us to investigate a wide range of locally understood autonomies and obligations and to use them to recast “our” world, “refus[ing] to see all right and good on one side only.” Our project calls for skepticism toward bandwagoning standpoints that would unite that realist (or misguided postmodernist) with the certainty of an emperor. It calls for foregrounding contextualized autonomies and obligations by focusing on sited struggles not easily reduced to stereotypes about what is relational and what is reactive. We need not shatter the realist window in the course of this exercise because it does offer us a partial view. From studies of constructs like “reciprocity” we learn about conditions that may inspire some groups to exit our proposed relationship, reject our caring rescriptings, and manipulate agreements. We do need to explain to those who want us to replace realism with something else, however, that we are not talking about talking about feminist international relations; we are adding our (I would argue partial) views to the picture. Our revelations, though “strange,” are realist disordering and space-opening—for women, theory, and alternative practice. 

Infusing feminist international relations with realist theory is key—each issue must be addressed specifically.

Peterson, 92. Editor V Spike (Professor in the Department of Political Science at the University of Arizona), Gendered States p 172. 

Indeed we do not want to catch ourselves in the trap that has gripped realism for so long, ethnocentricity as truth. In proceeding with feminist international relations it behooves us to investigate a wide range of locally understood autonomies and obligations and to use them to recast “our” world, “refus[ing] to see all right and good on one side only.” Our project calls for skepticism toward bandwagoning standpoints that would unite that realist (or misguided postmodernist) with the certainty of an emperor. It calls for foregrounding contextualized autonomies and obligations by focusing on sited struggles not easily reduced to stereotypes about what is relational and what is reactive. We need not shatter the realist window in the course of this exercise because it does offer us a partial view. From studies of constructs like “reciprocity” we learn about conditions that may inspire some groups to exit our proposed relationship, reject our caring rescriptings, and manipulate agreements. We do need to explain to those who want us to replace realism with something else, however, that we are not talking about talking about feminist international relations; we are adding our (I would argue partial) views to the picture. Our revelations, though “strange,” are realist disordering and space-opening—for women, theory, and alternative practice. 

Must start from within dominant discourses—abstract criticisms of international relations fail to bring about real world change

Saloom, 6. JD Univ of Georgia School of Law and M.A. in Middle Eastern Studies from U of Chicago, Fall 2006

[Rachel, A Feminist Inquiry into International Law and International Relations, 12 Roger Williams U. L. Rev. 159, l/n, Stevens]

Tickner's last point that deserves further reflection is the notion that international law and international relations will not become free from gender bias as long as we live in a gendered world. This is not to say that small steps are ineffective, but rather that international law and international relations are merely a small part of the larger systemic problem of unequal gender relations. While it is desirable that more women occupy foreign and military policy making positions, this "desire" does not necessarily transform the way international law and international relations work. To allege that this is the case assumes that women have an essential character that can transform the system. This of course is contrary to the very arguments that most gender theorists forward, because it would mean that women have some unique "feminine" perspective. What is needed then is a release from the sole preoccupation on women and men. The state's masculinist nature that gender theorists critique affects everyone in society. Moving beyond the "add and stir" approach is quite difficult, but there must be a starting point from which gender theorists can work. 105 If everything is problematized, paralysis will inevitably occur. Working within the current framework is truly the only option to bring about change. Lofty abstract criticisms will do nothing to change the practices of international law and international relations. Pragmatic feminist criticisms of international law and international relations, however, should be further developed. Even advocates of realist thought will admit that realism is neither the most accurate nor the only way to view the world. 106 The changing dynamics of world politics make formulating new ways of understanding international relations quite pertinent. Keeping some semblance of realism in tact, while at the same time opening up space for theorizing about other possibilities, is necessary. Critics are quick to note that realism cannot be easily abandoned without some sort of alternative framework. Casting aside realism now, even given the concerns of gender scholars, is not the most promising option. Wayman and Diehl note that  [*180]  "the abandonment of realism leaves a void, which in the short to medium term is at least as much of a dead end as would be the result of following realism." 107 New possibilities can be envisioned while still adhering to some of the realist ideologies. Wayman and Diehl describe realism as a detour and not a definitive road map. 108 Thus, theorists must admit that realism is not the only way or the correct way to view international law and international relations, but it cannot be totally abandoned. Even given all of the criticisms of feminist theories, there must be space, however, for feminist theorization. A pragmatic approach should not dismiss the benefits of theorizing. Discussions and debates on feminism and international law and relations are extremely important. Yet even where feminist discourses lack the social power to realize their versions of knowledge in institutional practices, they can offer the discursive space from which the individual can resist dominant subject positions... . Resistance to the dominant at the level of the individual subject
2AC: Realist Lens Perm

1. Rejecting gendered politics while still engaging in realism can still solve

Lind 5 (Michael, Executive Editor of the National Interest, “Of Arms and the Woman,” Jan 20,http://feminism.eserver.org/of-arms-and-the-woman.txt) AK

The first thing that must be said about the feminist critique of realism is that it is by no means incompatible with realism, properly understood. In fact, realist theory can hardly be recognized in the feminist caricature of it. Take the idea of the innate human propensity for conflict. Although some realist thinkers such as Hans Morgenthau have confused the matter (often under the influence of Reinhold Niebuhr) with misleading talk of "original sin," the controlling idea of realism is that there is an ineradicable potential for conflict between human beings--"men" in the inclusive, gender-neutral sense-- when they are organized in groups. Realism is not about conflict between individual men, that is, males; if it were, it would be a theory of barroom brawls or adolescent male crime. It is about conflict between rival communities, and those communities include women and men alike.

Feminist critics of realism, then, begin by attacking a straw man, or a straw male. Even worse, they tend to indulge in the stereotypes that they otherwise abhor: aggression is "male," conciliation is "female." To their credit, most feminist theorists are aware of this danger, ever mindful of their dogma that all sexual identity is socially constructed, ever fearful that they will hear the cry of "Essentialist!" raised against them. Thus Enloe, in an earlier book called Bananas, Beaches and Bases: Making Feminist Sense of International Politics, struggles with how to answer what she calls "the `What about Margaret Thatcher?' taunt." Her answer is that women like Margaret Thatcher and Jeane Kirkpatrick reinforce the patriarchy by making international conflict look "less man-made, more people-made and thus more legitimate and harder to reverse." Enloe applies this analysis consistently--right-wing women like Phyllis Schlafly are pawns of the patriarchal-militarist power structure, while left-wing women like the Greenham Common Women are disinterested proponents of the good of humanity. Still, Enloe is troubled enough to return to the question: "some women's class aspirations and their racist fears lured them into the role of controlling other women for the sake of imperial rule." Admit that, however, and you are close to conceding the point about collective human behavior made by realists. Then there is "the state." Here, too, there is nothing in realism that cannot accommodate many feminine observations about the particular patriarchal features of particular historic states. The realist definition of "the state" as a sovereign entity with an existence and a strategy distinct from that of individuals is very broad, including medieval duchies and ancient empires-- and, perhaps, female biker gangs. Realist theory holds no preference for the modern nation-state, though a word might be spoken in its defense. Again and again in feminist writings one encounters the claim that the modern nation- state is inherently "gendered," as though its predecessors--feudal dynastic regimes, theocratic empires, city-states, tribal amphictyonies--were not even more rigidly patriarchal.
2. Pure feminist critique fails because it assumes gender equality is the ONLY variable in international relations, when in fact we need to work with realism but with gender in mind 

Caprioli, 04  (“Feminist IR Theory and Quantitative Methodology: A Critical Analysis” Mary Caprioli, Dept. of Political Science, University of Tennessee. International Studies Review. Volume 42 Issue 1 Page 193-197, March 2004. http://www.blackwell-synergy.com/links/doi/10.1111/0020-8833.00076.) AK

The derision with which many conventional feminists view feminist quantitative studies persists to the detriment of both feminist and other types of IR scholarship. As Jan Jindy Pettman (2002) has argued, however, no single feminist position exists in international relations. One of the most common feminist critiques of feminist quantitative research is that scholars cannot simply "add gender and stir" (Peterson 2002;Steans2003), for gender is not just one of many variables. Yet, gender is one of many variables when we are discussing international issues, from human rights to war. As Fred Halliday (1988) has observed, gender is not the core of international relations or the key to understanding it. Such a position would grossly overstate the feminist case. Gender may be an important explanatory and predictive component but it certainly is not the only one.260 Such a critique only serves to undermine the feminist argument against a scientific methodology for the social sciences by questioning the scholarship of those who employ quantitative methodologies. One does not pull variables "out of the air" to put into a model, thereby "adding and stirring." Variables are added to models if a theoretical justification for doing so exists. Peterson (2002:158) postulates that "as long as IR understands gender only as an empirical category (for example, how do women in the military affect the conduct of war?), feminisms appear largely irrelevant to the discipline's primary questions and inquiry." Yet, little evidence actually supports this contention—unless one is arguing that gender is the only important category of analysis.  If researchers cannot add gender to an analysis, then they must necessarily use a purely female-centered analysis, even though the utility of using a purely female- centered analysis seems equally biased. Such research would merely be gender-centric based on women rather than men, and it would thereby provide an equally biased account of international relations as those that are male-centric. Although one might speculate that having research done from the two opposing worldviews might more fully explain international relations, surely an integrated approach would offer a more comprehensive analysis of world affairs. Beyond a female-centric analysis, some scholars (for example, Carver 2002) argue that feminist research must offer a critique of gender as a set of power relations. Gender categories, however, do exist and have very real implications for individuals, social relations, and international affairs. Critiquing the social construction of gender is important, but it fails to provide new theories of international relations or to address the implications of gender for what happens in the world. Sylvester (2002a) has wondered aloud whether feminist research should be focused primarily on critique, warning that feminists should avoid an exclusive focus on highlighting anomalies, for such a focus does not add to feminist IR theories.

XT: Realist Lens Perm

Must start from within dominant discourses—abstract criticisms of international relations fail to bring about real world change without realism. 

Saloom, 6.  JD Univ of Georgia School of Law and M.A. in Middle Eastern Studies from U of Chicago, Fall 2006

[Rachel, A Feminist Inquiry into International Law and International Relations, 12 Roger Williams U. L. Rev. 159, l/n, Stevens]

Tickner's last point that deserves further reflection is the notion that international law and international relations will not become free from gender bias as long as we live in a gendered world. This is not to say that small steps are ineffective, but rather that international law and international relations are merely a small part of the larger systemic problem of unequal gender relations. While it is desirable that more women occupy foreign and military policy making positions, this "desire" does not necessarily transform the way international law and international relations work. To allege that this is the case assumes that women have an essential character that can transform the system. This of course is contrary to the very arguments that most gender theorists forward, because it would mean that women have some unique "feminine" perspective. What is needed then is a release from the sole preoccupation on women and men. The state's masculinist nature that gender theorists critique affects everyone in society. Moving beyond the "add and stir" approach is quite difficult, but there must be a starting point from which gender theorists can work. 105 If everything is problematized, paralysis will inevitably occur. Working within the current framework is truly the only option to bring about change. Lofty abstract criticisms will do nothing to change the practices of international law and international relations. Pragmatic feminist criticisms of international law and international relations, however, should be further developed. Even advocates of realist thought will admit that realism is neither the most accurate nor the only way to view the world. 106 The changing dynamics of world politics make formulating new ways of understanding international relations quite pertinent. Keeping some semblance of realism in tact, while at the same time opening up space for theorizing about other possibilities, is necessary. Critics are quick to note that realism cannot be easily abandoned without some sort of alternative framework. Casting aside realism now, even given the concerns of gender scholars, is not the most promising option. Wayman and Diehl note that  [*180]  "the abandonment of realism leaves a void, which in the short to medium term is at least as much of a dead end as would be the result of following realism." 107 New possibilities can be envisioned while still adhering to some of the realist ideologies. Wayman and Diehl describe realism as a detour and not a definitive road map. 108 Thus, theorists must admit that realism is not the only way or the correct way to view international law and international relations, but it cannot be totally abandoned. Even given all of the criticisms of feminist theories, there must be space, however, for feminist theorization. A pragmatic approach should not dismiss the benefits of theorizing. Discussions and debates on feminism and international law and relations are extremely important. Yet even where feminist discourses lack the social power to realize their versions of knowledge in institutional practices, they can offer the discursive space from which the individual can resist dominant subject positions... . Resistance to the dominant at the level of the individual subject is the first stage in the production of alternative forms of knowledge, or, where such alternatives already exist, of winning individuals over to these discourses and gradually increasing their social power. 109 Therefore, feminist theorizing is a meaningful first step in the right direction to bring about change and sites of resistance. A pragmatic feminist approach would then take this theorizing to the next level to bring about real change.

Perm solves – realism is about conflicts between communities that include both men and women

Lind 05 (Michael Lind is Policy Director of the Economic Growth Program at the New America Foundation. He is executive editor of The National Interest. “The Morning After: Sexual Politics at the End of the Cold War” January 20 http://feminism.eserver.org/of-arms-and-the-woman.txt) AK

The first thing that must be said about the feminist critique of realism is that it is by no means incompatible with realism, properly understood. In fact, realist theory can hardly be recognized in the feminist caricature of it. Take the idea of the innate human propensity for conflict. Although some realist thinkers such as Hans Morgenthau have confused the matter (often under the influence of Reinhold Niebuhr) with misleading talk of "original sin," the controlling idea of realism is that there is an ineradicable potential for conflict between human beings--"men" in the inclusive, gender-neutral sense-- when they are organized in groups. Realism is not about conflict between individual men, that is, males; if it were, it would be a theory of barroom brawls or adolescent male crime. It is about conflict between rival communities, and those communities include women and men alike. 

No Link
IR feminists vastly over simplify the diverse field of international relations literature—they need a specific link our aff.

Caprioli, 04 (“Feminist IR Theory and Quantitative Methodology: A Critical Analysis” Mary Caprioli, Dept. of Political Science, University of Tennessee. International Studies Review. Volume 42 Issue 1 Page 193-197, March 2004. http://www.blackwell-synergy.com/links/doi/10.1111/0020-8833.00076). 

Conventional feminist IR scholars misrepresent the field of international relations in arguing that IR scholarship as popularly accepted excludes alternative explanations of state behavior, including feminist inquiry, that go beyond structural, state-focused models. Feminist IR theorists, among others, critique the IR field for its state-centric approach and argue that ‘‘a world of states situated in an anarchical international system leaves little room for analyses of social relations, including gender relations’’ (Tickner 2001:146). As a result, they appear to set up a straw man by refusing to recognize the variety within ‘‘conventional’’ IR research. Indeed, as Jack Levy (2000) has observed, a significant shift to societal-level variables has occurred, partly in response to the decline in the systemic imperatives of the bipolar era. Certainly the democratic peace literature, particularly its normative explanation (Maoz and Russett 1993; Dixon 1994), among other lines of inquiry, recognizes the role of social relations in explaining state behavior. The normative explanation for the democratic peace thesis emphasizes the societal level values of human rights, support for the rule of law, and peaceful conflict resolution in explaining the likelihood of interstate conflict. Furthermore, dyadic tests of the democratic peace thesis rely ‘‘on an emerging theoretical framework that may prove capable of incorporating the strengths of the currently predominant realist or neorealist research program, and moving beyond it’’ (Ray 2000:311). In addition, theorizing and research in the field of ethnonationalism has highlighted connections that domestic ethnic discrimination and violence have with state behavior at the international level (Gurr and Harff 1994; Van Evera 1997; Caprioli and Trumbore 2003a, 2003b).  

Arguing that any IR theory overwhelms the specifics of the situation is an over simplification that re-creates the hierarchies they critique. 

Caprioli, 04 “Feminist IR Theory and Quantitative Methodology: A Critical Analysis” Mary Caprioli, Dept. of Political Science, University of Tennessee. International Studies Review. Volume 42 Issue 1 Page 193-197, March 2004. http://www.blackwell-synergy.com/links/doi/10.1111/0020-8833.00076).

There is little utility in constructing a divide if none exists. As Thomas Kuhn  (1962) argues, common measures do exist across paradigms that provide a shared  basis for theory. It seems overly pessimistic to accept Karl Popper’s ‘‘Myth of  Framework,’’ which postulates that ‘‘we are prisoners caught in the framework of  our theories, our expectations, our past experiences, our language, and that as a  consequence, we cannot communicate with or judge those working in terms of a  different paradigm’’ (Neufeld 1995:44). Some feminists (for example, Tickner  1996, 2001; Peterson 2002; Steans 2003) appear to embrace this ‘‘Myth of Framework’’  by accentuating the differences between the perspectives of feminist and IR  theorists based on their past experiences and languages and criticize IR theorists  for their lack of communication with feminist IR scholars.  Ironically, the ‘‘Myth of Framework’’ shares a number of assumptions with Hobbes’s  description of the state of nature that feminists routinely reject. The ‘‘Myth of  Framework’’ assumes no middle ground scholars are presumably entrenched in  their own worldviews without hope of compromise or the ability to understand  others’

worldviews. If this is the case, scholars are doomed to discussions with likeminded  individuals rather than having a productive dialogue with those outside their  own worldview. Scholars who accept the ‘‘Myth of Framework’’ have essentially created  a Tower of Babel in which they choose not to understand each other’s language.  The acceptance of such a myth creates conflict and establishes a hierarchy within international relations scholarship even though conventional feminists theoretically  seek to identify and eradicate conflict and hierarchy within society as a whole.  

No Link – NASA

NASA isn’t sexist – Male astronauts were used for physiological reasons

Shackelford et al. 01 (Linda C. Shackelford, Deborah L. Harm, Richard T. Jennings, Janice V. Meck, Michael R. Powell, Lakshmi Putcha, Clarence P. Sams, Suzanne M. Schneider, Scott M. Smith and Peggy A. Whitson, Shackelford went to the University of Mississippi
School of Medicine, working with these other professors in various fields of medicine and medicine in space “Gender issues related to spaceflight: a NASA perspective” )
THIS MINIREVIEW PROVIDES a summary of gender-specific physiological changes and health issues in astronauts. It is derived from a special task-force report prepared by discipline experts to aid management in policy decisions and selection of research needed to understand gender differences in responses to spaceflight. Historically, investigations of physiological responses to microgravity have not been aimed at examining genderspecific differences in the astronaut population. Many of the discipline experts, however, identified one or more potential gender-specific physiological differences. intolerance (presyncope during a stand or tilt test) after space shuttle missions (Fig. 1). Presyncope is defined as a sudden dip in systolic blood pressure of .25 mmHg or in diastolic blood pressure of .15 mmHg, a sudden and sustained drop in heart rate .15 beats/min, an absolute heart rate ,40 beats/min for those whose resting absolute heart rates were .50 beats/min, and absolute systolic blood pressure of ,70 mmHg. In both the database of experimental results and the database of routine postflight medical tests, women had a much greater incidence of presyncope during the postflight stand test (21). Generally, women have lower blood pressure and peripheral vascular resistance and higher heart rates than men. In addition, women respond to cardiovascular stress with greater heart rate increases, whereas men respond primarily with greater increases in vascular resistance. In a previous study designed to examine postflight orthostatic intolerance, the presyncopal astronauts (5 women and 3 men) were found to have greater increases in heart rate, greater decrease in blood pressure, and less of an increase in peripheral resistance in response to the postflight stand test than their nonpresyncopal counterparts (2 women and 19 men). It was suggested that indirect vasodilatory effects of estrogen in premenopausal women may contribute to smaller vasoconstrictive responses in women compared with men during orthostatic stress (21). Evidence exists in the scientific literature to support the hypothesis that women have less tolerance to upright posture or gravitational stress than men (18, 19, 22). This type of research is currently funded by NASA and the U.S. Navy, organizations that are sensitive to this issue because of their increasing numbers of female pilots. Preliminary data from our laboratory support the hypothesis that women are less able to tolerate upright posture, primarily because of a reduced ability to maintain venous return and cardiac output. Data for long-duration spaceflight are very limited, but the first six American astronauts who flew aboard Mir (almost all of whom were men) had an 85% failure rate during the postflight tilt test. Thus it appears that gender-related differences may be overridden by longduration flight. More subjects are needed before that determination can be made. However, it is evident that more effective countermeasures must be developed for all crewmembers. Ventricular dysrhythmias. New data suggest that cardiac dysrhythmias may be of greater concern during long-duration than short-duration spaceflight (20). We know of no data from in-flight cardiovascular (Holter) monitoring of women on either shuttle or Mir missions. However, there have been several reports of ventricular dysrhythmias in men. In the general population, men in this age group have a greater risk of ventricular dysrhythmias than women. It would, therefore, be expected that in the astronaut population this would hold true as well (30, 34). At the present time, 22% of the active astronaut corps are women (35 of 158) (see Table 1). The average female astronaut is 42 yr old (43 yr for men) and weighs 60.7 kg (81.2 kg for men). In general, the average woman is 10 cm shorter and 13 kg lighter and has 11% more body fat, 8% less muscle mass, 10–14% less hemoglobin mass, and a lower level of aerobic fitness (37) than her male counterpart. These gender differences can be expected to influence exercise capacity and thus the ability to perform specific tasks during spaceflight. Aerobic fitness. The average aerobic fitness, expressed as the maximal oxygen uptake (V˙ O2 max), of adult women is 2.0 l/min, compared with 3.5 l/min for men. When adjusted for differences in body weight, the average VO2 max for women is 40 vs. 50 ml x kg^-1 x min^1 for men (37). These differences can be reduced still further (to 54 vs. 59 mlzkg21 zmin21) when the results are normalized for lean body mass and disappear completely when results are normalized for lean body mass and for gender differences in total body hemoglobin. Thus, for any task requiring a given absolute oxygen uptake, the average woman is working at a higher percentage of her exercise capacity than the average man. This would result in a higher heart rate, higher body temperature, greater stress, and a quicker onset of fatigue during the exercise. These more severe exercise responses may result in a greater number of injuries and less tolerance for a stressful environment. For example, in a study of 124 men and 186 women during basic combat training, the women had a 51% injury rate compared with 27% for the men (27).

2AC: Exclusion Turn

The criticism’s focus on identity creates a politics of exclusion that prevents meaningful critiques and turns the very superior identification they try to solve

Jarvis – 2000 [DSL, ‘International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism’, February, University of South Carolina Publishing, pg. 160-162]

Critical research agendas of this type, however, are not found easily in International Relations. Critics of feminist perspectives run the risk of denouncement as either a misogynist malcontent or an androcentric keeper of the gate. At work in much of this discourse is an unstated political correctness, where the historical marginalization of women bestows intellectual autonomy, excluding those outside the identity group from legitimate participation in its discourse. Only feminist women can do real, legitimate, feminist theory since, in the mantra of identity politics, discourse must emanate from a positional (personal) ontology. Those sensitive or sympathetic to the identity politics of par​ticular groups are, of course, welcome to lend support and encourage​ment, but only on terms delineated by the groups themselves. In this way, they enjoy an uncontested sovereign hegemony oyer their own self-identification, insuring the group discourse is self constituted and that its parameters, operative methodology, ,uu\ standards of argument, appraisal, and evidentiary provisions are self defined. Thus, for example, when Sylvester calls lor a "home.steading" does so "by [a] repetitive feminist insistence that we be included on our terms" (my emphasis). Rather than an invitation to engage in dialogue, this is an ultimatum that a sovereign intellectual space be provided and insulated from critics who question the merits of identity-based political discourse. Instead, Sylvester calls upon International Relations to "share space, respect, and trust in a re-formed endeavor," but one otherwise proscribed as committed to demonstrating not only "that the secure homes constructed by IR's many debaters are chimerical," but, as a con​sequence, to ending International Relations and remaking it along lines grounded in feminist postmodernism.93 Such stipulative provisions might be likened to a form of negotiated sovereign territoriality where, as part of the settlement for the historically aggrieved, border incursions are to be allowed but may not be met with resistance or reciprocity. Demands for entry to the discipline are thus predicated on conditions that insure two sets of rules, cocooning postmodern feminist spaces from systematic analyses while "respecting" this discourse as it hastens about the project of deconstructing International Relations as a "male space." Sylvester's impassioned plea for tolerance and "emphatic cooperation" is thus confined to like-minded individuals, those who do not challenge feminist epistemologies but accept them as a necessary means of rein​venting the discipline as a discourse between postmodern identities—the most important of which is gender.94 Intolerance or misogyny thus become the ironic epithets attached to those who question the wisdom of this reinvention or the merits of the return of identity in international theory.'"' Most strategic of all, however, demands for entry to the disci​pline and calls for intellectual spaces betray a self-imposed, politically motivated marginality. After all, where are such calls issued from other than the discipline and the intellectual—and well established—spaces of feminist International Relations? Much like the strategies employed by male dissidents, then, feminist postmodernists too deflect as illegitimate any criticism that derives from skeptics whose vantage points are labeled privileged. And privilege is vari​ously interpreted historically, especially along lines of race, color, and sex where the denotations white and male, to name but two, serve as generational mediums to assess the injustices of past histories. White males, for example, become generic signifiers for historical oppression, indicating an ontologicallv privileged group by which the historical experiences of the "other" can then be reclaimed in the context of their related oppression, exploitation, and exclusion. Legitimacy, in this context, can then be claimed in terms of one's group identity and the extent to which the history of that particular group has been "silenced." In this same way, self-identification or "self-situation" establishes one's credentials, allowing admittance to the group and legitimating the "authoritative" vantage point from which one speaks and writes. Thus, for example, Jan Jindy Pettman includes among the introductory pages to her most recent book, Worldinjj Women, a section titled "A (personal) politics of location," in which her identity as a woman, a feminist, and an academic, makes appar​ent her particular (marginal) identities and group loyalties.96 Similarly, Christine Sylvester, in the introduction to her book, insists, "It is impor​tant to provide a context for one's work in the often-denied politics of the personal." Accordingly, self-declaration reveals to the reader that she is a feminist, went to a Catholic girls school where she was schooled to "develop your brains and confess something called 'sins' to always male forever priests," and that these provide some pieces to her dynamic objec​tivity.97 Like territorial markers, self-identification permits entry to intel​lectual spaces whose sovereign authority is "policed" as much by marginal subjectivities as they allege of the oppressors who "police" the discourse of realism, or who are said to walk the corridors of the discipline insuring the replication of patriarchy, hierarchical agendas, and "malestream" theory. If Sylvester's version of feminist postmodernism is projected as tolerant, per-spectivist, and encompassing of a multiplicity of approaches, in reality it is as selective, exclusionary, and dismissive of alternative perspectives as mainstream approaches are accused of being.

Case Turns the K

War is the root cause of patriarchal domination and call for women’s rights is used by the right to justify military intervention – Prefer our impacts

AFP 04 (Agence France Presse, December 10, 2004, http://www.worldrevolution.org/news/article1702.htm)

Raped, treated as the sexual 'booty' of war or slain by indiscriminate bombings, women are too often the first victims of conflict, Amnesty International charged Wednesday in a report demanding legal redress. The London-based human rights group called for action by the International Criminal Court to halt oppressive violence against women. "Patterns of violence against women in conflict do not arise 'naturally' but are ordered, condoned or tolerated as a result of political calculations," its secretary general Irene Khan said in introducing the 120-page report on women in war. Not only are women "considered as the legitimate booty of victorious army," the report said, but "the use of rape as a weapon of war is perhaps the most notorious and brutal way in which conflicts impact on women." "Women's bodies, their sexuality and reproductive capacity are often used as a literal battleground," it said. Khan, the first women, the first Asian and the first Muslim to head Amnesty International, told AFP in an interview that "it's quite interesting to see that women rights have been used as justification for military intervention, in the cases of both Iraq (news - web sites) and Afghanistan (news - web sites)." But, she added, "on the ground the situation changes very little in favor of women ... In the case of Afghanistan we have seen no improvement. "Warlords are occupying parts of the territory and see women as commodities for trading, to settle land dispute. Abductions and forced marriages are about as bad, if not worse, than at any time in Afghan history. "Warlords are not being pulled out, they're not being prosecuted, they're not being investigated for the crimes that are openly committing." Even where women are not deliberately targetted, they are the main victims of so-called collatoral damage, whether caused by "precision" bombing or landmines, the report said. "In Iraq in 2003, US forces reportedly used more than 10,500 cluster munitions containing at least 1.8 million bomblets. An average failure rate of five percent would mean that about 90,000 unexploded munitions are now on Iraqi soil." The report urged the International Criminal Court to "pick up and prosecute one or two high-profile cases because that will send the message that violence against women cannot continue in such an impunity, which is the norm today." The court, headquartered in The Hague (news - web sites), began operating in July 2002 and is mandated to try genocide, crimes against humanity and war crimes. Kahn acknowledged the way ahead would be tough, but said she hoped the report would generate pressure for change. Women and children make up 80 percent of the world's 40 million refugees, but they have no voice, and injustices go unpunished," she added. "If you take the example of the Korean women, the comfort women in Japan, who were used as sex slaves during the second world war, even now they're still battling for the recognition of their case," Khan said. The report detailed widespread rape in conflicts around the world, including the Darfur region of Sudan, Colombia, Nepal, Chechnya (news - web sites), India and, earlier this year, in the tiny Pacific territory of the Solomon Islands. Tens of thousands of women and young girls were raped during the conflicts sweeping the Democratic Republic of Congo (news - web sites). "Ten years on from the genocide in Rwanda, where violence against women was a central element of the strategy to eliminate a particular ethnic group, little or nothing seems to have been learned about how to prevent such horrors," the report said.

War causes gender constructions not vice versa

Blanchard 03 [ Eric M. Blanchard is a PhD Candidate in the School of International. Relations at the University of Southern California, “ Gender, International Relations, and the Development of Feminist Security TheorySigns, Vol. 28, No. 4 (Summer, 2003), pp. 1289-1312]-JT

The war in Afghanistan demonstrated both gender’s power to legitimate national security goals and the easy acceptance of remasculinization during times of war (Tickner 2002). The vital, often gendered, negotiation of cultural relations between the West and Islam and the effects of state antiterror campaigns on civilians are problems that military campaigns in Afghanistan or Iraq are not designed to address and traditional nonfeminist theories of IR are not entirely equipped to handle. TheU.S.-led global war on terror seems to exemplify the type of gendered, multilevel insecurity that IR feminists have raised to our critical attention. Ironically, the policy world of nation-states has recently begun to outpace the academic discipline of IR in its acceptance of feminist issues, as evidenced by the rapid diffusion of “gender mainstreaming” bureaucracies and gendersensitive policies across states from a diverse range of cultures and levels of gender inequality (True and Mintrom 2001, 29). The adoption of United Nations Security Council Resolution 1325 in October of 2000 was a watershed that should provide those interested in gender and security with many new research opportunities to study the ways the incorporation of a gender perspective and female participation affect peacekeeping and the S I G N S Summer 2003. 1307 security of women and men.7 With its multileveled, ethical approach, feminist security theory offers the best hope that these challenges—technowar, the “war on terror,” and peacekeeping—can be met with an eye toward the reduction of gendered global insecurities in the difficult years ahead
2AC: Intersectionality Turn

A) Kritiks focus on patriarchy ignores the role race and social status plays in creation of oppression 

Noh, 3. assistant professor of Asian American studies at California State University, Fullerton, 2003

[Eliza, Problematics of Transnational Feminism for Asian American Women, The New Centennial Review 3.3, Project Muse, Stevens]

Pluralizing "women's oppression" cannot get around the fact that there exist "various forms and degrees of patriarchal oppression, some of which we share [with white women], and some of which we do not" (Lorde 1983b, 97). The experiences of Asian American women show that sexual domination cannot be separated from other oppressions, unless one takes a narrow view of gendered experience within our "traditional" cultures. In his important work, "The Sexual Demon of White Power . . . in 'America' and Beyond" (1999), Greg Thomas thoroughly elaborates processes of sexualization via racialization and coloniality that challenge the notion of universal sex. Within this framework, the inadequacy of feminism to account for multiple, simultaneous oppressions, in particular the centrality of experiences of racialization and coloniality to sexualization, is precisely why different gender identities, such as "womanist," become necessary. This is also why the Combahee River Collective (1983) uses the term "racial-sexual oppression"—"which is neither solely racial nor solely sexual, e.g., the history of rape of Black women by white men as a weapon of political repression" (213). In the classes where I have worked with Asian American women and other women of color, I often hear it stated that they cannot imagine identifying first with [End Page 141] white women on the basis of gender or sex over their cultural communities on the basis of ethnicity or race. I think that this does not necessarily reflect a naïve ranking of race over gender, but the predominant experiential reality of racialized sex for nonwhite women. The implications of transnational feminism for Asian/American 15 women create artificial solidarities with white women where there may not be a common ground, whether subjectively or sociopolitically. Even if a contingent similarity exists between women—where Asian-based, patriarchal sex- gender systems claim Asian American women just as European-based patriarchies claim white, Anglo women—it is important to look at the specificities of these relationships within their own contexts. The different racial and gender experiences of Asian women may separate, on the basis of race and sex, Asian feminine subjects as far apart from white femininity as they may be from Asian masculine subjects.

B) This dooms the K—only differentiating the ways in which patriarchal violence is located can create true solidarity

Noh, 3. assistant professor of Asian American studies at California State University, Fullerton, 2003

[Eliza, Problematics of Transnational Feminism for Asian American Women, The New Centennial Review 3.3, Project Muse, Stevens]

I would like to investigate briefly the desire fueling transnational feminism's attempt to create alliances across boundaries, by looking at the ramifications of travel as elaborated in transnational feminist theories. In an era of cyberspace and jet travel, defining one's location 18 can demystify notions of difference and similarity associated with postmodernist accounts of border-crossing (Kaplan 1994, 138). But when I think of what a feminist colleague said to me about the apparent academic anachronism of "1980s women-of-color feminist identity politics," after the arrival of postmodern feminist "identity deconstructionism," I glimpse the backlash against Third-World women's organizing, 19 and the limits of simply questioning one's location as one travels without addressing the continuing material and subjective barriers that differentiate at least a vast half of the world's population. If identity politics represent "essentialist," and therefore politically "unsophisticated" tools for making interpersonal connections, compared to the mechanisms of self-critique implicit in fluid, postmodern identities, what happens after deconstruction? Does historicizing location make travel [End Page 142] easier while subjective and material barriers remain? I was reminded of this distance, if not rupture, in subjectivity and experience 20 by the reactions of white feminists at an international women's studies conference where I first presented this paper. I watched their facial expressions change from amusement to disdain as they realized I was propounding the importance of Asian feminist nationalism as a critique of "transnational" feminist erasures. While the few Asian women in the room expressed agreement with my ideas, I was not surprised that in this instance, like many others, some white women "just didn't get it." We must deconstruct and historicize the reasons for our divergences, but it seems that crossing lines would ncessitate overcoming, in actuality, those histories of subjective and material barriers. This remains an incredibly difficult task, since people are so entrenched in their material and subjective (conscious and unconscious) investments in relations of power. In my opinion, oppositional identity politics continue to be necessary insofar as intersubjectivity operates purely as an intellectual exercise, and not as an active commitment to destroying the hegemony of certain cultural egos. As Moraga (1983) states, we must decide to "make faith a reality and to bring all of our selves to bear down hard on that reality" (xix). Making international connections and mobilizations is important to Asian American women concerned with progressive theory and practice because our lives are already linked with other national contexts through imperialism, migration, labor, race, and culture. Therefore, feminist nationalist consciousness cannot afford to take a myopic approach to issues that seem to affect us only within the national, domestic sphere. Neither can Asian American cultural struggle take a transcendental view of internationalism, for often official state nationalisms collude, serving state interests in the name of internationalism or transnationalism. A similar warning can be made about transnational feminist projects, which must be grounded through tracking histories of cultural difference and rupture. Without a critical eye honed from collective cultural experiences of material conditions, the commitment to a different practice of feminism cannot seem to move beyond a superficial level of emotional investment.

XT: Intersectionality Turn

The alternative’s “gender alone” focus reinforces the dominant paradigms they attempt to fight

Kimberlie Crenshaw, 91. professor of law @ UCLA, 1991. 

(“Mapping the Margins: Intersectionality, Identity Politics, and Violence Against Women of Color.” Stanford Law Review, July, 43 Stan. L. Rev. 1241, L/N)

The concept of political intersectionality highlights the fact that women of color are situated within at least two subordinated groups that frequently pursue conflicting political agendas. The need to split one's political energies between two sometimes opposing groups is a dimension of intersectional disempowerment that men of color and white women seldom confront. Indeed, their specific raced and gendered experiences, although intersectional, often define as well as confine the interests of the entire group. For example, racism as experienced by people of color who are of a particular gender -- male -- tends to determine the parameters of antiracist strategies, just as sexism as experienced by women who are of a particular race -- white -- tends to ground the women's movement. The problem is not simply that both discourses fail women of color by not acknowledging the "additional" issue of race or of patriarchy but that the discourses are often inadequate even to the discrete tasks of articulating the full dimensions of racism and sexism. Because women of color experience racism in ways not always the same as those experienced by men of color and sexism in ways not always parallel to experiences of white women, antiracism and feminism are limited, even on their own terms. Among the most troubling political consequences of the failure of antiracist and feminist discourses to address the intersections of race and gender is the fact that, to the extent they can forward the interest of "people of color" and "women," respectively, one analysis often implicitly denies the validity of the other. The failure of feminism to interrogate race means that the resistance strategies of feminism will often replicate and reinforce the subordination of people of color, and the failure of antiracism to interrogate patriarchy means that antiracism will frequently reproduce the subordination of women. These mutual elisions present a particularly difficult political dilemma for women of color. Adopting either analysis constitutes a denial of a fundamental dimension of our subordination and precludes the development of a political discourse that more fully empowers women of color.

2AC: IR Incoherency Turn

Their K makes IR incoherent -must recognize distinction between war and structural violence 

LIND 2005 (Michael, Executive Editor of the National Interest, “Of Arms and the Woman,” Jan 20, http://feminism.eserver.org/of-arms-and-the-woman.txt)

Though realist theory can survive, and perhaps even accommodate, many of the arguments of feminism with respect to collective conflict and state sovereignty, realism must reject the third aspect of the feminist criticism: the redefinition of security to mean social justice. From the Marxist left, feminists have picked up the argument that interstate violence is just one genre of "structural violence," which includes the economic oppression of lower classes by upper classes (Marxism) and the subordination of women to men by custom and by violence (feminism). But this notion merely disguises a change of subject as a change of approach. To say that mass rape by soldiers in wartime and wife-beating in societies at peace (excuse me, at "peace") are parts of the same phenomenon is to abandon any pretense of engaging in serious thinking about international relations. The result may be feminist theory, but it is not a theory of world politics. It is a theory of human society in general. When, as in "ecofeminism," the mistreatment of women by men in all societies, in peace and at war, is fused, as a subject of analysis, with the mistreatment of the ecosystem by humanity, one has a theory of everything, and a theory of everything is usually not very much. If you don't know where you are going, as the old saw has it, any road will get you there. Hence Enloe's decision to understand the Gulf war by beginning with the experiences of Filipina maids in Kuwait. "I might get back to George Bush, Fran�ois Mitterrand, King Fahd and Saddam Hussein eventually." Or maybe not. The results of combining an abandonment of the idea of international politics as something that can be understood by abstracting certain aspects of reality from the blooming, buzzing confusion of fact with an abandonment of a "positivist" effort to establish chains of causation are amply on display in The Morning After, as in the earlier Bananas, Beaches and Bases. These rambling exercises in free association have less in common with a monograph on a diplomatic or military subject than with the associative and politicized writings of, say, Adrienne Rich; they amount to a compendium of vignettes linked only by vague humanitarian sentiment and the writer's consciousness. Enloe is grandiose in her employment of "I": "I've become aware now of the ways in which men have used nationalism to silence women...." "Those like myself who believe that militarism is separable from masculinity are especially interested in conscription...." "For instance, I realize now that I know nothing--nothing--about Kurdish women." (Such personal observations, one must admit, are refreshing compared to sentences like these: "Sexual practice is one of the sites of masculinity's--and femininity's--daily construction. That construction is international. It has been so for generations." Or: "Thinking about militarism in this way reminds us that we all can be militarized, as girlfriends, fathers, factory workers or candidates.") Resolutely ignoring the world of high politics--dictators, presidents, chanceries, general staffs--Enloe devotes attention to various feminist political groupuscles far out of proportion to their actual significance in shaping events. Thus she dwells on a Serbian women's party that "called for respect for cultural diversity within Yugoslavia." She salutes Danish women for voting against Maastricht and Iranian women for working to depose the Shah. "Women Against Fundamentalism is a group formed in Britain by women who included Jews, Arab and Asian Muslims, Hindus, white and Afro-Caribbean Protestants and Irish Catholics. It was formed in 1989, in the turbulently gendered wake of the threats against Salman Rushdie's life...." "The first National Conference of Nicaraguan Women was held in January 1992...." This recurrent focus on little sisterhoods, mobilizing against "gendered" nation-states, multinational capitalism and racial and religious prejudice, owes a lot to the Marxist dream of a transnational fraternity of workers (in a new form, as a transnational sorority of feminists) and even more to the hope of early twentieth-century peace crusaders such as Jane Addams that the women of the world can unite and put an end to war and exploitation. Enloe tries to justify the attention paid to quite different groups of women in various countries with the claim that "no national movement can be militarized"--or demilitarized?--"without changing the ways in which femininity and masculinity infuse daily life." Even if "militarization," however defined, does result in certain kinds of gender relations, it does not follow that altering masculine and feminine roles will, in itself, do much to reverse the process. Something may, after all, be an effect without being a cause. Rejecting the feminist approach to international relations does not mean rejecting the subjects or the political values of feminist scholars. Differing notions of masculinity and femininity in different societies, the treatment of women and homosexuals of both sexes in the armed forces, the exploitation of prostitutes by American soldiers deployed abroad, the sexual division of labor both in advanced and developing countries: all of these are important topics that deserve the attention that Enloe awards them. She shows journalistic flair as well as scholarly insight in detailing what abstractions like the Caribbean Basin Initiative mean in the lives of women in particular Third World countries. Still, such case studies, however interesting, do not support the claim of feminist international relations theorists that theirs is a new and superior approach. One thing should be clear: commitment to a feminist political agenda need not entail commitment to a radical epistemological agenda. Ideas do not have genders, just as they do not have races or classes. In a century in which physics has been denounced as "Jewish" and biology denounced as "bourgeois," it should be embarrassing to denounce the study of international relations as "masculinist." Such a denunciation, of course, will not have serious consequences in politics, but it does violence to the life of the mind. The feminist enemies of empiricism would be well-advised to heed their own counsel and study war no more.

2AC: Mind/Body Turn

A) Feminism’s focus on gender as a social construction ignores the material conditions that separate each individuals lived experience

Cheah, 96. graduate student in English at Cornell University, 1996

[Pheng, Review Essay: Mattering, Diacritics 26.1, Project Muse]

In the immediate instance, Grosz's and Butler's return to the body can be understood as a reaction to the inadequacies of social constructionism as a paradigm for feminist theory. Simply put, social constructionism espouses the primacy of the social or discourse as constructive form over preexisting matter which is said to be presignificative or nonintelligible. Butler and Grosz are critical of this position for various reasons. For Butler, social constructionism oscillates between two untenable positions. In presupposing and so retroactively installing the category of "nature" in the prelinguistic position of a tabula rasa, social constructionism can consider sex either as natural and thus unconstructed or as the fictional premise of a prediscursive ground produced by the concept of gender [6]. In the first scenario, sex cannot be accounted for and political contestation is confined to the level of gender conceived as the interpretation or meaning [End Page 109] of sex. The second scenario leads either to a linguistic monism that cannot explain how the bodily materiality of sex can be produced by language/discourse or to the anthropomorphizing of "construction" into a nominative subject endowed with the power of self-causation and causing everything else. Grosz points out that feminists concerned with the social construction of subjectivity recode the mind/body opposition as a distinction between biology and psychology and locate political transformation in psychological change where the body either is irrelevant or becomes the vehicle expressing changes in beliefs and values [17]. This effectively ignores the point that the body is a unique social, cultural, and political object. It also bears the mark of differences (sex and race) that are not easily revalued through consciousness-raising precisely because they are material differences which are not eradicable without disfiguring the body [18]. 

B) This destroys women’s agency—relegating them to another form of masculine domination

Cheah, 96. graduate student in English at Cornell University, 1996

[Pheng, Review Essay: Mattering, Diacritics 26.1, Project Muse]

As Grosz observes in her succinct account of Cartesianism, a mechanistic understanding of the body is harmful to feminist theory because it deprives women's bodies of agency by reducing the body to a passive object, seen as a tool or instrument of an intentional will rather than a locus of power and resistance [9]. But while a teleological account of nature invests bodies with activity, this activity is always the predication of intelligible form. This can lead to a biological-deterministic justification for the oppression of women particularly because the form/matter distinction originating from Greek philosophy is always articulated through a gendered matrix where the productive or creative agency of form is associated with a masculine principle while matter, which is passively shaped, is coded as feminine [Grosz 5; Butler, ch. 1]. Thus, Butler suggests that "[w]e may seek a return to matter as prior to discourse to ground our claims about sexual difference only to discover that matter is fully sedimented with discourses on sex and sexuality that prefigure and constrain the uses to which the term can be put" [29]. One might further argue that despite the Cartesian sundering of intelligence from nature in the distinction between res cogitans and res extensa as ontologically different substances, Cartesian and Greek ontology are continuous insofar as the form/matter and mind/matter distinctions are subtended by a common opposition between intelligent activity and brute passivity. In a mechanistic understanding of nature, the form/matter distinction which was interior to bodies in Greek ontology becomes an external relation, either practical-causal or theoretical-contemplative, between rational consciousness and objective exteriority. Thus, by rethinking the body as something invested with a transformative dynamism or agency, Butler and Grosz also question the pertinence of the oppositions between intelligible form and brute matter, culture/history and nature.

2AC: Third World Fem Turn

A. Turn and alt doesn’t solve: feminism silences voices of non-Western, non-white women.

Goetz, 91 research fellow in Development studies at U of Sussex, (Anne Goetz, “Gender and International Relations,” Harper and Row, 1991, J)

Third world women have accused first world and western-trained feminists of exercising a certain cultural colonialism, of misrepresenting different women by homogenizing the experiences and conditions of western women across time and culture.  Chakravorty Spivak has shown that western women are “complicitous” in contributing to the continued ‘degredation’ of third world women whose micrology they interpret without having access to it.  Monica Lazreg, exploring the ‘perils of writing as a woman on women in Algeria’ suggests that third world women have been produced as a field of knowledge, essentializing their difference in a process that represents a ‘caricature of the feminist project’.  Black feminists have accused white feminists of adding on difference at the margin ‘without leaving the comforts of home’ so as to support ‘the seeming homogeneity, stability, and self-evidence of its experience based epistemology’.  Trinh T. Minh-ha identifies this neutralized difference as ‘the very kind of colonized anthropologised difference the master has always granted his subordinates’.  Audre Lorde’s response to the universalized picture of oppression in Mary Dali’s Gym/Ecology reproaches her for failing: “to recognize that, as women… differences expose all women to various forms and degrees of patriarchal oppression, some of which we share, some of which we do not… The oppression of women knows no ethnic nor racial boundaries, true, but that does not mean that it is identical within those boundaries… to imply… that all women suffer the same oppression simply because we are women is to lose sight of the many varied tools of patriarchy.  It is to ignore how these tools are used by women without awareness against each other.”  These statements amount to descriptions of an epistemologically totalizing and culturally disruptive feminist.  And to the extent that feminist theory’s claim to relevance is based upon its claim to represent the meaning of women’s social experience in all its heterogeneity, these critiques point to some fundamental problems.  The original consciousness raising approach of traditional feminist – what Catherine MacKinnon has called its critical method – involved a project of theorizing the collective expression of the social constitution of sexed identities.  This was informed by a political understanding that gender was not an inalienable description of human reality; an understanding derived from the insights of a traditional feminist ideology whose analysis of the political meaning of experience was concerned with deconstructing the legitimating surface of women’s oppression.  Theorizing the social construction of subjectivity produced an understanding of the mechanisms of sexist oppression.  In practice, and as seen above, particularly in the context of WID practice, that collective critical reconstitution of women’s experiences in traditional feminist movements has tended to reproduce the situational consciousness of the white, bourgeois, heterosexual feminist, developing a set of certainties structured around that specific subjectivity.  Such certainties in liberal or Marxist feminist ideologies tended to inform the cross-cultural investigations of sexual subordination, producing a certain myopia with respect to the details of sexual subordination in different societies.  The failure to guide practice with reference to the processes that shape human perceptions and norms promoted the disintegration of feminist pronouncements on women in development into a norm setting activity by a counter-elite.

B. Even if your movement spreads globally, without inclusion of third-world women there is no solvency

Oloka-Onyango and Tamale, 95 Joe Oloka-Onyango is a Senior Lecturer at the Faculty of Law, Makerere University, Uganda, and spent the 1994-1995 academic year as a Visiting Professor at the University of Minnesota.Sylvia Tamale holds law degrees from Makerere University (Uganda) and Harvard Law School. She is currently a doctoral student in Sociology and Feminist Studies at the University of Minnesota, (“The Personal is Political” or Why Womens Rights are Indeed Human Rights. J. Oloka-Onyango and Slyvia Tamale. Human Rights Quarterly 17.4, 691-731 . Project Muse, JPW)

Taking the phenomenon of cultural relativism as another example, it is quite clear that its emergence and growth in the south is not simply linked to local conditions of domination and patriarchy, but is directly related to the increasing differentiation third world communities are experiencing under current global economic and political policies. The narrow application of culture thus serves as both an escape valve for frustration with the stifling economic order and a hook on which patriarchy can further consolidate its local hegemony. In other words, the internal domestic structure of a single third world nation is increasingly determined by the political economy of international law and relations. To forget this is to produce a truncated feminism with little resonance for the vast majority of African women. Given these links, the failure to fully integrate third world perspectives into theoretical analyses of international feminism will lead only to partial solutions to the problem of the universal marginalization of women. As a result, it will have serious implications for the evolution of the movement. This will be so even if the feminist agenda succeeds in making inroads at the international level.

XT: Third World Fem Turn

Feminism that prioritizes theory over material experience excludes the voices of third world feminists. 

Oloka-Onyango and Tamale, 95 “The Personal is Political” or Why Womens Rights are Indeed Human Rights. J. Oloka-Onyango and Slyvia Tamale. Human Rights Quarterly 17.4, 691-731 . Joe Oloka-Onyango is a Senior Lecturer at the Faculty of Law, Makerere University, Uganda, and spent the 1994-1995 academic year as a Visiting Professor at the University of Minnesota.Sylvia Tamale holds law degrees from Makerere University (Uganda) and Harvard Law School. She is currently a doctoral student in Sociology and Feminist Studies at the University of Minnesota, Projest Muse). 

In tandem with such an approach, feminists in third world contexts must be wary of cooptation and exploitation--a trait of western societies that appears to not respect boundaries of sex--particularly because the dominant mode of international feminism reflects the dominant character and color of international relations, Bourgeois/white, often predatory, and paternalistic. 26 As Maivân Lâm has recently pointed out in an article aptly entitled, Feeling Foreign in Feminism, the agenda of Western feminism appears not only to be off target, but also "filmic." 27 According to Lâm, Western feminism is "too cleanly and detachedly representational, with little connection to the ongoing lives of women who have experienced racial or colonial discrimination. . . ." 28 Vasuki Nesiah is even more critical of the transposition of Western feminism onto the international scene because it ignores "global contradictions" 29 by emphasizing the commonality of women's experience. Instead, she urges theorists to look at gender identities as being "continually reconstituted through social processes." 

Feminists that prioritize theory over reform marginalize third world women.  

Oloka-Onyango and Tamale, 95 “The Personal is Political” or Why Womens Rights are Indeed Human Rights. J. Oloka-Onyango and Slyvia Tamale. Human Rights Quarterly 17.4, 691-731 . Joe Oloka-Onyango is a Senior Lecturer at the Faculty of Law, Makerere University, Uganda, and spent the 1994-1995 academic year as a Visiting Professor at the University of Minnesota.Sylvia Tamale holds law degrees from Makerere University (Uganda) and Harvard Law School. She is currently a doctoral student in Sociology and Feminist Studies at the University of Minnesota, Projest Muse). 

In a succinct treatment of the issue elsewhere, Hilary Charlesworth points out that feminists "should aim not for respectability and acceptance through developing a specialized branch of women's international law because this would leave the international legal system unchanged. We must work to change the heartland of international law and its institutions." 51 However, in her essay in Women's Rights, Charlesworth devotes a scant paragraph to the issue of third world feminism and even then, only in its relationship to first world feminism. 52 A more inclusive examination would have incorporated the views of Southern feminists on the international legal and political regime. 53 Third world discourse must be integrated directly into the critique of dominant structures of knowledge and power in academia, rather than "added in and stirred" as an afterthought. This is particularly necessary in light of the assault on southern institutions of advanced learning and intellectual culture by the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and World Bank structural adjustment policies (SAPs). 54 Of course, internationalist works that include and are sensitive to the concerns of third world scholars are far better than those which presume to speak to and for them. Unfortunately, the latter are in far greater abundance. Such imbalance imports a special duty among those who experience similar conditions of exclusion in academia to allow for the expression of marginalized voices beyond the "particularities" of their geographical contexts. 55 In short, the "gates" must be opened even wider to ensure that international feminist theory is truly decolonized and thematically internationalized. Otherwise, we remain with the same problem as the debacle of WID--nominal participation and continuing marginalization--or just lip-service to multiculturalism and universal human rights. 

Alt fails: incorporation of third-world voices into feminism is a prerequisite to solving patriarchy

Oloka-Onyango and Tamale, 95 Joe Oloka-Onyango is a Senior Lecturer at the Faculty of Law, Makerere University, Uganda, and spent the 1994-1995 academic year as a Visiting Professor at the University of Minnesota.Sylvia Tamale holds law degrees from Makerere University (Uganda) and Harvard Law School. She is currently a doctoral student in Sociology and Feminist Studies at the University of Minnesota, (“The Personal is Political” or Why Womens Rights are Indeed Human Rights. J. Oloka-Onyango and Slyvia Tamale. Human Rights Quarterly 17.4, 691-731 . Project Muse, JPW)

For that reason alone, third world feminism must confront directly and become engaged in the formulation of any international women's human rights agenda and the elaboration of a cogent theory or theories in the area. In the process, attempts must be made to overcome the strictures to genuine solidarity and transnational mutual respect and commonality. Such a process must be consciously undertaken not only as part of the transformative challenge, but also in the quest for the cross-pollination and fertilization of ideas and strategies. The anthologies reviewed here are a necessary beginning to this process, and their most welcome feature is the extensive incorporation of diverse third world feminist voices. This stands in stark contrast to the usual international anthologies, conferences, and journals that feature the token third world scholar.39 Further interrogation of this issue, however, entails a closer look at the division of topics and themes adopted in the anthologies under review. Aside from Gender Violence, which is exclusively by African women, both Women's Rights and Human Rights reflect a broad division of labor. Discussion on international feminist theory is generally dominated by contributors from the north. The regional studies and particularities of female oppression (usually with a regional or country focus) are primarily covered by scholars from the south.40 Considering only the case of Women's Rights, to demonstrate this point, the northern writers cover issues such as the need for feminist transformation, international feminism as a movement, and women's rights at the United Nations.41 The theoretical discussion of the "public and the private" excludes all of the southern voices, and can only lead to the unfortunate conclusion that the editors presumed a comity of perspectives between north and south on this issue. This criticism does not suggest that issues of theory are not implicated in the regional or particularist contributions, but the matters they are addressing (with the notable exceptions of the contributions by Nadia Youseff, Arati Rao, and Sima Wali) speak volumes of the relations of power, access, and intellectual hegemony within international feminism. Nine of the ten regional studies, for example, are by southerners. The importance of this issue in the struggle for more effective and representational theories about social and political minorities within an international framework is pointed out by David Slater in a recent study of the history of theoretical discourse on international questions. Slater points out that the tendency to erase theory from the history of nonwestern societies has been, "a pivotal strategy in the West's construction of an international division of intellectual labour, and the turn towards a global agenda has been marked by a continued reflection of the same construction." 

No Alt

Critiques of gender relations that do not pose concrete alternatives are destined to fail. 
Caprioli, 04  (“Feminist IR Theory and Quantitative Methodology: A Critical Analysis” Mary Caprioli, Dept. of Political Science, University of Tennessee. International Studies Review. Volume 42 Issue 1 Page 193-197, March 2004. http://www.blackwell-synergy.com/links/doi/10.1111/0020-8833.00076). 

If researchers cannot add gender to an analysis, then they must necessarily use a purely female-centered analysis, even though the utility of using a purely female centered  analysis seems equally biased. Such research would merely be gendercentric  based on women rather than men, and it would thereby provide an equally  biased account of international relations as those that are male-centric. Although  one might speculate that having research done from the two opposing worldviews  might more fully explain international relations, surely an integrated approach  would offer a more comprehensive analysis of world affairs.  Beyond a female-centric analysis, some scholars (for example, Carver 2002) argue  that feminist research must offer a critique of gender as a set of power relations.  Gender categories, however, do exist and have very real implications for individuals,  social relations, and international affairs. Critiquing the social construction of  gender is important, but it fails to provide new theories of international relations or  to address the implications of gender for what happens in the world. 

Alt Fails

Feminist thought just reproduces gender stereotypes

Witworth, 94 prof of political science and female studies @ York U, (Feminism and International Relations, pg 20, 1994)

Even when not concerned with mothering as such, much of the politics that emerge from radical feminism within IR depend on a ‘re-thinking’ from the perspective of women.  What is left unexplained is how simply thinking differently will alter the material realities of relations of domination between men and women.  Structural (patriarchal) relations are acknowledged, but not analysed in radical feminism’s reliance on the experiences, behaviours and perceptions of ‘women’.  As Sandra Harding notes, the essential and universal ‘man’, long the focus of feminist critiques, has merely been replaced here with the essential and universal ‘woman’.  And indeed, that notion of ‘woman’ not only ignores important differences amongst women, but it also reproduces exactly the stereotypical vision of women and men, masculine and feminine, that has been produced under patriarchy.  Those women who do not fit the mould – who, for example, take up arms in military struggle – are quickly dismissed as expressing ‘negative’ or ‘inauthentic’ feminine values (the same accusation is more rarely made against men).  In this way, it comes as no surprise when mainstream IR theorists such as Robert Reohane happily embrace the tenets of radical feminism.  It requires little in the way of re-thinking or movement from accepted and comfortable assumptions about stereotypes.  Radical feminists find themselves defending the same account of women as nurturing, pacifist, submissive mothers as men do under patriarchy, anti-feminists and the New Right.  As some writers suggest, this in itself should give feminists pause to reconsider this position.

Alt can’t solve—Incorporation of gender in international relations becomes coopted

Saloom, 6. JD Univ of Georgia School of Law and M.A. in Middle Eastern Studies from U of Chicago, Fall 2006

[Rachel, A Feminist Inquiry into International Law and International Relations, 12 Roger Williams U. L. Rev. 159, l/n, Stevens]

There is not much consensus between the gender theorists and those who adhere to current approaches to international law and international relations. The biggest obstacle for gender theorists is the application of their theories. It would be valuable to determine how international relations or international law would operate if gender were taken into account. Gender theorists themselves have trouble formulating ways to apply their theories. Most scholars believe that the "add women and stir" approach generally fails. 91 The notion that "bringing in" more women to the areas of international law and international relations can transform existing practices has not been met with much optimism. 92 Theorists argue that adding women into existing frameworks fails to address the larger androcentric biases that exist. Many theorists criticize this approach, supporting their criticisms with allegations that the issues that gender scholars and practitioners want to address cannot be neatly incorporated in the current framework. Smith argues that: The issues raised by feminism not only do not fit with the discipline, they disrupt the entire edifice of community and society upon which [international relations] and the other social sciences are built. Their foundations are so embedded in gendered identities, subjectivities, and therefore reified structures of common sense that they simply cannot be amended to take account of gender. 93 Hooper also concurs with Smith's conclusions. She posits that "grafting the gender variable" onto a highly masculinized  [*177]  framework is doomed for failure. 94 She believes that adding gender to a checklist will not change the power dynamic that exists in international law and international relations. 95 In the same manner, public international law is often preoccupied with issues of conflict, state sovereignty and use of force. 96 When gender is discussed in international law, it is usually relegated to the human rights law sphere. 97 If the consensus of feminist theorists is that more radical approaches are necessary to change the gender bias that exists, then theorists must formulate other alternatives to make the change in gender bias a feasible option. However, if the proponents of the status quo are even partially correct, then the feminist criticisms become even more difficult to implement. The question then becomes whether it is even desirable to wholly reject state-centrism as a masculinist androcentric paradigm.

Assuming that gendered dichotomies dictate every aspect of social life is incorrect—doesn’t allow a space for resistance. 

Hooper, 1. Charlotte (University of Bristol research associate in politics), Manly States: Masculinities, International Relations, and Gender Politics pp 45-46. 

Spike Peterson and Anne Sisson Runyan (1993), in their discussion of  gendered dichotomies, appear to drop Lacanian psychoanalytic discourse as  an explanation for gendered dichotomies in favor of a more straightforward-  ly political account.14Gendered dichotomies, rather than uniformly con-  structing gendered social relations through universal psychoanalytic mecha-  nisms, are seen more ambiguously, as playing a dual role. Where gendered  dichotomies are used as an organizing principle of social life (such as in the  gendered division of labor) they help to construct gender differences and in-  equalities and thus are constitutive of social reality, but in positing a grid of  polar opposites, they also serve to obscure more complex relationships,  commonalties, overlaps, and intermediate positions (Peterson and Runyan  1993, 24–25).  Elaborating on this view, it can be argued that gendered dichotomies are  in part ideological tools that mystify, masking more complex social realities  and reinforcing stereotypes. On one level, they do help to produce real gen-  der differences and inequalities, when they are used as organizing principles  that have practical effects commensurate with the extent that they become  embedded in institutional practices, and through these, human bodies.  They constitute one dimension in the triangular nexus out of which gender  identities and the gender order are produced. But at the same time, institu-  tional practices are not always completely or unambiguously informed by  such dichotomies, which may then operate to obscure more complex rela-  tionships. It is a mistake to see the language of gendered dichotomies as a uniﬁed and totalizing discourse that dictates every aspect of social practice  to the extent that we are coherently produced as subjects in its dualistic im-  age. As well as the disruptions and discontinuities engendered by the inter-  sections and interjections of other discourses (race, class, sexuality, and so  on) there is always room for evasion, reversal, resistance, and dissonance be-  tween rhetoric, practice, and embodiment, as well as reproduction of the  symbolic order, as identities are negotiated in relation to all three dimen-  sions, in a variety of complex and changing circumstances. On the other  hand, the symbolic gender order does inform practice, and our subjectivi-  ties are produced in relation to it, so to dismiss it as performing only an ide-  ological or propagandistic role is also too simplistic.  

Alt Fails – Marxist

Alt can’t solve – viewing things from a feminist perspective is Marxist

Hekman 97 (Susan is a Professor of Political Science and Director of Graduate Humanities at The University of Texas at Arlington. “Truth and Method: Feminist Standpoint Theory Revisited” Winter Jstor.com) AK
In the succeeding decade, feminist standpoint theory has become a staple of feminist theory. Nancy Hartsock's essay in Sandra Harding and Merrill Hintikka's pathbreaking book Discovering Reality (1983) brought the concept to a philosophical audience. In a number of influential publications, Dorothy Smith developed a sociological method from the "standpoint of women." Harding featured feminist standpoint theory in her two important books on science and feminism. Patricia Hill Collins articulated a specifically black feminist standpoint. But in the late 1980s and early 1990s criticisms of the position mounted, and fewer discussions of it were published. Today the concept occupies a much less prominent position. Particularly among younger feminist theorists, feminist standpoint theory is frequently regarded as a quaint relic of feminism's less sophisticated past. Several developments in the late 1980s have led to this declining influence. First, the inspiration for feminist standpoint theory, Marxism, has been discredited in both theory and practice. Second, feminist standpoint theory appears to be at odds with the issue that has dominated feminist debate in the past decade: difference. Third, feminist standpoint theory appears to be opposed to two of the most significant influences in recent feminist theory: postmodernism and poststructuralism. The Marxist roots of the theory seem to contradict what many define as the antimaterialism of postmodernism. For all of these reasons, the conclusion that feminist standpoint theory should be discarded seems obvious. 

Alt Fails—Totalizing  

Uncertainty is key and totalizing concepts of gender can’t solve. 

Tickner, 99. J Ann (professor at the School of International Relations, University of Southern California), Searching for the Princess? in the Harvard International Review, Fall, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_hb137/is_4_21/ai_n28725353/ 
Once feminist perspectives have exposed the gendered construction of international theory and the diplomatic practices of states, women's experiences can help us to understand how these hierarchies are created and sustained. In Bananas, Beaches, and Bases, Cynthia Enloe takes us behind the scenes to find out what women in international relations do: she tells us that women's experiences of war, marriage, trade, travel and factory work have generally been relegated to the human interest columns. Yet, women working as secretaries and low-paid workers in export processing zones, as domestic servants often forced to work abroad to support their families, and as unpaid wives of diplomats who perform crucial functions in the running of embassies, are all necessary to foreign policymaking and to the efficiency of the global market. By performing roles that have come to be seen as "natural" ones for women, these women and many more are providing the labor that sustains the power structures of states and markets. By way of conclusion, I should like to return to my original question: should we be searching for the princess, a figure who can serve as an alternative model to Machiavelli's Prince for the way states should conduct their foreign policies? I do not believe so; international relations feminists are not searching for another totalizing concept within which to frame our understanding and prescriptions for state behavior. Instead, let me propose the adoption of Fortuna, the unpredictable goddess who tolerates ambiguity and uncertainty, a position which certain scholars have suggested may not be far from Machiavelli's own. Tolerating uncertainty may be necessary if, as feminist perspectives suggest, we must chart new courses rather than try to fit women's encounters with international relations into existing frameworks. Unless we recognize gender as a category of analysis, we cannot understand how gender relations of inequality act to exclude women from the business of foreign policymaking and ensure that they are located disproportionately at the bottom of the socioeconomic scale in all societies.

Treating women as a class fails—allows an incomplete view of true social conditions and precludes solvency. 
Rhode, 94. Deborah L (Stanford University Professor of Law), SYMPOSIUM: CHANGING IMAGES OF THE STATE: FEMINISM AND THE STATE, 107 Harvard Law Review 1181 April.
Other theorists similarly present women as a class and elaborate the ways in which even state policies ostensibly designed to assist women have institutionalized their subordination.  n18 So, for example, welfare programs stigmatize female recipients without providing the support that would enable them to alter their disadvantaged status.  n19 In patriarchal accounts, the choice for many women is between dependence  [*1185]  on an intrusive and insensitive bureaucracy, or dependence on a controlling or abusive man.  n20 Either situation involves sleeping with the enemy.  As Virginia Woolf noted, these public and private spheres of subordination are similarly structured and "inseparably connected; . . . the tyrannies and servilities of the one are the tyrannies and servilities of the other."  n21 This account is also problematic on many levels.  To treat women as a class obscures other characteristics, such as race and economic status, that can be equally powerful in ordering social relations.  Women are not "uniformly oppressed."  n22 Nor are they exclusively victims.  Patriarchy cannot account adequately for the mutual dependencies and complex power dynamics that characterize male-female relations. Neither can the state be understood solely as an instrument of men's interests.  As a threshold matter, what constitutes those interests is not self-evident, as MacKinnon's own illustrations suggest.  If, for example, policies liberalizing abortion serve male objectives by enhancing access to female sexuality, policies curtailing abortion presumably also serve male objectives by reducing female autonomy.  n23 In effect, patriarchal frameworks verge on tautology.  Almost any gender-related policy can be seen as either directly serving men's immediate interests, or as compromising short-term concerns in the service of broader, long-term goals, such as "normalizing" the system and stabilizing power relations.  A framework that can characterize all state interventions as directly or indirectly patriarchal offers little practical guidance in challenging the conditions it condemns.  And if women are not a homogenous group with unitary concerns, surely the same is true of men. Moreover, if the state is best understood as a network of institutions with complex, sometimes competing agendas, then the patriarchal model of single-minded instrumentalism seems highly implausible.  It is difficult to dismiss all the anti-discrimination initiatives of the last quarter century as purely counter-revolutionary strategies.  And it is precisely these initiatives, with their appeal to "male" norms of "objectivity and the impersonality of procedure, that [have created]  [*1186]  leverage for the representation of women's interests."  n24 Cross-cultural research also suggests that the status of women is positively correlated with a strong state, which is scarcely the relationship that patriarchal frameworks imply.  n25 While the "tyrannies" of public and private dependence are plainly related, many feminists challenge the claim that they are the same.  As Carole Pateman notes, women do not "live with the state and are better able to make collective struggle against institutions than individuals."  n26 To advance that struggle, feminists need more concrete and contextual accounts of state institutions than patriarchal frameworks have supplied.  Lumping together police, welfare workers, and Pentagon officials as agents of a unitary patriarchal structure does more to obscure than to advance analysis.  What seems necessary is a contextual approach that can account for greater complexities in women's relationships with governing institutions.  Yet despite their limitations, patriarchal theories underscore an insight that generally informs feminist theorizing.  As Part II reflects, governmental institutions are implicated in the most fundamental structures of sex-based inequality and in the strategies necessary to address it.
Feminist analysis applied to international relations is not contextualized; it will only lead to a new form of debilitating gender structures for females. 
Enloe 2005 (Cynthia, Feminist and Women Studies “Of Arms and the Women” http://feminism.eserver.org/of-arms-and-the-woman.txt, EB)

Completely missing from such an analysis is any acknowledgement that the successes of feminism have been largely based on appeals to the universal norms governing citizens of the impersonal, bureaucratic nation-state. Those appeals would have made no sense in any previous political system. Notwithstanding this, feminist scholars tend to join free marketeers, multiculturalists and Wilsonians in their approval of the (mostly imaginary) dissolution of the nation-state in a new world order. If the nation-state is "gendered," Enloe reasons, then perhaps the post-national nonstate need not be: "Perhaps effective u.n. soldiering will call for a new kind of masculinity, one less reliant on misogyny, less insecure about heterosexual credentials." (If the recent "peacekeeping" of u.n. forces in Bosnia and Somalia shows anything, however, it is that a little more of the old masculinity may be necessary to prevent mass slaughter--and mass rape, too.) Though realist theory can survive, and perhaps even accommodate, many of the arguments of feminism with respect to collective conflict and state sovereignty, realism must reject the third aspect of the feminist criticism: the redefinition of security to mean social justice. From the Marxist left, feminists have picked up the argument that interstate violence is just one genre of "structural violence," which includes the economic oppression of lower classes by upper classes (Marxism) and the subordination of women to men by custom and by violence (feminism). But this notion merely disguises a change of subject as a change of approach. To say that mass rape by soldiers in wartime and wife-beating in societies at peace (excuse me, at "peace") are parts of the same phenomenon is to abandon any pretense of engaging in serious thinking about international relations. The result may be feminist theory, but it is not a theory of world politics. It is a theory of human society in general. When, as in "ecofeminism," the mistreatment of women by men in all societies, in peace and at war, is fused, as a subject of analysis, with the mistreatment of the ecosystem by humanity, one has a theory of everything, and a theory of everything is usually not very much.

Alt Fails—Cooption 

The alternative refuses to recognize and take into account any sort of contradictory feminist arguments, creating dichotomies between different feminist groups and approving a counter-elite in the world of the alternative. 
Goetz 91, research fellow in Development studies at U of Sussex,(Anne Goetz, “Gender and International Relations,” Harper and Row, 1991)
Third world women have accused first word and western-trained feminists of exercising a certain cultural colonialism, of misrepresenting different women by homogenizing the experiences and conditions of western women across time and culture.  Chakravorty Spivak has shown that western women are “complicates” in contributing to the continued ‘degradation’ of third world women whose micrology they interpret without having access to it.  Monica Lazreg, exploring the ‘perils of writing as a woman on women in Algeria’ suggests that third world women have been produced as a field of knowledge, essentializing their difference in a process that represents a ‘caricature of the feminist project’.  Black feminists have accused white feminists of adding on difference at the margin ‘without leaving the comforts of home’ so as to support ‘the seeming homogeneity, stability, and self-evidence of its experience based epistemology’.  Trinh T. Minh-ha identifies this neutralized difference as ‘the very kind of colonized anthropologised difference the master has always granted his subordinates’.  Audre Lorde’s response to the universalized picture of oppression in Mary Dali’s Gym/Ecology reproaches her for failing: “to recognize that, as women… differences expose all women to various forms and degrees of patriarchal oppression, some of which we share, some of which we do not… The oppression of women knows no ethnic nor racial boundaries, true, but that does not mean that it is identical within those boundaries… to imply… that all women suffer the same oppression simply because we are women is to lose sight of the many varied tools of patriarchy.  It is to ignore how these tools are used by women without awareness against each other.”  These statements amount to descriptions of an epistemologically totalizing and culturally disruptive feminist.  And to the extend that feminist theory’s claim to relevance is based upon its claim to represent the meaning of women’s social experience in all its heterogeneity, these critiques point to some fundamental problems.  The original consciousness raising approach of traditional feminist – what Catherine MacKinnon has called its critical method – involved a project of theorizing the collective expression of the social constitution of sexed identities.  This was informed by a political understanding that gender was not an inalienable description of human reality; an understanding derived from the insights of a traditional feminist ideology whose analysis of the political meaning of experience was concerned with deconstructing the legitimating surface of women’s oppression.  Theorizing the social construction of subjectivity produced an understanding of the mechanisms of sexist oppression.  In practice, and as seen above, particularly in the context of WID practice, that collective critical reconstitution of women’s experiences in traditional feminist movements has tended to reproduce the situational consciousness of the white, bourgeois, heterosexual feminist, developing a set of certainties structured around that specific subjectivity.  Such certainties in liberal or Marxist feminist ideologies tended to inform the cross-cultural investigations of sexual subordination, producing a certain myopia with respect to the details of sexual subordination in different societies.  The failure to guide practice with reference to the processes that shape human perceptions and norms promoted the disintegration of feminist pronouncements on women in development into a norm setting activity by a counter-elite.
Feminist theory fails because it doesn’t provide a clear view of IR post-alternative. A policy option should be pursued instead.

Caprioli, 04 – (“Feminist IR Theory and Quantitative Methodology: A Critical Analysis” Mary Caprioli, Dept. of Political Science, University of Tennessee. International Studies Review. Volume 42 Issue 1 Page 193-197, March 2004. http://www.blackwell-synergy.com/links/doi/10.1111/0020-8833.00076.) AK

Conventional feminist IR scholars misrepresent the field of international relations in arguing that IR scholarship as popularly accepted excludes alternative explanations of state behavior, including feminist inquiry, that go beyond structural, state-focused models. Feminist IR theorists, among others, critique the IR field for its state-centric approach and argue that "a world of states situated in an anarchical international system leaves little room for analyses of social relations, including gender relations" (Tickner 2001:146). As a result, they appear to set up a straw man by refusing to recognize the variety within "conventional" IR research. Indeed, as Jack Levy (2000) has observed, a significant shift to societal-level variables has occurred, partly in response to the decline in the systemic imperatives of the bipolar era. Certainly the democratic peace literature, particularly its normative explanation (Maoz and Russett 1993; Dixon 1994), among other lines of inquiry, recognizes the role of social relations in explaining state behavior. The normative explanation for the democratic peace thesis emphasizes the societal level values of human rights, support for the rule of law, and peaceful conflict resolution in explaining the likelihood of interstate conflict. Furthermore, dyadic tests of the democratic peace thesis rely "on an emerging theoretical framework that may prove capable of incorporating the strengths of the currently predominant realist or neorealist research program, and moving beyond it" (Ray 2000:311). In addition, theorizing and research in the field of ethnonationalism has highlighted connections that domestic ethnic discrimination and violence have with state behavior at the international level (Gurr and Harff 1994; Van Evera 1997; Caprioli and Trumbore 2003a, 2003b).  Contrary to the argument that conventional IR theory excludes feminist inquiry, space exists within the field of international relations for feminist inquiry even allowing for a state-centric focus, just as room exists for scholars interested in exploring the democratic peace and ethnonationalism. International relations feminists make the same mistake that they accuse IR scholars of making: narrowing the space for various worldviews, thereby creating competition and a sense of exclusion among the so-called others. If the role of "feminist theory is to explain women's subordination, or the unjustified asymmetry between women's and men's social and economic positions, and to seek prescriptions for ending it" (Tickner 2001:11), then feminist IR scholarship ought to allow for an explanation of how women's subordination or inequality has an impact on state behavior, assuming a state- centric focus, while at the same time challenging the predetermination of a structural analysis. If domestic inequality does affect state behavior, or even perpetuates the existence of states, then policy prescriptions should be sought.

Fem IR = Incomplete (Good Empiricism Perm Solvency)

Fem IR is incomplete—it can’t escape what it problematizes and ignores theory

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 159-160)
Few in the social sciences and humanities will have missed the rise of what Sommers disapprovingly calls "militant gynocentrism and misandrism."91 That feminist perspectives and feminist studies have had far reaching effects upon the academy and its knowledges is beyond question. In International Relations, gender perspectives have opened up important and hitherto neglected sites of inquiry. Studies into patriarchal structures like the military, the systemic exclusion of women and the phenomena of the glass ceiling, sexual intimidation, and the role masculinism plays in the conduct of international politics and military affairs have all been useful, revealing, and contributory to our understanding of international relations. So too, studies into the international political economy of global change, globalization, transnational corporations, the new Asian industrialism, and the exploitation of workers under the new international division of labor have benefited greatly from gender analyses highlighting the adverse and often different effects such phenomena have had on women and men. Yet, as Adam Jones concluded recently, despite their contributions, feminist "critiques are far from constituting an adequate account or even an inclusive framing of gender and IR. The wider task— theorizing and narrating the international politics of gender—remains."92 For feminists who suggest that they have found better ontological viewing points from which to theorize the realities, causes, and issues of international politics, this is stinging criticism. Indeed, it renders problematic the "gender variable" as the principal ontological starting point for investigating international politics and makes apparent how premature are adages announcing that "gender makes the world go round." That feminist epistemologies, especially postmodern feminisms, are not above being problematic underscores how important is the need for further investigation before we all don postmodern gender lenses and view the world through this singular and unifocal lens. 

Fem IR can’t explain everything—we need empirical theories so we don’t marginalize highly relevant international issues

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 176-177)
But putting aside the ambit claims of postmodern feminists, the more important question for International Relations concerns the relevance of the strategies and theoretical approaches they recommend for the discipline. What might International Relations look like, do, research, and produce under the theoretical formula suggested by postmodern feminists? Are we to assume that observations derived through the experiences of Ruby the elephant a sufficient ontological starting point for the research agendas of the discipline? Will accusatory gender fingerpointing help in eradicating injustice, global poverty, and war? How do highbrow postmodern discourses or feminist ontologies help the truly needy, destitute, and impoverished? Can such insights be operationalized, used as tools to inform public policy, or utilized as formulae to help negotiate peaceful resolutions to ethnic conflict or territorial wars? Can we settle for a series of ongoing questions concerning "what it means to know, who may know, where knowers are located, and what the difference among them mean for the knowledges that result?"155 Can the historiography of the Cold War really be understood by reference to the T-shirts worn by U.S. servicemen and the sex industry in the Philippines?156 Should we prioritize the study of marriage and venereal disease, as Cynthia Enloe suggests, as equal to that of "studying military weaponry?"157 Is theoretical endeavor really an attribute of journal entries from the travels of a U.S. academic living on a kibbutz in Israel, or the recollections of those who gather at ISA meetings and exchange narratives?158 Does theoretical endeavor really extend to "how to make cups of tea, about washing clothes, about using the word processor, about driving a car, about collecting water, about joking," as Marysia Zalewski contends?159 Not all theory, of course, must conform to the strictures of utilitarian principles, able to be operationalized and used in an instrumental way to inform public and foreign policy. But some of it probably should, save the relevance of what we do might be lost on those at the coal face of international politics if not also many of its professional practitioners and academicians. Stimulating our theoretical imaginations, pushing the envelope, and exploring discursively the epistemological grounding of our collective knowledge is all good and well. But to suppose that this is all we should do, or even that it is the most important of our activities, would seem to marginalize the continuing dilemmas of international politics and those whose lives are made perilous because of them. Doubtless, feminist perspectives have made valuable contributions and enhanced our understanding of international politics, but such perspectives have yet to make a convincing case for the intellectual revolution and refocused research agendas they so earnestly propose. 

Fem IR=Incomplete

Fem IR can’t stand on its own—it supports authors that ignore the feminist plight and yet asserts the need for its ontological primacy

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 174-175)
"One variable," notes Tom Kando, "does not make a theory." Gender, while important, on its own is only one element among many in international politics. Its contribution to International Relations might thus be assessed as only partial: part of a multitude of perspectives that attempt to contribute to our understanding of domination, exploitation, and inequality in the context of global politics.144 Yet, this is not the way postmodern feminists position themselves in the discipline, admonishing all who stand opposed to making the "gender variable" the principal ontological vantage point from which to explain and understand international politics. Among radical feminists there is a deep-seated suspicion of International Relations, especially toward the discipline's traditional subjects of inquiry and modes of analysis. Not that this is unique to International Relations. The social sciences and humanities generally, and Western culture and Enlightenment thought in particular, are now viewed ominously. As Patricia Lanca observes, for radical feminists the modernist-rational intellectual edifice is now "seen as a shelter from which malign entities (embodied in the bourgeoisie) especially since the Enlightenment, have sought to exercise power," while "the house of western culture" is depicted not as a "place of welcome where all mankind may find a place but of exclusion." Contributions to this edifice in whatever form are thus rendered complicitous in the "project of oppression," and the spread of Western culture as coterminous with imperialist exploitation and cultural genocide. Likewise, "meaning attributed to language by ordinary mortals" becomes a delusion, and true meaning the preserve of those who disassemble language itself. "Nothing is as it seems and the realists who believe otherwise are victims of logocentrism, or more radically, phallologocentrism where those who exercise control over the power system are essentially males who impose 'compulsory heterosexuality' on the unwilling masses of man and womankind."145 While Lanca's comments are harsh, they probably explain the spate of nefarious and ideologically opinionated -isms that masquerade as theoretical formulations but which incite revolt, disturbance, and repudiation in favor of relativism and tribalism.146 The irony in all of this, of course, is that such repudiationist formulations display a near panegyric celebration of the writings of white European men, Foucault, Derrida, and Nietzsche, for example, who never once wrote about the plight of women but are now lionized as the emissaries of their emancipation. This makes "male deconstructionists and their female epigones . . . the product of the narrowest Eurocentrism," while uniquely adept at rejecting all that is Western, European, modernist, rational, and scientific.147 Indeed, the outright rejection of Enlightenment and Western values seems all the more peculiar considering how instrumental they have been in extending to women rights and freedoms that, elsewhere in the world, are only dreamt about. As Patricia Lanca again observes, "If it were not tragic it would be hilarious that western female intellectuals, a privileged class indeed by global or even purely American standards, should demonize white, European, upperclass males and blame the power structures of western society for women's ills. For where has women's emancipation progressed further than in these very societies and, what is more, with the help, support and open initiative of many such males?"148 

Public-Private Distinction Good

Public/Private distinction good – guarantees freedom from arbitrary retribution and endless war

Bronner 4

Stephen Eric, Professor of Political Science and Comparative Literature at Rutgers University, “Reclaiming the Enlightenment” Columbia University Press p. 45-46

Alienation is therefore embedded within liberal politics from the very beginning: totalitarian and theocratic attempts to surmount it by abolishing the distinction between public and private or the separation of powers, however, have only made the problem worse. The alienated character of the new political philosophy indeed makes possible the impartial arbitration of grievances and the recognition of individuals with diverse desires and interests. Retribution is now no longer in the hands of church, family, or some gang. Citizens will now, according to Hobbes, surrender the right to punish offenses and to define the law as they arbitrarily see fit.10 In turn, however, they will receive the security necessary in order to go about their business and preserve their lives from the imminent dangers associated with an ongoing condition of war. It was, for Hobbes, a rational exchange predicated on consent. He saw the citizenry as calculating people who understood their own lives in the horrific state of nature as “nasty, poor, solitary, brutish, and short.” It only made sense that they should consider the preservation of their lives, if not their liberty, as their central concern. 

No Impact

No impact—rigid masculine privilege doesn’t exist—masculinity empirically doesn’t guarantee a better life

Jones, 96. Ph d in poly sci and professor of international studies at the Center for Research and Teaching in Economics (CIDE) in Mexico City, 1996
[Adam, Does “Gender” Make the World Go Round? Feminist Critiques of International Relations, Review of International Studies 22:4, http://adamjones.freeservers.com/does.htm, 7/12/07, Stevens]

The self-imposed limitations on most feminist IR discourse are apparent, too, in Christine Sylvester's assertion that "states and their regimes connect with people called women only to ensure, tacitly at least, that the benefits of regime participation will flow from 'women' to 'men' and not ever the other way round."(64) This is an image of hegemonic gender-class that is impervious to nuance or paradox. It is a striking bit of absolutist phrasing from one of the field's leading post-positivist theorists, who elsewhere, rhetorically at least, emphasizes flexibility and empathy.(65) And it leads, or ought to lead, to some hard questions. If masculine privilege is so all-pervasive and absolute, we must ask (in a developed-world context at least) why it is that men live substantially shorter lives than women, kill themselves at rates vastly higher than women, absorb close to one hundred per cent of the fatal casualties of society's productive labour, and direct the majority of their violence against "their own" ranks. All these features appear to be anomalous if not unique in the history of ruling classes the world over. They surely deserve more sustained, non-dogmatic attention than Sylvester, along with every feminist theorist I have encountered, grants them.(66) "It is not valid and reliable," as Sylvester herself reminds us, "to build generalizable models ... on a partial base."(67) If the feminist approach to gendered "security" is to be taken seriously, as it deserves to be, these powerfully gendered phenomena deserve closer investigation than feminist commentary so far has been able or willing to provide.

Women’s rights are high now, examples prove.

Smith 08 (Dee Dee, “The Womens Rights Movement) http://activism.suite101.com/article.cfm/the_womens_rights_movement) AK

The success of the women’s rights movement is evident when we see females like Senator Hillary Clinton and many others running for and holding political offices. It is also evident in institutions of higher learning, religious institutions and even in the board room. Nonetheless, because young women in America have always enjoyed these liberties, are these freedoms as valued as they were by the foremothers of the movement?  Recently many news stories have spoken of the injustices concerning women in the Middle East. One such story was told on court television. It was about a woman from Iran who risked all that she had to escape that country. She’d desired that her daughters experience the freedoms of a more liberated/equal society. Her hopes for her daughters included higher education, equal employment opportunities, freedom to marry/not marry, freedom to reproduce/not reproduce and protection from sexual abuse/violence. Because the daughters came to America at very young ages, they never really witnessed or experienced the oppression their mother fought so hard to escape. Consequently, to the mother’s dismay, the daughters did not value freedom in the same way that the mother had. The Women’s Rights Movement - Historians credit Susan B. Anthony and Elizabeth Cady Stanton for the birth of the women’s rights movement. Although the heart of the struggle centered around achieving the right to vote, these women and many other women's rights activists fought for the complete equality of/justice for women in America. Some of the battles fought and accomplishments won by this movement include:     * The right to vote     * Gender equality/equal employment opportunity     * Protection of women’s rights in divorce     * Laws/tough penalties for rape and sexual violence against women     * The promotion of higher education for women     * Passing of sexual harassment laws     * Implementation of laws/services to stop/protect against domestic violence     * Reduction of poverty and economic growth for women

No Impact - Patriarchy is the just the product of people’s pursuit of happiness

Goldberg, 1999 (Steven, Chairman of the Department of Sociology, City College, City University of New York, “The Inevitability of Patriarchy” http://lilt.ilstu.edu/gmklass/foi/readings/patriarchygoldberg.htm, EB)

But it is not only expectations that lead to the high-status roles in a society being designated masculine.  This arrangement also reflects a society's tendency to try to maximize individual happiness.  For consider what would happen if a society did not socialize women away from competing with men, from its not directing girls toward roles women are more capable of playing, or with status low enough that men will not strive for them.  No doubt some women would be aggressive enough to succeed in competitions with men and there would be considerably more women in high-status positions than there are now.  But most women would lose in such competitive struggles with men (because men have the aggression advantage), and so most adult women would be forced to live lives as failures in areas in which the society had wanted them to succeed.  It is women, far more than men, who would never allow a situation in which girls were socialized in such a way that the vast majority of them were doomed to adult lifetimes of failure to live up to their own expectations.  If women did not develop an alternative set of criteria for success, their sense of their own competence would suffer intolerably.  Our system of patriarchal sex roles is just this society's way of trying to maximize the individual
AT: Fem IR is ignored

No marginalization of feminist voices in IR

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 175-176)
Similar sentiments might be extrapolated into International Relations where the discipline, its practitioners, and theories are castigated by postmodern and radical feminists for crimes of elitism, sexism, racism, and for marginalizing not just women but their ideas, perspectives, and approaches. The ISA Committee for the Study of the Status of Women in International Relations, for example, complained that "research by women is poorly integrated into the corpus of scholarship in this field" and that, overall, there is an "underrepresentation of women in an (sic) ISA journals.'"49 Again, however, the facts would seem to make anomalous these accusations. As William Thompson and Brian Pollins, the editors of the ISA's International Studies Quarterly (ISQ), noted in responding to these allegations, while "women submitted fewer papers than one might expect," the probability of success was nonetheless what one would expect given the submission numbers.150 In all, they added, the available data indicate "that the problem may lie more with what is submitted, where it is submitted, and how well it is crafted than it does with alleged bias on the part of specific journals.'"51 

Cries of victimization and professional marginalization nonetheless persist, albeit issued from rather prestigious corners of the academy. Christine Sylvester, for example, issues hers via Cambridge University Press and the distinguished series, Cambridge Studies in International Relations.; Cynthia Enloe via the University of California Press, Berkeley; and V. Spike Peterson via Westview Press.152 Marginalization of this nature, not unnaturally, is the career goal of most junior faculty! Nor is there evidence of systemic discrimination in the academy in terms of hiring practices. As most junior faculty will be only to familiar with, affirmative action policies and an acute awareness of equity issues, regales throughout advertisements for faculty vacancies: the "University is an Equal Opportunity/Affirmative action employer; applications from women and minority candidates are specifically invited.'"53 A commitment to diversity, an enhanced sensitivity to correcting historical disciplinary gender disparities, and an awareness of sexism have all made for a more even playing field in terms of academic recruitment practices. Sheilah Mann of the American Political Science Association (APSA), for example, reports that for graduating candidates in 1995-1996, the "placement success rates differ overall by gender and ethnicity," and that "more of the women graduates seeking jobs were successful (70%) than the men (62%)." Mann further notes that "among U.S. citizens, a higher percentage of each group of minority doctoral students got jobs than did all men and, to a lesser degree of difference, all women. Placement success rates were 77% for Latin Americans, 74% for Latinos, and 83% for Asian Americans."154 Systemic discrimination, racism, bigotry, and gender bias are thus far from endemic, or even evident, across all the subfields of political science. This probably explains why allegations of such bias are typically only asserted and never substantiated with reference to fact or professional actualities. 

AT: Personal is Political 

Fem IR fails—based on personal narratives that can’t explain phenomena in the international arena

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 162-163)
Skillful theoretical moves of this nature underscore the adroitness of postmodern feminist theory at emasculating many of its logical inconsistencies. In arguing for a feminist postmodernism, for example, Sylvester employs a double theoretical move that, on the one hand, invokes a kind of epistemological-deconstructive-anarchy-cum-relativism in an attempt to decenter or make insecure fixed research gazes, identities, and concepts (men, women, security, and nation-state), while on the other hand turning to the lived experiences of women as if ontologically given and assuming their experiences to be authentic, real, substantive, and authoritative interpretations of the realities of international relations. Women at the peace camps of Greenham Common or in the cooperatives of Harare, represent, for Sylvester, the real coal face of international politics, their experiences and strategies the real politics of "relations international." But why should we take the experiences of these women to be ontologically superior or more insightful than the experiences of other women or other men? As Sylvester admits elsewhere, "Experience ... is at once always already an interpretation and in need of interpretation." Why, then, are experience-based modes of knowledge more insightful than knowledges derived through other modes of inquiry?98 Such epistemologies are surely crudely positivistic in their singular reliance on osmotic perception of the facts as they impact upon the personal. If, as Sylvester writes, "sceptical inlining draws on substantive everydayness as a time and site of knowledge, much as does everyday feminist theorising," and if, as she further notes, "it understands experience ... as mobile, indeterminate, hyphenated, [and] homeless," why should this knowledge be valued as anything other than fleeting subjective perceptions of multiple environmental stimuli whose meaning is beyond explanation other than as a personal narrative?99 Is this what Sylvester means when she calls for a re-visioning and a repainting of the "canvases of IR," that we dissipate knowledge into an infinitesimal number of disparate sites, all equally valid, and let loose with a melange of visceral perceptions; stories of how each of us perceive we experience international politics? If this is the case, then Sylvester's version of feminist postmodernism does not advance our understanding of international politics, leaving untheorized and unexplained the causes of international relations. Personal narratives do not constitute theoretical discourse, nor indeed an explanation of the systemic factors that procure international events, processes, or the actions of certain actors. 

**FOUCAULT/BIOPOWER GENERAL**

Cede the Political

Endless investigation of power makes real struggles against oppression impossible. 

Hicks, 03- Professor and chair of philosophy at Queens College of the CUNY (Steven V., “Nietzsche, Heidegger, and Foucault: Nihilism and Beyond,” Foucault and Heidegger: Critical Encounters, Ed. Alan Milchman and Alan Rosenberg, p. 109, Questia)

Hence, the only “ethico-political choice” we have, one that Foucault thinks we must make every day, is simply to determine which of the many insidious forms of power is “the main danger” and then to engage in an activity of resistance in the “nexus” of opposing forces. 72 “Unending action is required to combat ubiquitous peril.” 73 But this ceaseless Foucauldian “recoil” from the ubiquitous power perils of “normalization” precludes, or so it would seem, formulating any defensible alternative position or successor ideals. And if Nietzsche is correct in claiming that the only prevailing human ideal to date has been the ascetic ideal, then even Foucauldian resistance will continue to work in service of this ideal, at least under one of its guises, viz., the nihilism of negativity. Certainly Foucault's distancing of himself from all ideological commitments, his recoiling from all traditional values by which we know and judge, his holding at bay all conventional answers that press themselves upon us, and his keeping in play the “twists” and “recoils” that question our usual concepts and habitual patterns of behavior, all seem a close approximation, in the ethicopolitical sphere, to the idealization of asceticism.

Critiques of power are so localized that they prevent coalition from forming that could genuinely fight oppression. 

Cook, 92- Associate Professor at Georgetown Law School (Anthony E., “A Diversity of Influence: Reflections on Postmodernism, Spring, 26 New Eng.L. Rev. 751, Lexis)

Several things trouble me about Foucault's approach. First, he nurtures in many ways an unhealthy insularity that fails to connect localized struggle to other localized struggles and to modes of oppression like classism, racism, sexism, and homophobia that transcend their localized articulation within this particular law school, that particular law firm, within this particular church or that particular factory. I note among some followers of Foucault an unhealthy propensity to rely on rich, thick, ethnographic type descriptions of power relations playing themselves out in these localized laboratories of social conflict. This reliance on detailed description and its concomitant deemphasis of explanation begins, ironically, to look like a regressive positivism which purports to sever the descriptive from the normative, the is from the ought and law from morality and politics. Unless we are to be trapped in this Foucaultian moment of postmodern insularity, we must resist the temptation to sever description from explanation. Instead, our objective should be to explain what we describe in light of a vision embracing values that we make explicit in struggle. These values should act as magnets that link our particularized struggles to other struggles and more global critiques of power. In other words, we must not, as Foucault seems all too willing to do, forsake the possibility of more universal narratives that, while tempered by postmodern insights, attempt to say and do something about the oppressive world in which we live. Second, Foucault's emphasis on the techniques and discourses of knowledge that constitute the human subject often diminishes, if not abrogates, the role of human agency. Agency is of tremendous importance in any theory of oppression, because individuals are not simply constituted by systems of knowledge but also constitute hegemonic and counter-hegemonic systems of knowledge as well. Critical theory must pay attention to the ways in which oppressed people not only are victimized by ideologies of oppression but the ways they craft from these ideologies and discourses counter-hegemonic weapons of liberation.

Biopower Good - General

Biopower is also positive—such as the dramatic decrease in infant mortality. 

Dickinson 04 - Associate Professor, History Ph.D., U.C. Berkeley - 2004 (Edward Ross, “Biopolitics, Fascism, 

Democracy: Some Reflections on Our Discourse About “Modernity,” Central European History, vol. 37, no. 1, 1–48)

Of course, at the most simple-minded level, it seems to me that an assessment of the potentials of modernity that ignores the ways in which biopolitics has made life tangibly better is somehow deeply flawed. To give just one example, infant mortality in Germany in 1900 was just over 20 percent; or, in other words, one in five children died before reaching the age of one year. By 1913, it was 15 percent; and by 1929 (when average real purchasing power was not significantly higher than in 1913) it was only 9.7 percent.93 The expansion of infant health programs— an enormously ambitious, bureaucratic, medicalizing, and sometimes intrusive, social engineering project— had a great deal to do with that change. It would be bizarre to write a history of biopolitical modernity that ruled out an appreciation for how absolutely wonderful and astonishing this achievement— and any number of others like it — really was. There was a reason for the “Machbarkeitswahn” of the early twentieth century: many marvelous things were in fact becoming machbar. In that sense, it is not really accurate to call it a “Wahn” (delusion, craziness) at all; nor is it accurate to focus only on the “inevitable” frustration of “delusions” of power. Even in the late 1920s, many social engineers could and did look with great satisfaction on the changes they genuinely had the power to accomplish.

Resistance Solves the Impact

Even if they win that our policy turns to the dark side of biopolitics, their impact will still be prevented by localized resistance. 

Dickinson 04 - Associate Professor, History Ph.D., U.C. Berkeley - 2004 (Edward Ross, “Biopolitics, Fascism, 

Democracy: Some Reflections on Our Discourse About “Modernity,” Central European History, vol. 37, no. 1, 1–48)

In the current literature, it seems that biopolitics is almost always acting on (or attempting to act on) people; it is almost never something they do. This kind of model is not very realistic. This is not how societies work. The example of the attempt to create a eugenic counseling system in Prussia should be instructive in this respect. Here public health and eugenics experts— technocrats— tried to impart their sense of eugenic crisis and their optimism about the possibility of creating a better “race” to the public; and they successfully mobilized the resources of the state in support of their vision. And yet, what emerged quite quickly from this effort was in fact a system of public contraceptive advice — or family planning. It is not so easy to impose technocratic ambitions on the public, particularly in a democratic state; and “on the ground,” at the level of interactions with actual persons and social groups, public policy often takes on a life of its own, at least partially independent of the fantasies of technocrats. This is of course a point that Foucault makes with particular clarity. The power of discourse is not the power of manipulative elites, which control it and impose it from above. Manipulative elites always face resistance, often effective, resistance. More important, the power of discourse lies precisely in its ability to set the terms for such struggles, to define what they are about, as much as what their outcomes are. As Foucault put it, power— including the power to manage life —“comes from everywhere.”105 Biomedical knowledge was not the property only of technocrats, and it could be used to achieve ends that had little to do with their social-engineering schemes.106 Modern biopolitics is a multifaceted world of discourse and practice elaborated and put into practice at multiple levels throughout modern societies. 

Power is fluid—biopower has created new freedoms as well as new oppressions—context is key. 

Dickinson 04 - Associate Professor, History Ph.D., U.C. Berkeley - 2004 (Edward Ross, “Biopolitics, Fascism, 

Democracy: Some Reflections on Our Discourse About “Modernity,” Central European History, vol. 37, no. 1, 1–48)

Uncoupling “technocracy” from “discourse” is not yet enough, however. We should also be alive to the ways in which new social practices, institutions, and knowledge generated new choices — a limited range of them, constrained by all kinds of discursive and social frameworks, but nonetheless historically new and significant. Modern biopolitics did create, in a real sense, not only new constraints but also new degrees of freedom— new levers that increased people’s power to move their own worlds, to shape their own lives. Our understanding of modern biopolitics will be more realistic and more fruitful if we reconceptualize its development as a complex process in which the implications of those new choices were negotiated out in the social and discursive context. Again, in the early twentieth century many more conservative biopolitical “experts” devoted much of their energy precisely to trying— without any discernable success— to control those new degrees of freedom. For most social liberals and Social Democrats, however, those new choices were a potential source of greater social efficiency and social dynamism. State policy reflected the constant negotiation and tension between these perspectives. Nor should we stop at a reexamination of knowledge and technology. It might make sense, too, to reexamine the process of institution-building, the elaboration of the practices and institutions of biopolitics. No doubt the creation of public and private social welfare institutions created instruments for the study, manipulation, or control of individuals and groups. But it also generated opportunities for self-organization and participation by social groups of all kinds. 

Their K oversimplifies—biopower is not a one-way street—it produces equivalent resistances that check the impact. 

Campbell, 98 - professor of international politics at the University of Newcastle - 1998 (David, “Writing Security: United States Foreign Policy and the Politics of Identity,” pg. 204-205)

The political possibilities enabled by this permanent provocation of power and freedom can be specified in more detail by thinking in terms of the predominance of the “bio-power” discussed above. In this sense, because the governmental practices of biopolitics in West​ern nations have been increasingly directed toward modes of being and forms of life — such that sexual conduct has become an object of concern, individual health has been figured as a domain of discipline, and the family has been transformed into an instrument of govern​ment— the ongoing agonism between those practices and the free​dom they seek to contain means that individuals have articulated a series of counterdemands drawn from those new fields of concern. For example, as the state continues to prosecute people according to sexual orientation, human rights activists have proclaimed the right of gays to enter into formal marriages, adopt children, and receive the same health and insurance benefits granted to their straight coun​terparts. These claims are a consequence of the permanent provoca​tion of power and freedom in biopolitics, and stand as testament to the “strategic reversibility” of power relations: if the terms of governmental practices can be made into focal points for resistances, then the “history of government as the ‘conduct of conduct’ is interwoven with the history of dissenting ‘counterconducts.”’39 Indeed, the emer​gence of the state as the major articulation of “the political” has in​volved an unceasing agonism between those in office and those they rule. State intervention in everyday life has long incited popular col​lective action, the result of which has been both resistance to the state and new claims upon the state. In particular, “the core of what we now call ‘citizenship’ consists of multiple bargains hammered out by rulers and ruled in the course of their struggles over the means of state action, especially the making of war.” In more recent times, constituencies associated with women’s, youth, ecological, and peace movements (among others) have also issued claims on society. These resistances are evidence that the break with the discursive/nondiscursive dichotomy central to the logic of interpretation undergirding this analysis is (to put it in conventional terms) not only theoretically licensed; it is empirically warranted. Indeed, expanding the interpretive imagination so as to enlarge the categories through which we understand the constitution of “the political” has been a necessary precondition for making sense of Foreign Policy’s concern for the ethical borders of identity in America. Accordingly, there are manifest political implications that flow from theorizing identity. As Judith Butler concluded: “The deconstruction of identity is not the deconstruction of politics; rather, it establishes as political the very terms through which identity is articulated.”

Aff = Prerequisite

Foucault’s concept of resistance is only possible in a world without violence—the aff is a pre-requisite for the alternative. 

Bevir, 99 – Department of Political Science @ University of Newcastle – 1999 (Mark, “Foucault and Critique:

Deploying Agency against Autonomy, Political Theory, Volume 27 No. 1, Page 65 February 1999, JSTOR)

Perhaps we might say, therefore, that power or pastoral-power recognizes the value of the subject as an agent, whereas violence or discipline attempts to extinguish the capacity of the subject for agency. Although Foucault, of course, never describes things in quite these terms, he does come remarkably close to doing so. In particular, he defines violence, in contrast to power, as aiming at domination or as a physical constraint that denies the ability of the other to act: “where the determining factors saturate the whole there is no relationship of power,” rather “it is a question of a physical relationship of constraint.”27 Similarly, he defines power, in contrast to violence, as able to come into play only where people have a capacity to act, perhaps even a capacity to act freely: “power is exercised over free subjects, and only insofar as they are free,” by which “we mean individual or collective subjects who are faced with a field of possibilities in which several ways of behaving, several reactions and diverse comportments may be realized.”28 If we thus accept that power always treats the subject as an agent, whereas violence always attempts to extinguish the capacity of the subject for agency, we can see why Foucault’s later work on power emphasises that power, unlike violence, necessarily entails a capacity for resistance. To treat someone as an agent, one has to recognise that they can do other than one wishes—they can resist. Power can exist only where people have a capacity to act freely, and so only where they can resist that power. Perhaps, therefore, we should define as violent any relationship—whether overtly violent or not—in which an individual has his action determined for him. Violence manifests itself in any relationship between individuals, groups, or societies in which one denies the agency of the others by seeking to define for them actions they must perform. Power, in contrast, appears in any relationship—although no overtly violent relationship could meet the following requirement—in which an individual does not have his action determined for him. Power manifests itself whenever individuals, groups, or societies act as influences on the agency of the subject without attempting to determine the particular actions the subject performs. Here a rejection of autonomy implies that power is ineliminable, while a defence of agency implies that power need not degenerate into violence. Foucault’s final work on the nature of governmentality suggests, therefore, that society need not consist solely of the forms of discipline he had analysed earlier. Society might include an arena in which free individuals attempt only to influence one another. I hope my discussion of Foucault’s theory of governmentality has pointed to the way in which a distinction between violence and power might provide us with normative resources for social criticism absent from his earlier work. Provided we are willing to grant that the capacity for agency has ethical value—and this seems reasonable enough—we will denounce violent social relations and champion instead a society based on a more benign power. 
Genealogy Bad

Genealogy is trapped in a double bind: its extreme relativism either undercuts its political usefulness or a new master discourse is produced. 
Habermas, 87- Permanent Visiting Professor at Northwestern (Jürgen, The Philosophical Discourse of Modernity, p. 279)

Foucault's historiography can evade relativism as little as it can this acute presentism. His investigations are caught ex​actly in the self-referentiality that was supposed to be excluded by a naturalistic treatment of the problematic of validity. Ge​nealogical historiography is supposed to make the practices of power, precisely in their discourse-constituting achievement, accessible to an empirical analysis. From this perspective, not only are truth claims confined to the discourses within which they arise; they exhaust their entire significance in the func​tional contribution they make to the self-maintenance of a given totality of discourse. That is to say, the meaning of valid​ity claims consists in the power effects they have. On the other hand, this basic assumption of the theory of power is self-referential; if it is correct, it must destroy the foundations of the research inspired by it as well. But if the truth claims that Foucault himself raises for his genealogy of knowledge were in fact illusory and amounted to no more than the effects that this theory is capable of releasing within the circle of its ad​herents, then the entire undertaking of a critical unmasking of the human sciences would lose its point. Foucault pursues ge​nealogical historiography with the serious intent of getting a science underway that is superior to the mismanaged human sciences. If, then, its superiority cannot be expressed in the fact that something more convincing enters in place of the convicted pseudo-sciences, if its superiority were only to be expressed in the effect of its suppressing the hitherto dominant scientific discourse in fact, Foucault's theory would exhaust itself in the politics of theory, and indeed in setting theoretical-political goals that would overburden the capacities of even so heroic a one-man enterprise. Foucault is aware of this. Con​sequently, he would like to single out his genealogy from all the rest of the human sciences in a manner that is reconcilable with the fundamental assumptions of his own theory. To this end, he turns genealogical historiography upon itself; the dif​ference that can establish its preeminence above all the other human sciences is to be demonstrated in the history of its own emergence.

Nazis Were Unique

Nazi biopolitics were unique.

Dickinson 04 - Associate Professor, History Ph.D., U.C. Berkeley - 2004 (Edward Ross, “Biopolitics, Fascism, Democracy: Some Reflections on Our Discourse About “Modernity,” Central European History, vol. 37, no. 1, 1–48)

Again, Peukert was very aware that he was writing the history of only one kind of modernity, and that the most destructive potentials of modern social engineering discourse were only to be realized in a very specific historical context. The “Final Solution” was, as he remarked, “one among other possible outcomes of the crisis of modern civilization,” and one possible only in the context of the concatenation of economic, social, and political disasters through which Germany passed in the two decades before 1933. The fact that Nazism was “one of the pathological developmental forms of modernity does not imply that barbarism is the inevitable logical outcome of modernization,” which also created “opportunities for human emancipation.” And yet, again, the history that Peukert actually wrote was the history of disaster— a disaster that, frequently, does seem at least highly likely. The “fatal racist dynamic in the human and social sciences,” which consists in their assignment of greater or lesser value to human characteristics, does “inevitably become fixated on the utopian dream of the gradual elimination of death,” which is “unfailingly” frustrated by lived reality. In periods of fiscal crisis the frustration of these “fantasies of omnipotence” generates a concern with “identifying, segregating, and disposing of ” those judged less valuable.68 In the most detailed exposition of his analysis, Grenzen der Sozialdisziplinierung, Peukert argues that, given the “totalitarian claim to validity” of bourgeois norms, only the two “strategies of pedagogical normalization or eugenic exclusion” were open to middle-class social reformers; when the one failed only the other remained. Yet the failure of pedagogical normalization was preprogrammed into the collision between middle-class “utopias of order” and the “life-worlds” of the working class, which were rendered disorderly by the logic of industrial capitalism.69 Again, in Peukert’s model it seems to me that it is really only a matter of time and circumstance before the fundamentally and necessarily murderous potential of modernity is unleashed. 

No Impact
Power is not inherently evil—it is only a problem when it turns into domination. 

Foucault, quoted in an interview published in 97 (Michel, philosopher, professor and chairman of the History of Systems of Thought @ the College de France, Ethics Subjectivity and Truth, Essential Works of Foucault 1954-1984, Vol. 1, Ed. Paul Rabinow, 1997, p. 298-299)
Power is not evil. Power is games of strategy. We all know that power is not evil! For example, let us take sexual or amorous relationships: to wield power over the other in a sort of open-ended strategic game where the situation may be reversed is not evil; it’s a part of love, of passion and sexual pleasure. And let us take, as another example, something that has often been rightly criticized—the pedagogical institution. I see nothing wrong in the practice of a person who, knowing more than others in a specific game of truth, tells those others what to do, teaches them, and transmits knowledge and techniques to them. The problem in such practices where power— which is not in itself a bad thing— must inevitably come into play in knowing how to avoid the kind of domination effects where a kid is subjected to the arbitrary and unnecessary authority of a teacher, or a student put under the thumb of a professor who abuses [their] authority. I believe that this problem must be framed in terms of rules of law, rational techniques of government and ethos, practices of the self and of freedom. 

All policies are not the same—biopower within a democratic context are radically different than their fascism examples. 

Dickinson 04 - Associate Professor, History Ph.D., U.C. Berkeley - 2004 (Edward Ross, “Biopolitics, Fascism, Democracy: Some Reflections on Our Discourse About “Modernity,” Central European History, vol. 37, no. 1, 1–48)

In the Weimar model, then, the rights of the individual, guaranteed formally by the constitution and substantively by the welfare system, were the central element of the dominant program for the management of social problems. Almost no one in this period advocated expanding social provision out of the goodness of their hearts. This was a strategy of social management, of social engineering. The mainstream of social reform in Germany believed that guaranteeing basic social rights— the substantive or positive freedom of all citizens — was the best way to turn people into power, prosperity, and profit. In that sense, the democratic welfare state was— and is — democratic not despite of its pursuit of biopower, but because of it. The contrast with the Nazi state is clear. National Socialism aimed to construct a system of social and population policy founded on the concept of individual duties, on the ubiquitous and total power of the state, and on the systematic absorption of every citizen by organizations that could implant that power at every level of their lives — in political and associational life, in the family, in the workplace, and in leisure activities. In the welfarist vision of Weimar progressives, the task of the state was to create an institutional framework that would give individuals the wherewithal to integrate themselves successfully into the national society, economy, and polity. The Nazis aimed, instead, to give the state the wherewithal to do with every citizen what it willed. And where Weimar welfare advocates understood themselves to be constructing a system of knowledge and institutions that would manage social problems, the Nazis fundamentally sought to abolish just that system by eradicating — by finding a “final solution” to — social problems.  Again, as Peukert pointed out, many advocates of a rights-based welfare structure were open to the idea that “stubborn” cases might be legitimate targets for sterilization; the right to health could easily be redefined as primarily a duty to be healthy, for example. But the difference between a strategy of social management built on the rights of the citizen and a system of racial policy built on the total power of the state is not merely a semantic one; such differences had very profound political implications, and established quite different constraints. The rights-based strategy was actually not very compatible with exclusionary and coercive policies; it relied too heavily on the cooperation of its targets and of armies of volunteers, it was too embedded in a democratic institutional structure and civil society, it lacked powerful legal and institutional instruments of coercion, and its rhetorical structure was too heavily slanted toward inclusion and tolerance.

Even if they are right that our policy is biopolitical, the fact that it is carried out by a democratic state makes it profoundly different. 

Dickinson 04 - Associate Professor, History Ph.D., U.C. Berkeley - 2004 (Edward Ross, “Biopolitics, Fascism, Democracy: Some Reflections on Our Discourse About “Modernity,” Central European History, vol. 37, no. 1, 1–48)

In short, the continuities between early twentieth-century biopolitical discourse and the practices of the welfare state in our own time are unmistakable. Both are instances of the “disciplinary society” and of biopolitical, regulatory, social-engineering modernity, and they share that genealogy with more authoritarian states, including the National Socialist state, but also fascist Italy, for example. And it is certainly fruitful to view them from this very broad perspective. But that analysis can easily become superficial and misleading, because it obfuscates the profoundly different strategic and local dynamics of power in the two kinds of regimes. Clearly the democratic welfare state is not only formally but also substantively quite different from totalitarianism. Above all, again, it has nowhere developed the fateful, radicalizing dynamic that characterized National Socialism (or for that matter Stalinism), the psychotic logic that leads from economistic population management to mass murder. Again, there is always the potential for such a discursive regime to generate coercive policies. In those cases in which the regime of rights does not successfully produce “health,” such a system can —and historically does— create compulsory programs to enforce it. But again, there are political and policy potentials and constraints in such a structuring of biopolitics that are very different from those of National Socialist Germany. Democratic biopolitical regimes require, enable, and incite a degree of self-direction and participation that is functionally incompatible with authoritarian or totalitarian structures. And this pursuit of biopolitical ends through a regime of democratic citizenship does appear, historically, to have imposed increasingly narrow limits on coercive policies, and to have generated a “logic” or imperative of increasing liberalization. Despite limitations imposed by political context and the slow pace of discursive change, I think this is the unmistakable message of the really very impressive waves of legislative and welfare reforms in the 1920s or the 1970s in Germany.90  Of course it is not yet clear whether this is an irreversible dynamic of such systems. Nevertheless, such regimes are characterized by sufficient degrees of autonomy (and of the potential for its expansion) for sufficient numbers of people that I think it becomes useful to conceive of them as productive of a strategic configuration of power relations that might fruitfully be analyzed as a condition of “liberty,” just as much as they are productive of constraint, oppression, or manipulation. At the very least, totalitarianism cannot be the sole orientation point for our understanding of biopolitics, the only end point of the logic of social engineering.

Biopower is a description of our era—it is neither inherently good, nor bad.  Our specific context is more important than their sweeping generalization. 

Dickinson 04 - Associate Professor, History Ph.D., U.C. Berkeley - 2004 (Edward Ross, “Biopolitics, Fascism, Democracy: Some Reflections on Our Discourse About “Modernity,” Central European History, vol. 37, no. 1, 1–48)

This notion is not at all at odds with the core of Foucauldian (and Peukertian) theory. Democratic welfare states are regimes of power/knowledge no less than early twentieth-century totalitarian states; these systems are not “opposites,” in the sense that they are two alternative ways of organizing the same thing. But they are two very different ways of organizing it. The concept “power” should not be read as a universal stifling night of oppression, manipulation, and entrapment, in which all political and social orders are grey, are essentially or effectively “the same.” Power is a set of social relations, in which individuals and groups have varying degrees of autonomy and effective subjectivity. And discourse is, as Foucault argued, “tactically polyvalent.” Discursive elements (like the various elements of biopolitics) can be combined in different ways to form parts of quite different strategies (like totalitarianism or the democratic welfare state); they cannot be assigned to one place in a structure, but rather circulate. The varying possible constellations of power in modern societies create “multiple modernities,” modern societies with quite radically differing potentials.91

Biopower is not genocidal when it is deployed by a government which also respects rights. 

Dickinson 04 - Associate Professor, History Ph.D., U.C. Berkeley - 2004 (Edward Ross, “Biopolitics, Fascism, 

Democracy: Some Reflections on Our Discourse About “Modernity,” Central European History, vol. 37, no. 1, 1–48)

At its simplest, this view of the politics of expertise and professionalization is certainly plausible. Historically speaking, however, the further conjecture that this “micropolitical” dynamic creates authoritarian, totalitarian, or homicidal potentials at the level of the state does not seem very tenable. Historically, it appears that the greatest advocates of political democracy —in Germany left liberals and Social Democrats —have been also the greatest advocates of every kind of biopolitical social engineering, from public health and welfare programs through social insurance to city planning and, yes, even eugenics.102 The state they built has intervened in social relations to an (until recently) ever-growing degree; professionalization has run ever more rampant in Western societies; the production of scientistic and technocratic expert knowledge has proceeded at an ever more frenetic pace. And yet, from the perspective of the first years of the millennium, the second half of the twentieth century appears to be the great age of democracy in precisely those societies where these processes have been most in evidence. What is more, the interventionist state has steadily expanded both the rights and the resources of virtually every citizen — including those who were stigmatized and persecuted as biologically defective under National Socialism. Perhaps these processes have created an ever more restrictive “iron cage” of rationality in European societies. But if so, it seems clear that there is no necessary correlation between rationalization and authoritarian politics; the opposite seems in fact to be at least equally true.

No Impact (Massacres)

Biopower does not make massacres vital—a specific form of violent sovereignty is also required. 

Ojakangas, 05 - PhD in Social Science and Academy research fellow @ the Helsinki Collegium for Advanced Studies @ University of Helsinki – 2005 (Mika, “The Impossible Dialogue on Biopower: Foucault and Agamben,” May 2005, Foucault Studies, No. 2, http://www.foucault-studies.com/no2/ojakangas1.pdf)

Admittedly, in the era of biopolitics, as Foucault writes,  even “massacres  have  become  vital.”  This is  not the case, however, because violence is hidden  in  the foundation of biopolitics, as Agamben  believes. Although the twentieth century thanatopolitics is  the  “reverse  of  biopolitics”, it should not be understood, according to Foucault, as “the effect, the result, or the logical consequence” of biopolitical rationality. Rather, it should be understood, as he suggests, as an outcome of the “demonic combination” of the sovereign power and biopower, of “the city-citizen game and the shepherd-flock game” or as I would like to put it, of patria potestas (father’s unconditional power of life and death over his son) and cura maternal (mother’s  unconditional  duty  to  take  care  of  her  children). Although massacres can be carried out in the name of care, they do not follow from the logic of biopower for which death is the “object of taboo”. They follow from the  logic  of  sovereign  power,  which  legitimates  killing  by  whatever arguments it chooses, be it God, Nature, or life.  

Biopower does not cause racism or massacres—it is only when it is in the context of a violent or racist government that it is dangerous. 

Ojakangas, 05 - PhD in Social Science and Academy research fellow @ the Helsinki Collegium for Advanced Studies @ University of Helsinki – 2005 (Mika, “The Impossible Dialogue on Biopower: Foucault and Agamben,” May 2005, Foucault Studies, No. 2, http://wlt-studies.com/no2/ojakangas1.pdf)

It  is  the  logic  of  racism,  according  to  Foucault,  that  makes  killing  acceptable  in  modern  biopolitical  societies.  This  is  not  to  say,  however,  that  biopolitical  societies  are  necessarily  more  racist  than  other  societies.  It  is  to  say  that  in  the  era  of  biopolitics,  only  racism,  because  it  is  a  determination  immanent  to  life,  can  “justify  the  murderous  function  of  the  State”.89  However,  racism  can  only  justify  killing  –  killing  that  does  not  follow  from  the  logic  of  biopower  but  from  the  logic  of  the  sovereign  power.  Racism  is,  in  other  words,  the  only  way  the  sovereign  power,  the  right  to  kill,  can  be  maintained  in  biopolitical  societies:  “Racism  is  bound  up  with  workings  of  a  State  that  is  obliged  to  use  race,  the  elimination  of  races  and  the purification  of  the  race,  to  exercise  its  sovereign  power.”90  Racism  is,  in  other  words,  a  discourse  –  “quite compatible”91  with  biopolitics  –  through  which  biopower  can  be  most  smoothly  transformed  into  the  form  of  sovereign  power.  Such  transformation,  however,  changes  everything.  A  biopolitical  society  that  wishes  to  “exercise  the  old  sovereign  right  to  kill”,  even  in  the  name  of  race,  ceases  to  be  a  mere  biopolitical  society,  practicing  merely  biopolitics.  It  becomes  a  “demonic  combination”  of  sovereign  power  and  biopower,  exercising  sovereign  means  for  biopolitical  ends.  In  its  most  monstrous  form,  it  becomes  the  Third  Reich.  For  this  reason,  I  cannot  subscribe  to  Agamben’s  thesis,  according  to  which  biopolitics  is  absolutized  in  the  Third  Reich.93  To  be  sure,  the  Third  Reich  used  biopolitical  means  –  it  was  a  state  in  which  “insurance  and  reassurance  were  universal”94  –  and  aimed  for  biopolitical  ends  in  order  to  improve  the  living  conditions  of  the  German  people  -- but  so  did  many  other  nations  in  the  1930s.  What  distinguishes  the  Third  Reich  from  those  other  nations  is  the  fact  that,  alongside  its  biopolitical  apparatus,  it  erected  a  massive  machinery  of  death.  It  became  a  society  that  “unleashed  murderous  power,  or  in  other  words,  the  old  sovereign  right  to  take  life”  throughout  the  “entire  social  body”,  as  Foucault  puts  it.95  It  is  not,  therefore,  biopolitics  that  was  absolutized  in  the  Third  Reich  –  as  a  matter  of  fact,  biopolitical  measures  in  the  Nazi Germany  were,  although  harsh,  relatively  modest  in  scale  compared  to  some  present day  welfare  states  –  but  rather  the  sovereign  power:     “This  power  to  kill,  which  ran  through  the  entire  social  body  of  Nazi  society,  was  first  manifested  when  the  power  to  take  life,  the  power  of  life  and  death,  was  granted  not  only  to  the  State  but  to  a  whole  series  of  individuals,  to  a  considerable  number  of  people  (such  as  the  SA,  the  SS,  and  so  on).  Ultimately,  everyone  in  the  Nazi  State  had  the  power  of  life  and  death  over  his  or  her  neighbours,  if  only  because  of  the  practice  of  informing,  which  effectively  meant  doing  away  with  the  people  next  door,  or  having  them  done  away  with.96”   The  only  thing  that  the  Third  Reich  actually  absolutizes  is,  in  other  words,  the  sovereignty  of  power  and  therefore,  the  nakedness  of  bare  life  –  at  least  if  sovereignty  is  defined  in  the  Agambenian  manner:  “The  sovereign  is  the  one  with  respect  to  whom  all  men  are  potentially  homines  sacri,  and  homo  sacer  is  the  one  with  respect  to  whom  all  men  act  as  sovereigns.”97 

Eugenics Good — Extinction

No eugenics impacts—solves disease and evolution—risks extinction

Sailer 99 [By Steve Sailer, National Post, “The Coming War over Genes: Darwin's Enemies on the Left Part II of a Two Part Series Darwin's Enemies on the Right” 12/1/99, http://www.isteve.com/Darwin-Enemiesonleft.htm]

The imminent birth of Canada's first "designer baby," a child whose embryo was screened before implantation in its mother to make sure it didn't suffer from the genetic disease cystic fibrosis (National Post, 11/29/99), reminds us that the evolution of the human race is about to accelerate almost unimaginably. Thus, we can no longer afford the comforting illusion that evolution doesn't really apply to humanity. Charles Darwin is a secular saint to much of the well-bred, well-read public. While they may not know the details of Darwinism, they do know that if rightwing fundamentalists are against Darwin, then they're for him. And on the principle that your enemy's enemy must be your friend, nice people with nice liberal arts degrees assume that Darwin scientifically disproved all those not-nice ideas like sexism and racism. Not that they've personally read Darwin, but Harvard's Stephen Jay Gould (author of "The Mismeasure of Man") has assured them that that's what Darwin meant. Or, to be precise, that's what Darwin would have meant if only he'd been as enlightened as Stephen Jay Gould. Having reviewed Darwin's enemies on the right, (see "A Miracle Happens Here" in the National Post's Commentary section of 11/20/99), let me now consider his enemies (and false friends) on the left. Ironically, while the religious right engages in futile attacks on Darwin's theory of what animals evolved from, the left and center clamps down upon Darwin's theory of what humans evolved to. These intellectual disputes produce real victims. Stalin even shipped the Soviet Union's Darwinian geneticists to the Gulag. And though Western scientists typically enjoy more rights than that, our traditions of free speech, academic freedom, and scientific inquiry didn't stop the former Attorney-General of Ontario, Ian Scott, from ordering a lengthy police investigation of the U. of Western Ontario psychologist Jean-Philippe Rushton. His supposed crime? Publishing a Darwinian theory of the causes of human biodiversity. And others, such as biologist Edward O. Wilson and psychologist Arthur Jensen, have been the victims of assault, threat, firing, censorship, character assassination, and non-stop harassment. Why is unfettered Darwinism so subversive of the reigning political pieties? There is a paradox bedeviling Darwinism today that begins with its needless war with religion. The equal worth of all human souls has been one of the most popular, influential, and beneficial of all Christian beliefs. It inspired many of the great humanitarian achievements in Western history, such as the abolition of the slave trade. Science can neither prove nor disprove spiritual equality -- a defect in a scientific theory, but a blessing in a religious doctrine. By contrast, the literal interpretation of Genesis that the world was created in 4004 BC was eminently refutable, as Darwin demonstrated. Although the Darwinian demolition of Old Testament fundamentalism was logically irrelevant to the question of whether all souls are of equal value to God, it made the whole of Christianity seem outdated. Thereafter the prestige of evolutionary biology encouraged egalitarians to discard that corny creed of spiritual equality - and to adopt the shiny new scientific hypotheses that humans are physically and mentally uniform. And that eventually put Darwinian science on a collision course with progressive egalitarians. For Darwinism requires hereditary inequalities. The left fears Darwinian science because its dogma of our factual equality cannot survive the relentlessly accumulating evidence of our genetic variability. Gould, a famous sports nut, cannot turn on his TV without being confronted by lean East Africans outdistancing the world's runners, massive Samoans flattening quarterbacks, lithe Chinese diving and tumbling for gold medals, or muscular athletes of West African descent out-sprinting, out-jumping, and out-hitting all comers. No wonder Gould is reduced to insisting we chant: "Say it five times before breakfast tomorrow: … Human equality is a contingent fact of history" -- like Dorothy trying to get home from Oz. Darwin did not dream up the Theory of Evolution. Many earlier thinkers, like his grandfather Erasmus Darwin and the great French naturalist Jean Baptiste Lamarck, had proposed various schemes of gradual changes in organisms. Darwin's great contribution was the precise engine of evolution: selection. Lamarck, for example, had believed that giraffes possess long necks because their ancestors had stretched their necks to reach higher leaves. This stretching somehow caused their offspring to be born with longer necks. Darwin, however, argued that the proto-giraffes who happened to be born with longer necks could eat more and thus left behind more of their longer-necked children than the proto-giraffes unlucky enough to be born with shorter necks. And what selection selects are genetic differences. In "The Descent of Man," Darwin wrote, "Variability is the necessary basis for the action of selection." Consider the full title of Darwin's epochal book: "The Origin of Species By Means of Natural Selection or the Preservation of Favoured Races in the Struggle for Life." It is hard to imagine two words that could get a scholar in worse trouble today than "Favoured Races." But that term is not some deplorable Dead White European Maleism that we can scrape away to get down to its multiculturally sensitive core. Not at all: "Favoured Races" is Darwin's Big Idea. For if we didn't differ genetically, selection could not act upon us. We would still be amoebas. There is much chatter lately that because we can never all agree on the exact number, names, and members of the various races, therefore "Race does not exist; it's just a social construct." Darwin knew better. Although races are indeed fuzzy, extended families are even fuzzier, yet no one denies their reality. In fact, a race is not just like an extended family, it is an extended family. A race is simply an extremely extended family that inbreeds to some degree. In turn, a species is a race that inbreeds virtually exclusively, typically due to reproductive incompatibilities with outsiders. The human race is definitely one species -- the most widespread single species of all the large mammals on Earth. Yet, we are also almost endlessly subdividable into partially inbred races, each with recognizable genetic tendencies. (That's why forensic anthropologists can rather accurately deduce race from DNA left at crime scenes). According to Berkeley anthropologist Vincent Sarich, no mammal exceeds our species in physical variation, except for dogs and a few other artificially selected animals. Another paradox: the unity and diversity of the human race are not contradictory ideas. In fact, considering the vast range of geographic and social environments found across the face of the Earth, the only way we could flourish in so many places yet retain our unity is to adapt endlessly. To stay one species, we have to be many races. Note well, however, that Darwin wrote "Favoured Races," not "Favoured Race." Darwinism is no brief for some purported Master Race. It proposes not that one race is superior in all things, but that all races are superior in several things. That is how it accounts for the glorious diversity of life. Here again Darwin clashes with the left. While "diversity" and "equality" are both considered Good Things by multiculturalists, that does not make them synonyms. They are antonyms. The more environments we have been selected to adapt to, the more trade-offs selection has had to make. Thus, the more diversity, the more meaningless it is to boast that your group is supreme overall. But the more implausible it also is to expect all groups to be identically favoured in each particular setting or skill -- whether it is engineering, charisma, running the 100 metres, or stand-up comedy. For example, over the 6,000 or so years that New World Indians have lived 12,000 feet up in the Andes, individuals with genetic variations useful in that harsh environment -- e.g., larger lungs -- have left more descendents than their less gifted neighbors. These barrel-chested Bolivians, however, are no longer favored when they descend to the Amazon, where the local people have evolved a slighter form better suited for a hot and humid rain forest. So what did Darwin say specifically about human biodiversity? In "The Descent of Man," he wrote, "... the various races, when carefully compared and measured, differ much from each other -- as in the texture of hair, the relative proportions of all parts of the body, the capacity of the lungs, the form and capacity of the skull, and even the convolutions of the brain. But it would be an endless task to specify the numerous points of difference. The races differ also in constitution, in acclimatization and in liability to certain diseases. Their mental characteristics are likewise very distinct; chiefly as it would appear in their emotions, but partly in their intellectual faculties. Everyone who has had the opportunity of comparison must have been struck by the contrast between the taciturn, even morose aborigines of South America and the light-hearted, talkative negroes." Darwin wouldn't be surprised to learn which race had invented rap music. The true nature of Darwinism is not merely an academic question. For we are moving, with alarming rapidity, from the Age of Darwin the Scientist to the Age of Galton the Inventor. Sir Francis Galton was Darwin's even more ingenious half-cousin. (Their common grandparent was, not surprisingly, the brilliant Erasmus Darwin.) While Darwin was the hedgehog with one great idea, selection, Galton was the fox with innumerable notions large and small. Galton has as much claim as anybody to being the father of statistics, the dog whistle, fingerprinting, the systematic study of human variation, and the best way to cut a cake so it won't go stale. Darwin, however, inspired Galton to devise one enormous idea glittering with promise and ominous with danger: eugenics. That's the attempt to create a better human race by augmenting the slow and uncertain processes of natural and sexual selection with artificial selection. Humans have always lusted for favoured genes for their future children. (Trust me on this one, because I know -- I was turned down for a lot of dates.) Today, however, researchers are learning how to turbocharge evolution in laboratories all over the world. In the first half of the 20th century, eugenics in action largely meant governments sterilizing or murdering people they didn't like. (Lenin, Stalin, and Mao slaughtered even more tens of millions in the name of equality than Hitler murdered in the name of inequality. And, as Aleksandr Solzenhistyn has pointed out, the doctrine of "class origins" transformed "egalitarian" mass murder into ethnic genocide since there is no sharp line between family and race.) Today, however, eugenics consists of couples voluntarily choosing to create life on their own terms. Orthodox Jews have largely freed themselves from the scourge of Tay Sachs disease through genetic testing. Lesbians comparison-shop the Internet for just the right sperm donor. Couples at risk for passing on hereditary diseases to their children are choosing to implant in the mother's womb only a genetically-screened embryo. High-IQ Ivy League coeds are selling their eggs to infertile women for $5,000 apiece. Dr. Joe Tsien made the cover of Time magazine by genetically engineering mice with better memories. These breakthroughs are only the beginning. Galton's Age will see far more. While today's free-market eugenics is infinitely less sinister on a day-to-day basis than yesterday's totalitarian eugenics, its ultimate impact could be far greater. The very nature of the human race is up for grabs. Should we therefore ban voluntary eugenics? Regulate it? Ignore it? Subsidize it? To decide, we need to understand the social impact of the various possible changes in our gene frequencies. Fortunately, we have a huge storehouse of data available to base predictions upon: the vast amounts of existing genetic diversity. Unfortunately, we now discourage scholars from examining it.

Eugenics Good — China War

Eugenics check nuclear war with China

Sailer 99 [By Steve Sailer, National Post, “The Coming War over Genes: Darwin's Enemies on the Left Part II of a Two Part Series Darwin's Enemies on the Right” 12/1/99, http://www.isteve.com/Darwin-Enemiesonleft.htm]

A ban, however, would drive genetics labs and fertility clinics to Caribbean freeports. Still, as shown by President Clinton's recent heroic victory over that Sudanese aspirin factory, with enough cruise missiles NATO could likely Tomahawk the Cayman Islands into submission. China, however, would be harder to bully. Unencumbered by post-Christian ethics, the Chinese government recently passed a pre-1945-style eugenics law calling for the sterilization of "morons." If China pursues genetic enhancements while the West bans them, the inevitable result within a few generations would be Chinese economic, and thus military, global hegemony. Thus, those serious about preventing genetic engineering should start planning a pre-emptive nuclear strike on China. However, the left is likely at some point to flip from opposing voluntary Galtonism to demanding mandatory re-engineering of human nature. Feminists, for example, will decide that instead of parents designing their daughters to appeal to men, the government should redesign men to better appreciate women like themselves. This logic will also revitalize collectivism. Socialism failed, in part, because it conflicts with essential human nature. So, why not change human nature to make Marxism possible? And what better response to the intractable fact of human biodiversity than to eliminate inequality at the genetic level? What could be more equal than a world of clones? Such speculations illustrate the necessity of our learning soon how genes actually affect society. Our only chance of foreseeing the potential world-shaking impact of Galtonian selection rests in the honest, unstifled study of Darwinian selection. God help us if we don't start helping ourselves.

Extinction 

The Strait Times, 2000 

[“No one gains in war over Taiwan”, June 25, Lexis]

The high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -horror of horrors -raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilization. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armageddon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.   

**FOUCAULT IR**

IR criticisms are subjective

Critiques of international relations are subjective and apart from influence to global intersubjective powers.

Chandler, 10 - Professor of International Relations at the Centre for the Study of Democracy -(David, 4/7/10, Globalising Foucault: Turning Critique into Apologia, pg 136)
My own research interest, at the time we organised these discussions to reflect on the boom of Foucauldian work within the discipline of IR, was that of the discursive shift from the international to the global. I found that many critics working from a Foucauldian perspective tended to reproduce dominant narratives about the global as the key site of understanding the operation and contestation of power.3 It seemed clear that the assumption that we lived in a global and liberal world order was seen to be a crucial precondition to enable the “scaling up” of Foucault.4 It was this move which facilitated the boom in IR of this type of Foucauldian approach. This enabled a critique centred upon the ontological presupposition that the object of analysis was the working of global  biopolitics or  global governmentality. The criticisms of what we now tend (perhaps misleadingly) to call “Foucauldian IR” stem, I believe, from this uncritical approach taken to the "global”. The assumption is that Foucault can be “scaled up” to understand, critique and deconstruct power at the global level, through the use of Foucault’s analytical categories. What this misses is that Foucault’s critique was essentially that of subjective framings of meaning through outlining the nature of their social construction, rather than a critique of the operation of power itself. Rather than understand the  conditions of possibility that enabled us to think “the global”— and for governments to assert that rather than the task of furthering the national interest their concern had now shifted to developing “global solutions to global problems”— this shift to a “global governmentality” is engaged with only superficially. In using Foucault to critique global governmentalism or global biopolitical securitisation, the discursive framing of the global is not deconstructed beyond the “critique” that confirms that power does indeed operate at the level of global discursive practices and that states and their citizens are constructed as subjects through. 
Ontology can’t change power

The political spectrum and the power spectrum are separate. Power is no longer a reflection of societal constructions and mobilizes independently from formal frameworks of political accountability. 

Chandler, 10 - Professor of International Relations at the Centre for the Study of Democracy -(David, 4/7/10, Globalising Foucault: Turning Critique into Apologia, pg 137)
Although, for Foucault, power does not reside solely in the sovereign nor operate solely through formal political and legal processes, there is a problem when we apply this insight to the global level. In this application, power becomes external and constitutive of society, rather than securing itself through it, and therefore cannot be grasped as a political product.5 To my mind, it was precisely this shift to the “global”—which necessarily implies an assertion of the divorce of politics and power—that needed to be engaged with and analysed, rather than taken for granted as a “truth” of which we only became aware with the discovery of “globalisation” or the shift to “biopolitical production”. In these framings of power as distinct from or divorced from politics, the discipline of IR was transformed from an ugly duckling, marginal to social theorising and in the shadow of political theory, into a (potentially) magnificent swan, to which the other fields of social theorising gravitated, leaving political theory looking increasingly leaden in comparison. What had made IR seem backward compared to political theory—the lack of a fit between power and politics—suddenly became IR’s greatest asset. Where, once, liberalism was only at home inside the state and the divide between the “inside” and the “outside” was seen as fundamentally separating (and marginalising) IR as a discipline, now we were told by cosmopolitans and Foucauldians alike that liberalism’s new (power-free or politics-free) home was the global (for good or ill).While politics may still take place in the hollowed-out shells of the state-based politics of representation, power has migrated to the global arena, free to mobilise independently from formal frameworks of political accountability. The separation of politics from power has enabled a direct critique of power—commonly termed as liberal, neoliberal or biopolitical—which easily reads international (and domestic) policy interventions as direct reflections of the needs or interests of hegemonic power, reducing political and academic critique to the revelation of power relations and interests and to explorations of the various practices and operations of power beyond or through the formal framings of liberal, state-based, political and legal frameworks. It is the unproblematic assumption of the global or deterritorialised nature of power which I have sought to question. This assumption and its questioning have little to do with Foucault per se; nevertheless, how we might read and apply Foucault has become central to the defence of a certain critical position with regard to power and the global. 

Alt reproduces criticism 

In the world of the alternative, it cannot solve the power structures that aren't a reflection of political elites. The subject of autonomy reproduces individualized agencies. 

Chandler, 10 - Professor of International Relations at the Centre for the Study of Democracy - (David, 4/7/10, Globalising Foucault: Turning Critique into Apologia, pg 139-140)
A world without politics where all that exists is power is not one which is open to political critique. This means that, for Kiersey, for example, the question under investigation is never clear. It appears that we are not analysing discourses of meaning generated by social contestation but rather transcendental universals, with their own needs. For these Foucauldians in IR, the discourses of power are never generated by real political elites confronted by real historically grounded problems in need of negotiation. Instead, discourses (and by implication power) appear as self-generating. It is therefore no surprise that Kiersey can talk of “what liberalism desires”13 or of the free-floating power of “neoliberal capitalism”, going so far as to assert: “It is Foucault’s contention that neoliberal  capitalism has a consciousness of itself as a theory which seeks to incite entrepreneurialism to the point of crisis.”14 Apparently we have more political and critical insights once we have rejected the “sovereign individualism” of liberal perspectives and can understand the free-floating power of biopolitical global neoliberal governmentality. This is because the subject is “active” rather than “passive”, but the active subject is no more than a secondary product of the global discursive practices of liberal power, which are held to be constantly striving to interpellate the subject in these terms. Whereas Foucault sought to highlight the internal contradictions and problems of rationalising liberal frameworks of rule, Foucauldians in IR seem to be keen to establish the unproblematic nature of global liberalism. Rather than deconstruct discourses of individualised agency, which cast the subject in purely institutionalist terms, as merely responding to externalities, the criticism of subject autonomy seems to reproduce them.15

Discourse can’t solve

Discursive constructs and theory meant to challenge realist international relations do not assert roles into the production of social and power relations, and are limited to questioning through discourse. 

Selby, 07 - Lecturer in the Department of International Relations at the University of Wales, Aberystwyth – (Jan, Sept. 2007, International Relations, “Engaging Foucault: Discourse, Liberal Governance, and the Limits of Foucauldian IR”, Vol. 21, No. 3, pg 326-327)

Foucault is perhaps best known in IR as one of the key influences behind the poststructuralist

critique of realism. R. B. J. Walker, Richard Ashley, Jim George, Jens Bartelson and Cynthia Weber, for instance, have all turned to Foucault (amongst an ensemble of other poststructuralist luminaries) to argue that the realist notions of ‘sovereignty’, ‘anarchy’, ‘state’ and ‘national interest’ are discursive constructs, which function not so much to represent as to constitute the world of international politics. Thus Walker argues, with Foucault as a ‘main inspiration’, that realist discourse reifies and reproduces a uniquely modern social ontology, the very distinction between sovereign ‘inside’ and anarchic ‘outside’ being a historically specific resolution to the problem of self and other, itself founded on the centrality of space within the modern imaginary.8 Ashley, through a series of articles that make repeated allusions to Foucauldian notions of ‘genealogy’, ‘discipline’ and ‘resistance’, seeks to radically challenge realist international relations as epistemologically, politically and aesthetically impoverished.9 And George, with Foucault at the top of his list of influences, contends that positivism/realism is a ‘scantily clad . . . discursive Emperor’, a ‘framing regime’ which ‘directs policy/analytical/military responses’, and from which US foreign policy, for example, is ‘derivative’.10 Each of these authors in their individual ways uses Foucault as a springboard for critiquing realist IR theory as a disciplinary orthodoxy which is both productive of, and a constraint upon, international political practice, and is deeply ethico-politically regressive. Such arguments are powerfully made, and it is not the intention of this article to question their importance. Yet whatever the merits of such arguments, they do not, it seems to me, owe a great deal directly to Foucault. Foucault did, of course, analyse the power effects of discourse; and he did see theory less as a representation and translation of social practices than as a form of practice itself. But ‘discourse’, for him, referred (in certain formulations) to the overall unity of social practices and institutions in a given field; or (as he had it elsewhere) to textual and epistemic claims that had to be analysed in relation to ‘non-discursive domains (institutions, political events, economic practices and processes)’.11 And the recognition that theory is practice – so often alluded to within poststructuralist IR theory12 – was not an assertion of the determining role of theory in the production and reproduction of social and power relations, but instead a claim about the importance of analysing theory as one of a number of constitutive elements within discourse and society. 
Negative has bad education 

Making discursive practices textualized fosters little pedagogy because it prevents the possibility of another solution. Instead of solving the problem in IR, theories preserve them. 

Selby, 07 - Lecturer in the Department of International Relations at the University of Wales, Aberystwyth – (Jan, Sept. 2007, International Relations, “Engaging Foucault: Discourse, Liberal Governance, and the Limits of Foucauldian IR”, Vol. 21, No. 3, pg 328)
Foucault, indeed, was extremely hostile towards what he saw as Derrida’s ‘reduction of discursive practices to textual traces’.26 As he said, for instance, of Derrida’s interpretation of Descartes: This ‘textualization’ of discursive practices . . . is a historically determined little pedagogy. A pedagogy that teaches the pupil there is nothing outside the text, but that in it, in its gaps, its blanks and its silences, there reigns the reserve of the origin; that it is therefore unnecessary to search elsewhere, but that here, not in the words, certainly, but in the words under erasure, in their grid, the ‘sense of being’ is said. A pedagogy that gives conversely to the master’s voice the limitless sovereignty that allows it to restate the text indefinitely.27 Such criticisms do not exactly suggest that Foucault and Derrida sit perfectly comfortably together. 

IR criticisms are ignorant

Critiques of realism misinterpret foundational support of institutions, or empirics. 

Selby, 07 - Lecturer in the Department of International Relations at the University of Wales, Aberystwyth – (Jan, Sept. 2007, International Relations, “Engaging Foucault: Discourse, Liberal Governance, and the Limits of Foucauldian IR”, Vol. 21, No. 3, pg 330-331)
To summarise: across this whole range of critiques of realism, Foucault is consistently cited as a (or the) leading influence, but, equally consistently, finds many of his major insights, emphases and concepts ignored or misrepresented. This is not to imply that these critiques of realism are without foundation – the issue of the strengths and weaknesses of these critiques is a different matter altogether – merely to stress that they owe very little to Foucault. Foucault in this work seems above all to be an abstract epistemologist of the relations between texts, truth and power, rather than an empirically grounded theorist of historical shifts in the relations between knowledge, institutions and the constitution of subjects. Foucault might well have inspired a particular attitude or ethic towards IR’s disciplinary orthodoxy – celebrating instability, dissidence and transgression, and writing, as Ashley and Walker put it, in a ‘register of freedom’44 – but, within the critique of realism, the uptake of Foucault’s substantive concerns has been much more limited than is usually recognised.

No Link: International relations are separate

The realm of the international is separated from the domestic social relations. Ontological connections between the two are misrepresentations within the postructuralist critique of realist IR. 

Selby, 07 - Lecturer in the Department of International Relations at the University of Wales, Aberystwyth – (Jan, Sept. 2007, International Relations, “Engaging Foucault: Discourse, Liberal Governance, and the Limits of Foucauldian IR”, Vol. 21, No. 3, pg 332)
More crucially, the international has traditionally been figured as diverging in almost every respect from the liberal society that Foucault devoted himself to critiquing – being represented, at least in orthodox IR accounts, as a realm of ‘recurrence and repetition’ rather than progress; as in essence untouched by changes in the domestic realm (including the rise of liberal societies); and as dominated by the power, interests and agency of that macro-scale structure called the state, rather than by a plurality of social relations.57 If the domestic and international arenas really are as contrary and antithetical as orthodox accounts suppose, and if Foucault was indeed overwhelmingly concerned with the domestic arena of liberal societies, then this hardly renders Foucault’s work self-evidently amenable to the study of international politics. If indeed there is an ontological gulf between the domestic and international arenas – a subject to which I return at greater length below – perhaps this explains why Foucault’s work has been so heavily bowdlerised within the poststructuralist critique of realist IR.

Alt kills welfare for population

Biopower, the epicenter of world order, is necessary for the welfare of populations. Foucauldian IR’s model for power results if the same liberal reading of international politics. 

Selby, 07 - Lecturer in the Department of International Relations at the University of Wales, Aberystwyth – (Jan, Sept. 2007, International Relations, “Engaging Foucault: Discourse, Liberal Governance, and the Limits of Foucauldian IR”, Vol. 21, No. 3, pg 335-336)
Now these assertions from Hardt and Negri about international peace and the Gulf War are for the most part synonymous with straightforwardly liberal internationalist ones. Consider how differently realist (or indeed most Marxist) analysts would tend to characterise the 1990–1 intervention: as motivated by a desire to secure vital oil reserves for the world market; as prompted by an interest in maintaining a balance of power in the Middle East; as enabling the US state to consolidate its permanent military presence in the Gulf; or as allowing it to demonstrate its new military technologies, prowess and sole-superpower status (whilst getting others to pay for the whole exercise). In offering an account of the contemporary world order and the place of the US within it, Hardt and Negri inevitably enter an orthodox IR terrain that has long been dominated by two rival perspectives – one, liberal internationalist, which lays stress on the (actual or hoped-for) international diffusion of power, and on the significance of law, values and rights; the other, a realist tradition, which instead perceives enduring concentrations of power in the hands of states, and the primacy of state power and interests over law, value and right. Not only do Hardt and Negri enter into this terrain, but in their emphasis on ‘values’, ‘law’ and the waning of inter-state ‘imperialism’, they take clear sides within it.

However misleading the stylised distinction between liberal and realist ‘traditions’ can sometimes be (I return to this issue below), the affinities between Hardt and Negri’s and liberal internationalists’ models of world order and international politics are striking.74 Nor does this apply to Hardt and Negri alone. Dillon and Reid are undoubtedly more cautious in their liberalism, insisting that global liberal governance has a distinctly ‘martial face’, but they too ‘do not dispute the importance of the powerful desire among liberal states and societies to establish global norms of intervention . . . on the grounds of humanitarian liberal values’.75 What is more, Dillon is clearly of the view that, under global liberal governance, the search for profit and security is subordinate to the operations of bio-power: ‘global liberal governance’, he says, ‘is a Foucauldian system of power/knowledge that . . . operate[s] through the strategic manipulation of different generative principles of formation: profit, scarcity, security and so on’.76 Just as bio-power is the overarching mode of power within this world order, so the primary ‘object of power’ within this order is the ordering of life and the welfare of populations.77 Implicitly, but never directly stated, the central feature and determinant of the current world order is not the maximisation of state power and security, or US primacy (as realists would tend to emphasise), or even class conflict and the accumulation of capital (as would Marxists), but instead the general welfare. Dillon and Reid, like Hardt and Negri, are of course far from liberal in many of their assumptions about politics and society. But in relation to international politics, where the most abiding opposition is between broadly liberal and realist perspectives, the globalisation of a Foucauldian model of power ends up inspiring a quintessentially liberal, rather than realist, reading of international politics.

Criticism can’t explain power

The lack of explanation Foucauldian IR can provide about global power relations prove problematic in suggestion of solution as well. 

Selby, 07 - Lecturer in the Department of International Relations at the University of Wales, Aberystwyth – (Jan, Sept. 2007, International Relations, “Engaging Foucault: Discourse, Liberal Governance, and the Limits of Foucauldian IR”, Vol. 21, No. 3, pg 337)
None of this would be problematic if the aim was merely to identify the tactics and techniques of global liberal governance; but as a theorisation of the postmodern world order, or of the logic of power under a regime of global liberal governance, it is far from satisfactory. Foucauldian tools can be used to theorise the ‘how of power’, as Foucault put it,81 but they cannot help us in understanding the ‘when’, the ‘where’ or (most significantly) the ‘why’ of power. The notion of ‘governmentality’, for example, while it can shed light on how populations are administered and subjects are constituted in, say, modern Turkey, or can point us towards the novel mechanisms by which the New Partnership for African Development is attempting to self-discipline African states into ‘good governance’, cannot itself be used to explain why the Turkish state is more governmentalised than the Syrian one, why there is so much ‘bad governance’ in Africa specifically, or indeed what the purposes and objectives of governmentality are. Equally, while Foucauldian perspectives can be used to illuminate how new techniques of surveillance and organisation are transforming the practices of liberal warfare, they cannot tell us why the US state re-invaded Iraq in 2003, or why the British state participated in that invasion but the French state did not. Yet these are the sorts of phenomena, amongst others, that a theorisation of global power relations would need to provide resources to explain. Foucault, standing alone, cannot be convincingly internationalised to provide a theoretical account of the contemporary world order.

Democracy Checks Biopower

Democracy checks radicalization of biopolitics—empirically proven.

Dickinson 04 (Edward Ross, Associate Professor of History at the University of California-Davis, “ Biopolitics, Fascism, Democracy: Some Reflections on Our Discourse about "Modernity"”, in  Central European History, Vol. 37, No. 1 (2004), pg 18-19.)

In an important programmatic statement of 1996 Geoff Eley celebrated the fact that Foucault's ideas have "fundamentally directed attention away from institutionally centered conceptions of government and the state ... and toward a dispersed and decentered notion of power and its 'microphysics.'"48 The "broader, deeper, and less visible ideological consensus" on "technocratic reason and the ethical unboundedness of science" was the focus of his interest.49 But the "power-producing effects in Foucault's 'microphysical' sense" (Eley) of the construction of social bureaucracies and social knowledge, of "an entire institutional apparatus and system of practice" (Jean Quataert), simply do not explain Nazi policy.50 The destructive dynamic of Nazism was a product not so much of a particular modern set of ideas as of a particular modern political structure, one that could realize the disastrous potential of those ideas. What was critical was not the expansion of the instruments and disciplines of biopolitics, which occurred everywhere in Europe. Instead, it was the principles that guided how those instruments and disciplines were organized and used, and the external constraints on them. In National Socialism, biopolitics was shaped by a totalitarian conception of social management focused on the power and ubiquity of the volkisch state. In democratic societies, biopolitics has historically been constrained by a rights-based strategy of social management. This is a point to which I will return shortly. For now, the point is that what was decisive was actually politics at the level of the state. A comparative framework can help us to clarify this point. Other states passed compulsory sterilization laws in the 1930s.  Indeed, individual states in the United States had already begun doing so in 1907. Yet they did not proceed to the next steps adopted by National Socialism, mass sterilization, mass "eugenic" abortion and murder of the "defective." Individual figures in, for example, the U.S. did make such suggestions. But neither the political structures of democratic states nor their legal and political principles permitted such poli? cies actually being enacted. Nor did the scale of forcible sterilization in other countries match that of the Nazi program. I do not mean to suggest that such programs were not horrible; but in a democratic political context they did not develop the dynamic of constant radicalization and escalation that characterized Nazi policies. 

Democracy checks biopolitical coercion and violence.

Dickinson 04 (Edward Ross, Associate Professor of History at the University of California-Davis, “ Biopolitics, Fascism, Democracy: Some Reflections on Our Discourse about "Modernity"”, in  Central European History, Vol. 37, No. 1 (2004), pg 32.)

Again, as Peukert pointed out, many advocates of a rights-based welfare structure were open to the idea that "stubborn" cases might be legitimate tar-gets for sterilization; the right to health could easily be redefined as primarily a duty to be healthy, for example. But the difference between a strategy of social management built on the rights of the citizen and a system of racial policy built on the total power of the state is not merely a semantic one; such differences had very profound political implications, and established quite different constraints. The rights-based strategy was actually not very compatible with exclusionary and coercive policies; it relied too heavily on the cooperation of its targets and of armies of volunteers, it was too embedded in a democratic institutional structure and civil society, it lacked powerful legal and institutional instruments of coercion, and its rhetorical structure was too heavily slanted toward inclusion and tolerance. 

Democracy checks biopolitical violence.

Dickinson 04 (Edward Ross, Associate Professor of History at the University of California-Davis, “ Biopolitics, Fascism, Democracy: Some Reflections on Our Discourse about "Modernity"”, in  Central European History, Vol. 37, No. 1 (2004), pg 35.)

In short, the continuities between early twentieth-century biopolitical discourse and the practices of the welfare state in our own time are unmistakable. Both are instances of the "disciplinary society" and of biopolitical, regulatory, social-engineering modernity, and they share that genealogy with more authoritarian states, including the National Socialist state, but also fascist Italy, for example. And it is certainly fruitful to view them from this very broad perspective. But that analysis can easily become superficial and misleading, because it obfuscates the profoundly different strategic and local dynamics of power in the two kinds of regimes. Clearly the democratic welfare state is not only formally but also substantively quite different from totalitarianism. Above all, again, it has nowhere developed the fateful, radicalizing dynamic that characterized National Socialism (or for that matter Stalinism), the psychotic logic that leads from economistic population management to mass murder. Again, there is always the potential for such a discursive regime to generate coercive policies. In those cases in which the regime of rights does not successfully produce "health," such a system can and historically does create compulsory programs to enforce it. But again, there are political and policy potentials and constraints in such a structuring of biopolitics that are very different from those of National Socialist Germany. Democratic biopolitical regimes require, enable, and incite a degree of self-direction and participation that is functionally incompatible with authoritarian or totalitarian structures. And this pursuit of biopolitical ends through a regime of democratic citizenship does appear, historically, to have imposed increasingly narrow limits on coercive policies, and to have generated a "logic" or imperative of increasing liberalization. Despite limitations imposed by political context and the slow pace of discursive change, I think this is the unmistakable message of the really very impressive waves of legislative and welfare reforms in the 1920s or the 1970s in Germany.90
AT: Specific Intellectual 

Specific intellectual cedes the political- prevents feminist emancipation 

Maureen McNeil, Senior Lecturer in Cultural Studies @ Univ. of Birmingham Up against Foucault: explorations of some tensions between Foucault and feminism Ed.  Caroline Ramazanoğlu 1993
There is no doubt that some feminists have embraced the model of the specific intellectual’ For others, the pressures on intellectual workers in the contemporary west have pushed them in this direction, and Foucauk’s formulation can provide solace about the political potential in their current situation. So there are positive dimensions to the acceptance of this role. However, as Toril Moi (1989), Andrea Stuart (1990), Tania Modleski (1991) and Kate Campbell (1992) have warned, there have been tendencies towards feminist intellectuals becoming ever more distanced from the mass of women whom feminism set out to liberate and towards a body of feminist knowledge which circulates more or less exclusively within the academy. As they warn, in these circumstances the relationship between this knowledge and the emancipatory goals of feminism can easily drop off the agenda. (p. 162)


Specific intellectuals must turn their critique against institutions

John Caputo  homas J. Watson Professor of Humanities at Syracuse University  B.A. in 1962 from La Salle University, his M.A. in 1964 from Villanova University and his Ph.D. in philosophy in 1968 from Bryn Mawr College. and Mark Yount Asst. Prof of Philosophy at St Joseph’s Foucault and the Critique of Institutions p. 9 1993 
But this is also how the poststructural liberations of a specific intellectual can be turned to explicitly political ends. Foucault’s specific intellectual can say to the people: ‘I would like to produce some effects of truth which might be used for a possible battle, to be waged by those who wish to wage it, in forms yet to be found and in organizations yet to be defined.’5 In the all-extensive fields of power, the battle is always already under way. Where there is power, there is resistance or, better, points of resistance throughout the power network, each one a special case. The specific intellectual will not suppose a sovereign point from which power exercises dominion or domination. Foucault believed that the very idea of power-as-right serves to conceal the fact of domination and all that domination effects. Thus to give due weight to domination, to show its ruthlessness, requires this new analytics of power to expose the domination within lateral relations of power: ‘the multiple forms of subjugation that have a place and function within the social organism.’6 That is where criticism of institutions comes in. Institutions are where power ‘becomes embodied in techniques, and equips itself with instruments and eventually even violent means of material intervention.’7 Criticism attempts to flush out the thought that animates even the most stupid institutions in order to try to change both thought and institution, to show as much that it can be changed as that it must be: to show that things are not as self-evident as one believed, to see that what is accepted as self-evident will no longer be accepted as such. Practicing criticism is a matter of making facile gestures difficult.8

**FRAMEWORK**

Institutions of power must be challenged on their own terms 

Bensaid, 2k5
(Daniel professor at the University of Paris VIII and leading member
of the Ligue Commiuniste Revolutionnaire, "Change the World without
taking power?…or… Take Power to change the world?," online:
http://www.internationalviewpoint.org/IMG/pdf/ChangeTheWorld.pdf CS) 
Revolution is the shooting of clocks, the breaking of time. [7] The rule of value is the rule of duration. The breaking of duration is the pivot of revolutionary thought and action. In capitalism, that which we make stands against us. Like Frankenstein"s Creature, it stands outside us and denies the creative doing which gave it existence. "A commodity is in the first place an object outside us", as Marx says at the beginning of Capital.[8] As an object outside us, it stands against us, presents itself as having an existence of its own, a duration independent of our doing. Capitalism is the rule of things that we have made and which deny their origin and continuing dependence on our doing. We live in a world of Monsters of our own creation which have turned against us. They stand there, apparently independent of us, oppressing us: Commodity, Money, Capital, State and so on. They were there yesterday, they were there a hundred years ago, two hundred years ago. It seems certain that they will be there tomorrow. They are oppressing us, dehumanising us, killing us. How can we free ourselves, how can we get rid of them? They have been there for so long, their existence seems everlasting. How can we possibly escape? "Wake up," says Papa Marx, "it’s just a nightmare. These Monsters are an illusion." We wake up and the Monsters are gone, we see that they were not everlasting, their duration is dissolved. But no. It is not as simple as that. Maybe our vision of Marx was just a dream, because when we open our eyes the Monsters are still there, and more aggressive than ever, attacking Iraq, closing factories, reforming universities in their own image, subordinating every aspect of our lives to their domination, turning us into little monsters ourselves, so that we run around worshipping Commodity, Money, Capital and State. 20 The nightmare continues. Yet Marx was right, it is a nightmare, and the Monsters are illusions. But they are not mere illusions, they are real illusions. They are what Marx calls "fetishes". But what is a real illusion? On that hangs the meaning of revolution. The Monsters seem everlasting. How do we break their duration? If we take the Monsters as what they appear to be, as creatures independent of ourselves, then the only possibility of defeating them is by matching our strength against theirs, our power against theirs. That is not Marx"s approach. Marx says "The Monsters are not what they appear to be. We must criticise them. The Monsters exist because we made them." "I beg your pardon", we say, "can you say that again please?" And Marx replies "The Monsters are not what they appear to be. We must criticise them. The Monsters exist because we make them." "But that is not what you said the first time", we say, "the first time you said "made", the second time you said "make". Which do you mean?" But Marx does not reply - he has been dead for over a hundred years. We are left to assume our own responsibility. 

Ceding the political and shifting to a spectatorial approach to politics means we have no ability to create relevant societal change which turns the their framework

McClean, ‘1 Adjunct Professor of Philosophy, Molloy College, New York (David E., “The Cultural Left and the Limits of Social Hope,” Presented at the 2001 Annual Conference of the Society for the Advancement of American Philosophy, www.american-philosophy.org/archives/past_conference_programs/pc2001/Discussion%20papers/david_mcclean.htm, JMP)

Yet for some reason, at least partially explicated in Richard Rorty's Achieving Our Country, a book that I think is long overdue, leftist critics continue to cite and refer to the eccentric and often a priori ruminations of people like those just mentioned, and a litany of others including Derrida, Deleuze, Lyotard, Jameson, and Lacan, who are to me hugely more irrelevant than Habermas in their narrative attempts to suggest policy prescriptions (when they actually do suggest them) aimed at curing the ills of homelessness, poverty, market greed, national belligerence and racism. I would like to suggest that it is time for American social critics who are enamored with this group, those who actually want to be relevant, to recognize that they have a disease, and a disease regarding which I myself must remember to stay faithful to my own twelve step program of recovery. The disease is the need for elaborate theoretical "remedies" wrapped in neological and multi-syllabic jargon. These elaborate theoretical remedies are more "interesting," to be sure, than the pragmatically settled questions about what shape democracy should take in various contexts, or whether private property should be protected by the state, or regarding our basic human nature (described, if not defined (heaven forbid!), in such statements as "We don't like to starve" and "We like to speak our minds without fear of death" and "We like to keep our children safe from poverty"). As Rorty puts it, "When one of today's academic leftists says that some topic has been 'inadequately theorized,' you can be pretty certain that he or she is going to drag in either philosophy of language, or Lacanian psychoanalysis, or some neo-Marxist version of economic determinism. . . . These futile attempts to philosophize one's way into political relevance are a symptom of what happens when a Left retreats from activism and adopts a spectatorial approach to the problems of its country. Disengagement from practice produces theoretical hallucinations"(italics mine).(1) Or as John Dewey put it in his The Need for a Recovery of Philosophy, "I believe that philosophy in America will be lost between chewing a historical cud long since reduced to woody fiber, or an apologetics for lost causes, . . . . or a scholastic, schematic formalism, unless it can somehow bring to consciousness America's own needs and its own implicit principle of successful action." Those who suffer or have suffered from this disease Rorty refers to as the Cultural Left, which left is juxtaposed to the Political Left that Rorty prefers and prefers for good reason. Another attribute of the Cultural Left is that its members fancy themselves pure culture critics who view the successes of America and the West, rather than some of the barbarous methods for achieving those successes, as mostly evil, and who view anything like national pride as equally evil even when that pride is tempered with the knowledge and admission of the nation's shortcomings. In other words, the Cultural Left, in this country, too often dismiss American society as beyond reform and redemption. And Rorty correctly argues that this is a disastrous conclusion, i.e. disastrous for the Cultural Left. I think it may also be disastrous for our social hopes, as I will explain. Leftist American culture critics might put their considerable talents to better use if they bury some of their cynicism about America's social and political prospects and help forge public and political possibilities in a spirit of determination to, indeed, achieve our country - the country of Jefferson and King; the country of John Dewey and Malcom X; the country of Franklin Roosevelt and Bayard Rustin, and of the later George Wallace and the later Barry Goldwater. To invoke the words of King, and with reference to the American society, the time is always ripe to seize the opportunity to help create the "beloved community," one woven with the thread of agape into a conceptually single yet diverse tapestry that shoots for nothing less than a true intra-American cosmopolitan ethos, one wherein both same sex unions and faith-based initiatives will be able to be part of the same social reality, one wherein business interests and the university are not seen as belonging to two separate galaxies but as part of the same answer to the threat of social and ethical nihilism. We who fancy ourselves philosophers would do well to create from within ourselves and from within our ranks a new kind of public intellectual who has both a hungry theoretical mind and who is yet capable of seeing the need to move past high theory to other important questions that are less bedazzling and "interesting" but more important to the prospect of our flourishing - questions such as "How is it possible to develop a citizenry that cherishes a certain hexis, one which prizes the character of the Samaritan on the road to Jericho almost more than any other?" or "How can we square the political dogma that undergirds the fantasy of a missile defense system with the need to treat America as but one member in a community of nations under a "law of peoples?" The new public philosopher might seek to understand labor law and military and trade theory and doctrine as much as theories of surplus value; the logic of international markets and trade agreements as much as critiques of commodification, and the politics of complexity as much as the politics of power (all of which can still be done from our arm chairs.) This means going down deep into the guts of our quotidian social institutions, into the grimy pragmatic details where intellectuals are loathe to dwell but where the officers and bureaucrats of those institutions take difficult and often unpleasant, imperfect decisions that affect other peoples' lives, and it means making honest attempts to truly understand how those institutions actually function in the actual world before howling for their overthrow commences. This might help keep us from being slapped down in debates by true policy pros who actually know what they are talking about but who lack awareness of the dogmatic assumptions from which they proceed, and who have not yet found a good reason to listen to jargon-riddled lectures from philosophers and culture critics with their snobish disrespect for the so-called "managerial class."

Policy Inevitable

Status Quo political mechanism is inevitable – The only way to gain solvency is through operating under the current political framework of the AFF – even if it is flawed, alternatives are not viable

McClean, ‘1 


Adjunct Professor of Philosophy, Molloy College, New York (David E., “The Cultural Left and the Limits of Social Hope,” Presented at the 2001 Annual Conference of the Society for the Advancement of American Philosophy, www.american-philosophy.org/archives/past_conference_programs/pc2001/Discussion%20papers/david_mcclean.htm, CS)

Is it really possible to philosophize by holding Foucault in one hand and the Code of Federal Regulation or the Congressional Record in the other? Given that whatever it has meant to be a philosopher has been under siege at various levels, I see no reason why referring to the way things are actually done in the actual world (I mean really done, not done as we might imagine) as we think through issues of public morality and social issues of justice shouldn't be considered a viable alternative to the way philosophy has proceeded in the past. Instead of replacing epistemology with hermeneutics or God knows what else as the foundation of philosophical practice, we should move social philosophers in the direction of becoming more like social and cultural auditors rather than further in the direction of mere culture critics. We might be able to recast philosophers who take-up questions of social justice in a serious way as the ones in society able to traverse not only disciplines but the distances between the towers of the academy and the bastions of bureaucracies seeking to honestly and sometimes dishonestly assess both their failings and achievements. This we can do with a special advantage over economists, social scientists and policy specialists who are apt to take the narrow view of most issues. We do have examples of such persons. John Dewey and Karl Popper come to mind as but two examples, but in neither case was there enough grasp of the actual workings of social institutions that I believe will be called for in order to properly minister to a nation in need of helpful philosophical insights in policy formation. Or it may just be that the real work will be performed by philosophically grounded and socially engaged practitioners rather than academics. People like George Soros come to mind here. But there are few people like George Soros around, and I think that the improbability of philosophers emerging as a special class of social auditor also marks the limits of social hope, inasmuch as philosophers are the class most likely to see the places at which bridges of true understanding can be built not only between an inimical Right and Left, but between public policy and the deep and relevant reflections upon our humanity in which philosophers routinely engage. If philosophers seek to remain what the public thinks we are anyway, a class of persons of whom it can be said, as Orwell put it,One has to belong to the intelligentsia to believe things like that; no ordinary man could be such a fool, then I do not know from what other class of persons to turn to navigate the complicated intellectual and emotional obstacles that prevent us from the achievement of our country. For I do not see how policy wonks, political hacks, politicians, religious ideologues and special interests will do the work that needs to be done to achieve the kind of civic consensus envisioned in our Constitution and Declaration of Independence. Without a courageous new breed of public intellectual, one that is able to help articulate new visions for community and social well being without fear of reaching out to others that may not share the narrow views of the Cultural Left and Cultural Right, I do not see how America moves beyond a mere land of toleration and oligarchy.

Policy involvement is inevitable- we need to proactively engage in the language of policy making for movements to be effective

Themba-Nixon, Makani. Executive Director of The Praxis Project, Former California Staffer,  Colorlines. Oakland: Jul 31, 2000.Vol.3, Iss. 2;  pg. 12

The flourish and passion with which she made the distinction said everything. Policy is for wonks, sell-out politicians, and ivory-tower eggheads. Organizing is what real, grassroots people do. Common as it may be, this distinction doesn't bear out in the real world. Policy is more than law. It is any written agreement (formal or informal) that specifies how an institution, governing body, or community will address shared problems or attain shared goals. It spells out the terms and the consequences of these agreements and is the codification of the body's values-as represented by those present in the policymaking process. Given who's usually present, most policies reflect the political agenda of powerful elites. Yet, policy can be a force for change-especially when we bring our base and community organizing into the process. In essence, policies are the codification of power relationships and resource allocation. Policies are the rules of the world we live in. Changing the world means changing the rules. So, if organizing is about changing the rules and building power, how can organizing be separated from policies? Can we really speak truth to power, fight the right, stop corporate abuses, or win racial justice without contesting the rules and the rulers, the policies and the policymakers? The answer is no-and double no for people of color. Today, racism subtly dominates nearly every aspect of policymaking. From ballot propositions to city funding priorities, policy is increasingly about the control, de-funding, and disfranchisement of communities of color. What Do We Stand For? Take the public conversation about welfare reform, for example. Most of us know it isn't really about putting people to work. The right's message was framed around racial stereotypes of lazy, cheating "welfare queens" whose poverty was "cultural." But the new welfare policy was about moving billions of dollars in individual cash payments and direct services from welfare recipients to other, more powerful, social actors. Many of us were too busy to tune into the welfare policy drama in Washington, only to find it washed up right on our doorsteps. Our members are suffering from workfare policies, new regulations, and cutoffs. Families who were barely getting by under the old rules are being pushed over the edge by the new policies. Policy doesn't get more relevant than this. And so we got involved in policy-as defense. Yet we have to do more than block their punches. We have to start the fight with initiatives of our own. Those who do are finding offense a bit more fun than defense alone. Living wage ordinances, youth development initiatives, even gun control and alcohol and tobacco policies are finding their way onto the public agenda, thanks to focused community organizing that leverages power for community-driven initiatives. - Over 600 local policies have been passed to regulate the tobacco industry. Local coalitions have taken the lead by writing ordinances that address local problems and organizing broad support for them. - Nearly 100 gun control and violence prevention policies have been enacted since 1991. - Milwaukee, Boston, and Oakland are among the cities that have passed living wage ordinances: local laws that guarantee higher than minimum wages for workers, usually set as the minimum needed to keep a family of four above poverty. These are just a few of the examples that demonstrate how organizing for local policy advocacy has made inroads in areas where positive national policy had been stalled by conservatives. Increasingly, the local policy arena is where the action is and where activists are finding success. Of course, corporate interests-which are usually the target of these policies-are gearing up in defense. Tactics include front groups, economic pressure, and the tried and true: cold, hard cash. Despite these barriers, grassroots organizing can be very effective at the smaller scale of local politics. At the local level, we have greater access to elected officials and officials have a greater reliance on their constituents for reelection. For example, getting 400 people to show up at city hall in just about any city in the U.S. is quite impressive. On the other hand, 400 people at the state house or the Congress would have a less significant impact. Add to that the fact that all 400 people at city hall are usually constituents, and the impact is even greater. Recent trends in government underscore the importance of local policy. Congress has enacted a series of measures devolving significant power to state and local government. Welfare, health care, and the regulation of food and drinking water safety are among the areas where states and localities now have greater rule. Devolution has some negative consequences to be sure. History has taught us that, for social services and civil rights in particular, the lack of clear federal standards and mechanisms for accountability lead to uneven enforcement and even discriminatory implementation of policies. Still, there are real opportunities for advancing progressive initiatives in this more localized environment. Greater local control can mean greater community power to shape and implement important social policies that were heretofore out of reach. To do so will require careful attention to the mechanics of local policymaking and a clear blueprint of what we stand for. Getting It in Writing Much of the work of framing what we stand for takes place in the shaping of demands. By getting into the policy arena in a proactive manner, we can take our demands to the next level. Our demands can become law, with real consequences if the agreement is broken. After all the organizing, press work, and effort, a group should leave a decisionmaker with more than a handshake and his or her word. Of course, this work requires a certain amount of interaction with "the suits," as well as struggles with the bureaucracy, the technical language, and the all-too-common resistance by decisionmakers. Still, if it's worth demanding, it's worth having in writing-whether as law, regulation, or internal policy. From ballot initiatives on rent control to laws requiring worker protections, organizers are leveraging their power into written policies that are making a real difference in their communities. Of course, policy work is just one tool in our organizing arsenal, but it is a tool we simply can't afford to ignore. Making policy work an integral part of organizing will require a certain amount of retrofitting. We will need to develop the capacity to translate our information, data, and experience into stories that are designed to affect the public conversation. Perhaps most important, we will need to move beyond fighting problems and on to framing solutions that bring us closer to our vision of how things should be. And then we must be committed to making it so.

Focusing on policy questions is inevitable

Nye and Lynn-Jones, 88

(Joseph, summa cum laude from Princeton University and, after studying PPE as a Rhodes Scholar at Exeter College at Oxford University, obtained his Ph.D. in political science from Harvard, Sean, Editor of International Security, “International Security Studies: A Report of a Conference on the State of the Field,” International Security, Vol. 12, No. 4 pg 13 //ag)

Given the urgent  nature of many of the issues addressed by international  security  studies, it would be unrealistic  to expect researchers  to remain  totally  divorced from  current  policy questions. As a number of participants  pointed  out, some exposure to the actual workings of governments and military  institutions  was consistent with the early creative scholarly work in the  field.29  But others  pointed out that constant  involvement  in policy-making  or  in an advisory capacity can limit analysts' abilities to reassess fundamental  assumptions. Many of the policy-oriented  studies in the field rest on weak  but rarely  examined theoretical  assumptions. Many participants  felt  that  more  of the field's intellectual  resources must be devoted to the continuing  exploration of basic theoretical  questions. Analysts should not ignore important  policy issues, but must from  time to time step back to assess and generalize.  In the long run, stagnant theory  can only lead to stunted policy analysis.  

Policymaking Good (Space Specific)

Space should be debated in a policy framework—this allows us to predict consequences and avoid the worst outcomes

HUNTLEY et al 2010 (Wade L. Huntley, US Naval Postgraduate School; Joseph G. Bock, Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies; Miranda Weingartner, Weingartner Consulting; “Planning the unplannable: Scenarios on the future of space,” Space Policy 26)

These prospects raise many issues. Accordingly, policies shaping current space activities are much debated in many arenas around the globe. The agenda of issues is wide-ranging, including improving space surveillance data and traffic management, preventing and mitigating space debris, concerns over space security and possible weapons deployment, the use of space travel for scientific advancement, the implications of ‘‘space tourism,’’ and the possibility of eventual ‘‘space colonization’’ for scientific, exploratory and commercial purposes. These debates benefit from considerable ongoing efforts to generate relevant information, both technical and political. The decision-making processes often reflect the input of the many constituencies with near-term stakes in their outcomes. But lacking from these debates is a comprehensive and informed set of visions for the overarching objectives of the advancing human presence in space. This absence is ironic, given that human interests in space are intrinsically visionary. Perhaps no other element of contemporary human life so inspires the imagination. Science fiction wonderment has motivated careers. In many nations, space-related achievements epitomize national purpose and pride. At this level, we are rife with visions. But dreams do not constitute a basis for serious public policy planning. Lacking are what might best be termed ‘‘realistic visions’’ e that is, a set of integrated ideas about possibilities cast against the background of varying constraints, tradeoffs, and uncertainties. Realistic visions would map out how interests and forces operating within the expanding human presence in space will interact to produce outcomes over longer-term time frames. Visions must also account for variance on ultimate aspirations. Hence, no single vision can suffice; such visions are not themselves policy-setting directions. Rather, creative visions of this nature contribute to contemporary policy debates by providing a foundation, beyond simple speculation, for tracing the potential longer-term consequences of immediate policy questions. Even in the absence of global value convergence, such visions can enable policy makers to anticipate and preemptively solve many of the challenges that the advancing human presence in space will pose. Without such reflection, policy making is driven by extant knowledge, current political forces and short-term objectives. As in many other areas of human life, the long-term consequences of a perpetually ad hoc and unintegrated decisionmaking process may please no-one. The incorporation of serious visions into policy-making processes will not insure the ‘‘best’’ outcomes e impossible in the absence of global values consensus e but they can help avoid the worst outcomes, which are easier to identify.
You should evaluate this debate in the framework of switch-side policy analysis—following the rules and debating policy is critical to effective space efforts

HUNTLEY et al 2010 (Wade L. Huntley, US Naval Postgraduate School; Joseph G. Bock, Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies; Miranda Weingartner, Weingartner Consulting; “Planning the unplannable: Scenarios on the future of space,” Space Policy 26)
As anticipated, one important merit of the process was that it generated constructive dialogue around complex issues. Common themes emerged even though participants came from diverse professional backgrounds. Thus there was a strong desire to continue the dialogue generated by the workshop, both to adjust for ongoing events and to examine some of the findings in more depth. Areas of potentially deeper analysis include specific turning points (such as those where conflict emerged), the implications of increasing the commercialization of space, and a breakdown of the involvement and interests of the various actors (states, institutions, non-state actors). The goal would be to project common elements likely to be in a family of international instruments cutting across public, private and communal sectors, or to identify codes of conduct. Workshop participants did note that most were from North America, and that different sets of assumptions and conclusions may have emerged if the process was held with Chinese, Indian or European participants. This observation reinforced the conveners’ pre-existing judgment: because successful scenario building depends upon the ‘‘friction’’ of diverse knowledge and outlooks, international participation would be vital to the success of more extensive exercises. Moreover, scenario analysis can also be an ideal vehicle for broaching sensitive topics in an international dialogue. Because the process is designed to identify shared critical uncertainties and focus on longer-term challenges, it is ideally suited to provide a forum wherein participants divided by contentious near-term issues can find a common basis for engagement. Thus, scenario-building exercises can yield community-building benefits independent of their substantive results. In this vein, the process can also help generate ‘‘buy-in’’ among divided parties with very different interests to the minimal objective of identifying a shared set of long-term future concerns (as the Mont Fleur experience shows). It is not necessary for participants to possess, at the outset, common core values. It is sufficient that there be agreement on common process values within the exercise, the most important being commitment to the goals of the exercise and a willingness to think about matters imaginatively. Participants do not need to leave their opinions at the door e indeed, the ‘‘friction’’ of that diverse input is vital to the success of the process. They need only be ready and able also to view things from others’ points of view. 
Policymaking Good

As a policymaker, you should endorse progressive political reforms. The neg’s refusal to engage in institutional reforms is a retreat from activism that fragments pragmatic potential

McClean, 01

(David E., Society for the Advancement of American Philosophy, “The Cultural Left and the Limits of Social Hope,” pg online @ http://www.american-
philosophy.org/archives/past_conference_programs/pc2001/Discussion%20papers/david_mcclean.htm //ag)

Yet for some reason, at least partially explicated in Richard Rorty's Achieving Our Country, a book that I think is long overdue, leftist critics continue to cite and refer to the eccentric and often a priori ruminations of people like those just mentioned, and a litany of others including Derrida, Deleuze, Lyotard, Jameson, and Lacan, who are to me hugely more irrelevant than Habermas in their narrative attempts to suggest policy prescriptions (when they actually do suggest them) aimed at curing the ills of homelessness, poverty, market greed, national belligerence and racism. I would like to suggest that it is time for American social critics who are enamored with this group, those who actually want to be relevant, to recognize that they have a disease, and a disease regarding which I myself must remember to stay faithful to my own twelve step program of recovery. The disease is the need for elaborate theoretical "remedies" wrapped in neological and multi-syllabic jargon. These elaborate theoretical remedies are more "interesting," to be sure, than the pragmatically settled questions about what shape democracy should take in various contexts, or whether private property should be protected by the state, or regarding our basic human nature (described, if not defined (heaven forbid!), in such statements as "We don't like to starve" and "We like to speak our minds without fear of death" and "We like to keep our children safe from poverty"). As Rorty puts it, "When one of today's academic leftists says that some topic has been 'inadequately theorized,' you can be pretty certain that he or she is going to drag in either philosophy of language, or Lacanian psychoanalysis, or some neo-Marxist version of economic determinism. . . . These futile attempts to philosophize one's way into political relevance are a symptom of what happens when a Left retreats from activism and adopts a spectatorial approach to the problems of its country. Disengagement from practice produces theoretical hallucinations"(italics mine).(1) Or as John Dewey put it in his The Need for a Recovery of Philosophy, "I believe that philosophy in America will be lost between chewing a historical cud long since reduced to woody fiber, or an apologetics for lost causes, . . . . or a scholastic, schematic formalism, unless it can somehow bring to consciousness America's own needs and its own implicit principle of successful action."

Those who suffer or have suffered from this disease Rorty refers to as the Cultural Left, which left is juxtaposed to the Political Left that Rorty prefers and prefers for good reason. Another attribute of the Cultural Left is that its members fancy themselves pure culture critics who view the successes of America and the West, rather than some of the barbarous methods for achieving those successes, as mostly evil, and who view anything like national pride as equally evil even when that pride is tempered with the knowledge and admission of the nation's shortcomings. In other words, the Cultural Left, in this country, too often dismiss American society as beyond reform and redemption. And Rorty correctly argues that this is a disastrous conclusion, i.e. disastrous for the Cultural Left. I think it may also be disastrous for our social hopes, as I will explain.

Leftist American culture critics might put their considerable talents to better use if they bury some of their cynicism about America's social and political prospects and help forge public and political possibilities in a spirit of determination to, indeed, achieve our country - the country of Jefferson and King; the country of John Dewey and Malcom X; the country of Franklin Roosevelt and Bayard Rustin, and of the later George Wallace and the later Barry Goldwater. To invoke the words of King, and with reference to the American society, the time is always ripe to seize the opportunity to help create the "beloved community," one woven with the thread of agape into a conceptually single yet diverse tapestry that shoots for nothing less than a true intra-American cosmopolitan ethos, one wherein both same sex unions and faith-based initiatives will be able to be part of the same social reality, one wherein business interests and the university are not seen as belonging to two separate galaxies but as part of the same answer to the threat of social and ethical nihilism. We who fancy ourselves philosophers would do well to create from within ourselves and from within our ranks a new kind of public intellectual who has both a hungry theoretical mind and who is yet capable of seeing the need to move past high theory to other important questions that are less bedazzling and "interesting" but more important to the prospect of our flourishing - questions such as "How is it possible to develop a citizenry that cherishes a certain hexis, one which prizes the character of the Samaritan on the road to Jericho almost more than any other?" or "How can we square the political dogma that undergirds the fantasy of a missile defense system with the need to treat America as but one member in a community of nations under a "law of peoples?"
The new public philosopher might seek to understand labor law and military and trade theory and doctrine as much as theories of surplus value; the logic of international markets and trade agreements as much as critiques of commodification, and the politics of complexity as much as the politics of power (all of which can still be done from our arm chairs.) This means going down deep into the guts of our quotidian social institutions, into the grimy pragmatic details where intellectuals are loathe to dwell but where the officers and bureaucrats of those institutions take difficult and often unpleasant, imperfect decisions that affect other peoples' lives, and it means making honest attempts to truly understand how those institutions actually function in the actual world before howling for their overthrow commences. This might help keep us from being slapped down in debates by true policy pros who actually know what they are talking about but who lack awareness of the dogmatic assumptions from which they proceed, and who have not yet found a good reason to listen to jargon-riddled lectures from philosophers and culture critics with their snobish disrespect for the so-called "managerial class."

Policy k2 Check Serial Policy Failure

Policy analysis is the only way to check serial policy failure 

Lepgold and Nincic 2K1 (Joesph, associate professor of Government at Georgetown and Miroslav professor of Poly Sci at UC-Davis, Beyond the Ivory Tower: International Relations Theory and the Issue of Policy Relevance pg. 6-7) (SIR = Scholastic International Relations, the term for thinkers who discuss the theory behind real world processes) CS
For many reasons, connections between scholarly ideas and policymakers’ thinking in international relations are less common today, and the gap may grow unless we rethink carefully our approach to policy relevance. Deep, often ritualized rivalry among theoretical schools makes it unlikely that fu- ture officials will leave their university training in this subject with a clear well-formed worldview. Such intellectual competition, of course, could be stimulating and useful, especially if it led officials to question their basic causal assumptions or consider rival explanations of the cases they face. More commonly, officials seem to remember the repetitive, often strident theo- retical debates as unproductive and tiresome. Not only is much international relations scholarship tedious, in their view; it is often technically quite dif- ficult. Partly for this reason, much of it is so substantively arid that even many scholarly specialists avoid trying to penetrate it. From a practitioner’s perspective, it often seems as if university scholars are increasingly “with- drawing . . . behind a curtain of theory and models” that only insiders can penetrate.5 In addition, for many observers, the end of the cold war has made it harder to find models providing a compelling link between the international environment and manipulable policy instruments. One exception to this growing split between scholars of international relations and policymakers is the work on the inter-democratic peace, which we discuss in chapter 5. This work, as we will show, has deeply influenced many contemporary policymakers. But, for the most part, it remains the exception; the profes- sional gap between academics and practitioners has widened in recent years. Many scholars no longer try to reach beyond the Ivory Tower, and officials seem increasingly content to ignore it. According to much conventional wisdom, this situation is unsurprising. International relations scholars and practitioners have different professional priorities and reflect different cultures. Not only is it often assumed that good theory must sacrifice policy relevance; but also those seeking guidance in diagnosing policy situations and making policy choices, it is often thought, must look for help in places other than contemporary social science research.

Policy k2 Engagement 

Policy oriented debate is critical to democratize truth and to reverse the trend of political disengagement

Stannard, university of Wyoming communication department, 2K6
(Matt, “Deliberation, Debate, and Democracy in the Academy and Beyond”
April 18 http://legalcommunication.blogspot.com/2006/08/deliberation-debate-and-democracy-in.html) CS

The alternative I would offer today is rooted in the communicative ethics of deliberation, and its academic embodiment is the practice of debate—both in competitive and non-competitive formats: debate as rule-based cooperative truth-generation. Deliberative ethics, following the communication theories of Jurgen Habermas, and the ethical theories of Emmanuel Levinas, among others, are ethics concerning how we collectively construct "truth" itself. What I am speaking of might be called the democratization of truth. Such talk is immensely unpopular on both sides of the ideological spectrum. From one side, there is distrust of "democratization" and its accompanying "mob rule." Immediately, the thought that ontologies can be democratized raises the eyebrows of absolutists everywhere because who, really, would want truth left up to an angry, uninformed mob? The idea that our truth-systems can be democratized sounds suspiciously like relativism, radical subjectivism, and possibly even nihilism. From another side, there is distrust of the term "truth," the assumption that it’s going to sound problematic no matter whether it has a big T or a little t. The collectivism of "democratized truth" threatens to assert a universality that has been out of fashion among the academic left for some time. After all, Lyotard, Baudrillard, and South Park have all taught us that there are a bunch of little stories, not one Grand Narrative—let alone one which asserts Grand Truth. But both the academic right, with its stuffy, ontological authoritarianism, and the academic left, obsessed with identity politics and microdiscursive revolutions, are barking up the wrong tree where communicative ethics are concerned. This democratic system of thought, which I’ve come to discuss with you today, is grounded not in grand systems or deconstructive criticism, although both extremes are welcome to make their case in a democratic forum. Discursive democracy is, instead, grounded in the most primary of ethical concerns for the people around us. As such, it demands a listening that is wholly unfamiliar to the ideological battles taking place inside of academia, as well as among talking media heads, Clear Channel Communications, Congress, or campus demonstrations full of pie-throwing and shout-downs. What Habermas and others have in mind is a kind of communication where each affected person becomes a participant and co-creator of conclusions relevant to their lives; a communicative version of Marx’s dictum: from each according to ability, to each according to need. Discursive democracy is both a way of thinking about problems—intellectual and otherwise—and a political rallying-cry that promises to turn ideological blinders into conversational openings. It’s a method of rhetorical and communication analysis, but also a tool for immediate social analysis with the potential to involve people from all walks of life. I will ultimately conclude that deliberative ethics are a tool of social survival, a check against what Habermas calls the "colonization of the life-world," a condition we may already be in, that risks both small and big apocalypses with every passing day. But on the brighter side, I’ll also say a good deal about communication and ethics, and about how knowing a few basic things about communication has the potential to make us not only faithfully good communicators, but also to make us enjoy the existence of other people. After all, we owe them our very lives.

Political engagement is critical in understanding the functioning of the modern world and making politically relevant solutions– Any critique of dominant ideology is doomed to fail

Makani, 2000 (Themba-Nixon. Executive Director of The Praxis Project, Former California Staffer,  Colorlines. Oakland: Jul 31, 2000.Vol.3, Iss. 2;  pg. 12)

The flourish and passion with which she made the distinction said everything. Policy is for wonks, sell-out politicians, and ivory-tower eggheads. Organizing is what real, grassroots people do. Common as it may be, this distinction doesn't bear out in the real world. Policy is more than law. It is any written agreement (formal or informal) that specifies how an institution, governing body, or community will address shared problems or attain shared goals. It spells out the terms and the consequences of these agreements and is the codification of the body's values-as represented by those present in the policymaking process. Given who's usually present, most policies reflect the political agenda of powerful elites. Yet, policy can be a force for change-especially when we bring our base and community organizing into the process. In essence, policies are the codification of power relationships and resource allocation. Policies are the rules of the world we live in. Changing the world means changing the rules. So, if organizing is about changing the rules and building power, how can organizing be separated from policies? Can we really speak truth to power, fight the right, stop corporate abuses, or win racial justice without contesting the rules and the rulers, the policies and the policymakers? The answer is no-and double no for people of color. Today, racism subtly dominates nearly every aspect of policymaking. From ballot propositions to city funding priorities, policy is increasingly about the control, de-funding, and disfranchisement of communities of color. What Do We Stand For? Take the public conversation about welfare reform, for example. Most of us know it isn't really about putting people to work. The right's message was framed around racial stereotypes of lazy, cheating "welfare queens" whose poverty was "cultural." But the new welfare policy was about moving billions of dollars in individual cash payments and direct services from welfare recipients to other, more powerful, social actors. Many of us were too busy to tune into the welfare policy drama in Washington, only to find it washed up right on our doorsteps. Our members are suffering from workfare policies, new regulations, and cutoffs. Families who were barely getting by under the old rules are being pushed over the edge by the new policies. Policy doesn't get more relevant than this. And so we got involved in policy-as defense. Yet we have to do more than block their punches. We have to start the fight with initiatives of our own. Those who do are finding offense a bit more fun than defense alone. Living wage ordinances, youth development initiatives, even gun control and alcohol and tobacco policies are finding their way onto the public agenda, thanks to focused community organizing that leverages power for community-driven initiatives. - Over 600 local policies have been passed to regulate the tobacco industry. Local coalitions have taken the lead by writing ordinances that address local problems and organizing broad support for them. - Nearly 100 gun control and violence prevention policies have been enacted since 1991. - Milwaukee, Boston, and Oakland are among the cities that have passed living wage ordinances: local laws that guarantee higher than minimum wages for workers, usually set as the minimum needed to keep a family of four above poverty. These are just a few of the examples that demonstrate how organizing for local policy advocacy has made inroads in areas where positive national policy had been stalled by conservatives. Increasingly, the local policy arena is where the action is and where activists are finding success. Of course, corporate interests-which are usually the target of these policies-are gearing up in defense. Tactics include front groups, economic pressure, and the tried and true: cold, hard cash. Despite these barriers, grassroots organizing can be very effective at the smaller scale of local politics. At the local level, we have greater access to elected officials and officials have a greater reliance on their constituents for reelection. For in this more localized environment. Greater local control can mean greater community power to shape and implement important social policies that were heretofore out of reach. To do so will require careful attention to the mechanics of local policymaking and a clear blueprint of what we stand for. Getting It in Writing Much of the work of framing what we stand for takes place in the shaping of demands. By getting into the policy arena in a proactive manner, we can take our demands to the next level. Our demands can become law, with real consequences if the agreement is broken. After all the organizing, press work, and effort, a group should leave a decisionmaker with more than a handshake and his or her word. Of course, this work requires a certain amount of interaction with "the suits," as well as struggles with the bureaucracy, the technical language, and the all-too-common resistance by decisionmakers. Still, if it's worth demanding, it's worth having in writing-whether as law, regulation, or internal policy. From ballot initiatives on rent control to laws requiring worker protections, organizers are leveraging their power into written policies that are making a real difference in their communities. Of course, policy work is just one tool in our organizing arsenal, but it is a tool we simply can't afford to ignore. Making policy work an integral part of organizing will require a certain amount of retrofitting. We will need to develop the capacity to translate our information, data, and experience into stories that are designed to affect the public conversation. Perhaps most important, we will need to move beyond fighting problems and on to framing solutions that bring us closer to our vision of how things should be. And then we must be committed to making it so.

Cede the political - Scholarly focus on Reps and Methodology result in an ever-growing gap between those with the power to act and those with the knowledge to inform, Only by engaging the political can we solve for problems

Lepgold and Nincic 2K1 (Joesph, associate professor of Government at Georgetown and Miroslav professor of Poly Sci at UC-Davis, Beyond the Ivory Tower: International Relations Theory and the Issue of Policy Relevance pg. 6-7) (SIR = Scholastic International Relations, the term for thinkers who discuss the theory behind real world processes) CS
Scholarly focus on policy issues in international relations declined in the 1960s, as the social-scientific movement gained momentum. We use the term “scientific” rather than “behavioral” to characterize this shift, since traditionalist scholars were also interested in the sources and consequences of policymakers’ behavior. What differentiated the scientists from those in the older tradition was their view that politics should be studied through the presentation and testing of explicit, falsifiable hypotheses, and that methods of testing should emulate those employed by the natural sciences. Conse- quently SIR’s language, method, and focus drifted away from the “practical” matters that had animated APSA’s founders. As the “scientists” saw it, traditional scholarly literature about politics was a hopeless conflation of factual and evaluative propositions. To separate these elements, systematize the empirical side of the discipline, and deemphasize anything approaching policy prescription, the scientists articulated a strongly positivist conception of science. Their objective was a system of theoretical propositions from which testable implications about concrete observables could be derived, and where, in the absence of possibilities for strict exper- imentation, tests would employ as rigorously systematic methods as possible. Science was viewed as a methodological unity across the empirical disci- plines; in principle, students of politics could aspire to the same logic of discovery and verification as those who studied physics.27 As one prominent member of this movement put it, this view entailed “the idea that methods of investigation, in all their aspects, are problematic and, accordingly, merit special concentrated attention.”28 Two implications for research and teaching were quickly evident. Once “methods of investigation” are seen to merit privileged attention, internally- driven concerns tend to become much more important relative to externally- driven ones. And “if it is no longer necessary to test the relevance of research findings by their significance as possible solutions to practical problems,”29 as this same scholar argued, the professional culture no longer even values the externally-driven concerns much at all. By the mid-1960s, the scientific revolution had encompassed SIR, especially at the major public universities in the U.S. Midwest. Scientifically oriented scholars disparaged the tradi- tional IR literature, arguing that the field essentially had to be reinvented from the ground up. Ultimately, it was argued, to every empirical proposition a precise measure of confidence should be assigned: “ ‘knowledge’ which is unconfirmed, incomplete, or based on the prestige of the source rather than the credibility of the evidence” should be rejected.30 By these criteria, little existing work comprised acceptable knowledge. This attitude impugned the traditional wisdom that had accumulated over the centuries before anything comparable had been developed to re- place it. In place of propositions that had, however imperfectly, provided some guidance to thoughtful statesmen, much more attention was now paid in university courses to aggregate data analysis, research design, mathemat- ical modeling, and philosophy-of-science issues. However much this self- conscious attention to rigorous strategies of inquiry paid off in actual knowl- edge acquired—and that remains a controversial issue among many scholars even today—it profoundly changed the ethos of the scholarly field. Rather than trying to help thoughtful practitioners interpret the world in which they operate, SIR scholars increasingly talked among themselves about the means rather than the ends of their enterprise.

Policy k2 Epistemology 

Knowledge must be judged by its policy relevance

Lepgold and Nincic 2K1 (Joesph, associate professor of Government at Georgetown and Miroslav professor of Poly Sci at UC-Davis, Beyond the Ivory Tower: International Relations Theory and the Issue of Policy Relevance pg. 6-7) (SIR = Scholastic International Relations, the term for thinkers who discuss the theory behind real world processes)CS
This book stems from a sense of unease with the current state of theory and research in international relations. It is rooted in a conviction that knowledge in this area must be judged by two criteria: its scholarly soundness and its policy relevance. The conviction stems not so much from a sense of social obligation as from a feeling that the study of international relations and foreign policy implies, by its nature, relevant knowledge, and that scholarship explicitly seeking to be relevant is likely to be good (perhaps better) scholarship. This is not a fashionable position, but it is entirely de- fensible. A failure to see this, we believe, is grounded in an unacceptably emaciated conception of relevance, in an overly simplistic view of how rele- vant knowledge is produced and conveyed, and in a misconceived notion of the scholarly merits of relevant knowledge. We hope that this volume may lead to the revision of some flawed assumptions and encourage greater academic receptivity to work that is both useful and sound. 

Policy k2 Movements

Only political studies spur movements that can effect real-world change 

Lepgold and Nincic 2K1 (Joesph, associate professor of Government at Georgetown and Miroslav professor of Poly Sci at UC-Davis, Beyond the Ivory Tower: International Relations Theory and the Issue of Policy Relevance pg. 6-7) (SIR = Scholastic International Relations, the term for thinkers who discuss the theory behind real world processes ) CS
The first two observations, both from distinguished former U.S. officials, typify many policymakers’ views about contemporary schol- arship in international relations: while it ought to be useful to practitioners, little of it is. Much, they believe, is useless and arcane. These particular statements are striking because they do not reflect ignorance about the mis- sion and culture of university scholars. The individual quoted in the first passage has written widely on foreign policy and helped to found the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies, one of America’s pre- mier professional schools of international affairs. The author of the second passage held a faculty position at the University of Virginia and was Acting Dean of Georgetown University’s School of Foreign Service. The book in which the second passage appeared was published by a university press and was addressed to a largely academic audience. Indeed, much of the chapter from which the second passage was taken betrays keen disappointment that scholarly writing on international affairs does not speak more clearly to the many uncertainties and daunting analytic tasks practitioners face. The au- thor of the third passage, a professor at the London School of Economics, offers a view common among international relations scholars—that they will lose professional independence and credibility by trying to speak about prac- tical issues. Such sentiments, however, have become common only in the last few decades. As readers of Machiavelli, Hobbes, and Hobson appreciate, theory in the study of politics, including world politics, has traditionally been in- tended to guide practice. Diplomats of earlier generations would have found quite odd the notion that university scholars who studied international re- lations had little of interest to say to them. Important examples of such influence are not hard to find. Several generations of post-World War II U.S. officials had much of their general worldview formed or reinforced by ex- posure to Hans Morgenthau’s stark Realpolitik in Politics Among Nations. During the 1970s, models that focused on the catalysts and implications of transnational economic forces had a comparable, if more limited, impact on official thinking. From the late 1950s onward, the important conceptual literature on arms control—work derived from theories focused on un- intended conflict spirals—had an impact on key aspects of U.S. nuclear weapons deployments, investments in the command-and-control apparatus, and operational nuclear doctrines. Since this work focused on the interplay between military postures and the likelihood of inadvertent war, it gave policymakers a coherent way to diagnose an important problem as well as manipulable levers—tacit and formal measures to promote invulnerable nu- clear forces—through which they could try to deal with it.4

Policy k2 Spillover

Policy debate has an important spillover effect that transforms institutions 

Lepgold and Nincic 2K1 (Joesph, associate professor of Government at Georgetown and Miroslav professor of Poly Sci at UC-Davis, Beyond the Ivory Tower: International Relations Theory and the Issue of Policy Relevance pg. 6-7) (SIR = Scholastic International Relations, the term for thinkers who discuss the theory behind real world processes) CS
In some areas, foreign-policymakers have been deeply influenced by the theoretical literature in International Relations. Aside from the work the work on the interdemocratic peace discussed in chapter 5, and, to a lesser extent, some of the literature on international institutions examined in chap- ter 6, strategic studies has been most important in this respect. Such concepts as “escalation dominance” as well as the more general notion of the pris- oners’ dilemma were conceived by academics but have become part of the daily vocabulary of many practitioners. Work on deterrence, nuclear prolif- eration, arms control, and the use of coercive force has influenced a host of U.S. weapons-acquisition and force-management issues.24 At one time, such an impact on official thinking was not unusual. Concerns about effective public policy have traditionally been part of the academic study of politics; the American Political Science Association (APSA), for example, was founded in part to “bring political science to a position of authority as regards practical politics.”25 By moving professional scholars away from externally- driven issues, the professionalization of political science has molded the kind of work by which they earn professional prestige, making them less able or willing to communicate with policymakers. From the perspective of many officials, SIR scholars are comfortable on their side of the gap, free of any obligation to address practical issues.26 As a result, the public intellectuals who address current foreign policy issues now tend to have few or weak connections to universities, while the prominent scholars in this field tend to write almost exclusively for their own colleagues.

Policy = Self-Correcting

Policy Oriented debate is critical in developing the critiques of itself and is self-correcting – preserving the activity is critical in creating critiques of race and institutions

Stannard, university of Wyoming communication department, 2K6
(Matt, “Deliberation, Debate, and Democracy in the Academy and Beyond”
April 18 http://legalcommunication.blogspot.com/2006/08/deliberation-debate-and-democracy-in.html) CS

Some of the most articulate criticisms of competitive, switch-side academic debate come from the debate community itself. These criticisms have lately centered on things like the specialized and esoteric practices of debate, the under-representation of minorities in the activity, and the way in which debate practices feed, rather than fight, structures of domination. In other words, internal criticism of academic debate is very much like internal criticisms of the Academy in general: We’re too specialized, we’re too white, and we’re exploited by hegemonic institutions. All of these criticisms are true, and yet, paradoxically, it is our experience in debate, along with our experience in the critical thinking of university education, that teaches us how to articulate these arguments. The deliberative process is self-reflective and at least has the potential to be self-correcting.

Policy Necessary

The alt can't function in a solely theoretical world, it must be driven by the issues of policy concern and intellectual evolution

Stein, 00(Arthur, American Professor of Political Science at the University of California, Los Angeles, “Being Useful: Policy Relevance and International Relations Theory,” University of Michigan Press, pg 51)
There is every reason to expect the field of international relations to be policy-relevant. lt is not plagued by the kinds of problems that make scholarship irrelevant. lt does not separate policy and theory institution- ally and so force ideas to move so slowly from one isolated scholarly community to another that theoretical scholarship remains unknown to policymakers. lt does not locus solely on theoretically generated ques- tions. lts intellectual agenda, unlike those in many disciplines, is driven as much by questions of immediate policy concem as by issues that emerge purely from the intellectual evolution of a scholarly paradigm. the need to develop a general perspective and address anomalies unexplained by current theory.

Policy Relevance

Academic preoccupation with methodology and theory is destroying our ability to create politically relevant solutions – The only way to reverse this trend is through embracing the political.
Nye, ‘9 (Joseph, professor at Harvard University and former dean of the Harvard Kennedy School, Former Chair National Intelligence Council, Former Asst. Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/04/12/AR2009041202260_pf.html 4-13-09)
President Obama has appointed some distinguished academic economists and lawyers to his administration, but few high-ranking political scientists have been named. In fact, the editors of a recent poll of more than 2,700 international relations experts declared that "the walls surrounding the ivory tower have never seemed so high." While important American scholars such as Henry Kissinger and Zbigniew Brzezinski took high-level foreign policy positions in the past, that path has tended to be a one-way street. Not many top-ranked scholars of international relations are going into government, and even fewer return to contribute to academic theory. The 2008 Teaching, Research and International Policy (TRIP) poll, by the Institute for Theory and Practice in International Relations, showed that of the 25 scholars rated as producing the most interesting scholarship during the past five years, only three had ever held policy positions (two in the U.S. government and one in the United Nations). The fault for this growing gap lies not with the government but with the academics. Scholars are paying less attention to questions about how their work relates to the policy world, and in many departments a focus on policy can hurt one's career. Advancement comes faster for those who develop mathematical models, new methodologies or theories expressed in jargon that is unintelligible to policymakers. A survey of articles published over the lifetime of the American Political Science Review found that about one in five dealt with policy prescription or criticism in the first half of the century, while only a handful did so after 1967. Editor Lee Sigelman observed in the journal's centennial issue that "if 'speaking truth to power' and contributing directly to public dialogue about the merits and demerits of various courses of action were still numbered among the functions of the profession, one would not have known it from leafing through its leading journal." As citizens, academics might be considered to have an obligation to help improve on policy ideas when they can. Moreover, such engagement can enhance and enrich academic work, and thus the ability of academics to teach the next generation. As former undersecretary of state David Newsom argued a decade ago, "the growing withdrawal of university scholars behind curtains of theory and modeling would not have wider significance if this trend did not raise questions regarding the preparation of new generations and the future influence of the academic community on public and official perceptions of international issues and events. Teachers plant seeds that shape the thinking of each new generation; this is probably the academic world's most lasting contribution." Yet too often scholars teach theory and methods that are relevant to other academics but not to the majority of the students sitting in the classroom before them. Some academics say that while the growing gap between theory and policy may have costs for policy, it has produced better social science theory, and that this is more important than whether such scholarship is relevant. Also, to some extent, the gap is an inevitable result of the growth and specialization of knowledge. Few people can keep up with their subfields, much less all of social science. But the danger is that academic theorizing will say more and more about less and less. Even when academics supplement their usual trickle-down approach to policy by writing in journals, newspapers or blogs, or by consulting for candidates or public officials, they face many competitors for attention. More than 1,200 think tanks in the United States provide not only ideas but also experts ready to comment or consult at a moment's notice. Some of these new transmission belts serve as translators and additional outlets for academic ideas, but many add a bias provided by their founders and funders. As a group, think tanks are heterogeneous in scope, funding, ideology and location, but universities generally offer a more neutral viewpoint. While pluralism of institutional pathways is good for democracy, the policy process is diminished by the withdrawal of the academic community. The solutions must come via a reappraisal within the academy itself. Departments should give greater weight to real-world relevance and impact in hiring and promoting young scholars. Journals could place greater weight on relevance in evaluating submissions. Studies of specific regions deserve more attention. Universities could facilitate interest in the world by giving junior faculty members greater incentives to participate in it. That should include greater toleration of unpopular policy positions. One could multiply such useful suggestions, but young people should not hold their breath waiting for them to be implemented. If anything, the trends in academic life seem to be headed in the opposite direction. 

Science Education Good

Science education is a vital tool – creates skills job-portable skills

Fraknoi 7 – Professor of Astronomy

Andrew Fraknoi, Chair of the Astronomy Department at Foothill College, Societal Impact of Space Flight, p. 411

The results of the lack of good science education in this country is that adult Americans know very little about science. Jon Miller of Northwestern University, the foremost science pollster in the United States, has come to the conclusion that fewer than 20 percent of adult Americans know enough science for minimal civic literacy. For example, 50 percent of adult Americans believe that humans lived at the same rime as dinosaurs. Only 22 percent of adults in the United States can correctly define a molecule. -' At the same time that American science literacy is declining, the U.S. Department of Labor reports that in the next decade jobs requiring science, engineering, or technical training will increase by 51 percent—four times higher than general job growth. Where will all the trained people to hold those jobs come from? Clearly, the reports warning that the competitiveness of our country may be undercut by the lack of adequate education in science and engineering are worthy of far greater political attention than they have so far received.

Scientific literacy is an important educational asset – key to testing national policy and critical thinking

Druger et al 11 – Professor of Biology @ Syracuse

Marvin Druger, Professor of Biology @ Syracuse, With 2 other Professors @ Syracuse, “Scientific literacy and attitudes towards American space exploration among college undergraduates,” Space Policy, Vol. 27, Science Direct

Advancements and discoveries in science and technology have earned the USA a reputation for being a powerful and prosperous nation. This is especially true when it comes to space exploration and NASA where the USA has been at the forefront and continues to lead the world. National support for space exploration is integral to continuing and expanding our nation's commitment of public funding to achieve space exploration goals [1]. According to a 2008 Gallup Poll, 71% of the American public were supportive of the space program and felt the USA was doing a good job maintaining its leadership in space exploration [2J. While the American public generally like space science and say they are interested, many people are unaware of basic scientific facts and concepts [3,4]. Scientific literacy is the capacity to use scientific knowledge, identify questions and to draw evidence-based conclusions in order to understand and help make decisions about the natural world and the changes made to it through human activity [5]. An adequate understanding of basic scientific terms, concepts and facts, coupled with the ability to reason well about issues involving science and technology, are indicators of scientific literacy [6]. Low scientific literacy could result in the inability to formulate educated opinions about national public policy issues [7].

Space education is a pre-requisite to informed citizenry and participation in public discourse

Druger et al 11 – Professor of Biology @ Syracuse

Marvin Druger, Professor of Biology @ Syracuse, With 2 other Professors @ Syracuse, “Scientific literacy and attitudes towards American space exploration among college undergraduates,” Space Policy, Vol. 27, Science Direct

In summary, the present study found that, while college undergraduates claim to know little about US space exploration, they tend to have positive attitudes regarding NASA. Their scientific literacy levels and public support for space exploration are related and this is most evident in political science and health science majors. It may be that the better educated one is about space science, the more likely he or she is to become an informed citizen who participates in public discourse and is therefore more optimistic and supportive of space science [3J. This could be evaluated in future studies using surveys specific to knowledge of space exploration and NASA. More research should be conducted regarding support for US space exploration and scientific literacy among this generation as they are the future taxpayers, voters and decision makers on space policy.

Space education is the only way to create a sustainable support for space-faring

-this card defends public discussion of space information

Brown 7 – Editor of Space Policy

Frances, 2007, “Space agencies and public outreach—must try harder,” Space Policy, Science Direct

A not dissimilar feeling is also evident in the Space Generation Congress Youth Declaration produced at the IAC in autumn 2006.3 Support for a human Moon mission and establishment of a base is clear, but this is preceded by calls for greater attention to space debris and to the possibility of an NEO impact, a continuing commitment to space for peaceful purposes and support for more public involvement in space via private space tourism. There is also a call to foster space capacity building in developing countries and to encourage their greater participation in space programmes. Tellingly, the Declaration recognizes that ‘there is a lack of space education in schools’ and that ‘the fundamental justifications supporting the human aspect of space exploration have not yet been properly articulated to the people of the world by the spacefaring nations’. The space community, and the Apollo generation in particular, needs to wake up, and to wake up fast. The public may think space is nice, even exciting at times, but they also think it is expendable when set against other priorities, they are largely indifferent to human missions and their knowledge of what goes on up there is scant at best, when not actually wrong. A major problem, in my view, is the tendency for space experts by and large to talk only to each other, often only to others in their own speciality (or clique), be that engineering, law or remote sensing. Yet, if it is to have any chance of building the kind of support that will see important Earth-orientated missions like GMES through to completion, let alone the less obviously useful Vision for Space Exploration, the space community must do more to get its message across. It must take more account of what the public is concerned about and of the media the latter uses to access information on those concerns. Finarelli and Pryke make a number of recommendations of ways of engaging and informing the public. Let us hope that they will be heeded.

Traditional IR GOOD 

Focusing on traditional international relations concerns is NECESSARY because they will INEVITABLY be part of future human interactions

Holsti, Former Professor of Political Science @ British Columbia University, '02 (Kai, RIS, p. 624-625)

Q. When the dust has settled-not that it ever will settle fully-how do you think what you have referred to as the "classical tradition" will be viewed in the broader development of IR theory? at do you think are its abiding strengths and most serious weaknesses? A. Its main strength is that it is concerned with a central set of problems, dealing with the sources, causes, and consequences of the relations between states. It has an overriding normative concern with the sources of war and the conditions for peace and international order. These are problems that have commanded systematic attention at least since the eighteenth century, and to a certain extent before then as well. They are no less interesting or compelling today than they ever were. Take the problem of humanitarian intervention. This is not an issue that arose with Somalia or Haiti. It is a perennial problem of a system of states-a system that has at its core notions of sovereignty, legal equality, and the norm of non-interference. These fundamental rules help provide a good deal of international order. But can those rules be waived in the event that governments systematically abuse their populations? Under what conditions can a state or a group of states with armed forces intervene in the internal affairs of another state? Are not moral imperatives as important as legal ones? Can a responsible citizen fail to assist a drowning woman just because a sign on the side of the lake states that swimming is prohibited? Intervention was the issue that some of the participants in the Thirty Years' War faced. It was a central question in the essays of Grotius, Wolff, Pufendorf, and Vattel. And we haven't resolved it since! It remains highly contested. Feelings run high, and policy choices are difficult to make. Contributors to the classical tradition have a great deal to say about such problems, and it is well to remember that they offer many more insights and persuasive arguments than many contemporary analysts have developed. The problems raised in the classical tradition are not peripheral. They are not problems of identity politics, or domestic politics, or the household, or any current fad. They condition the ways that economies function; they condition the way that international relations function; and we perennially worry about them and debate them. No matter how much the field fragments, until these problems disappear, the core of the field is still going to be centred around them. Ultimately, they have to do with force, and wars of various kinds, and intervention. All the other problems-for example, ecological ones-are added to these, but they are not the core problems. One of the main weaknesses of the field-and particularly the modern version of realism is a scepticism toward historical change. Some remain convinced that if you read Thucydides' History of the Peloponnesian Wars, you will learn all there is to know about international relations. Others believe that Morgenthau's textbook,6 which is a masterpiece of political analysis, is all you ever need to read to understand the essential characteristics of international or world politics. Many scholars are still imbued with the conceptual equipment of the 1950s or the 1930s, and are analysing potential adversaries and their behaviours as though what they are doing today is exactly the same as what their predecessors were doing 150 years ago. They are not willing to acknowledge that some central characteristics of international politics have changed. This is not to argue that realism has nothing to tell us. It is an important part of the story of international relations, but it is only one part of it.

AT: Critical Thinking/Logic  = Racist

It’s not racist, it’s common sense—thinking critically about race uses the same logical process

Zack 01 (March, Naomi Zack, Professor of Philosophy at the University of Oregon, Ph.D. in Philosophy from Columbia, “Response to Lucius Outlaw”, in Philosophica Africana, 4.1, page 73, IWren)

 It is also not true, as Outlaw suggests, that for me reason, logic, and critical thinking are specialized and privileged philosophical devices. Rather, I think that logic is intuitive for just about all human adults, and that reason, which in this case is called "critical thinking," is the application of logic to experience. Indeed, this is what I write in the part of the introduction to Thinking About Race that is addressed to the (undergraduate) student: Thinking critically about race is the same as thinking critically about any other topic. One uses basic rules of logic and requires good evidence for factual claims. These rules of logic largely mirror ordinary intuitions about whether conclusions are justified. Their use in critical thinking does not require formal training but simply an avoidance of contradiction and an awareness of when one statement "follows" from another. In constructing logical arguments or making a persuasive case for an opinion, all of the gaps in reasoning ought to be filled in. What counts as good evidence for factual claims is often a matter of common sense. Scientific claims that have withstood examination and duplication by other scientists, or commonsense claims that are supported by a wide range of ordinary experience, are examples of good evidence. Speculations, personal opinions, emotional reactions, and generalizations drawn from a few examples are not good evidence for claims made about racial groups--or about anything else. [Note: words and terms in boldface are defined in the glossary of the book]. (2) My students, and, I believe, other students who have been assigned this text, know very well, after the terms are loosely defined, what logic, critical thinking, and facts are. They know this through links to their own experience.  
AT: Doesn't Influence Policy makers 

We have a responsibility as scholars to evaluate the policy debate – we shape decision making 

JENNY EDKINS AND MAJA ZEHFUSS1 Review of International Studies (2005), 31,p. 454-5
What we are attempting in this article is an intervention that demonstrates how the illusion of the sovereign state in an insecure and anarchic international system is sustained and how it might be challenged. It seems to us that this has become important in the present circumstances. The focus on security and the dilemma of security versus freedom that is set out in debates immediately after September 11th presents an apparent choice as the focus for dissent, while concealing the extent to which thinking is thereby confined to a specific agenda. Our argument will be that this approach relies on a particular picture of the political world that has been reflected within the discipline of international relations, a picture of a world of sovereign states. We have a responsibility as scholars; we are not insulated from the policy world. What we discuss may not, and indeed does not, have a direct impact on what happens in the policy world, this is clear, but our writings and our teaching do have an input in terms of the creation and reproduction of pictures of the world that inform policy and set the contours of policy debates.21 Moreover, the discipline within which we are situated is one which depends itself on a particular view of the world – a view that sees the international as a realm of politics distinct from the domestic – the same view of the world as the one that underpins thinking on security and defence in the US administration.22 In this article then we develop an analysis of the ways in which thinking in terms of international relations and a system of states forecloses certain possibilities from the start, and how it might look to think about politics and the international differently.

AT: Epistemology/Method Focus

Epistemological and Methodological focus is not predictive – Only politically relevant IR can provide critical insight into future contingencies and grasp the political underpinnings of critiques

Lepgold and Nincic 2K1 (Joesph, associate professor of Government at Georgetown and Miroslav professor of Poly Sci at UC-Davis, Beyond the Ivory Tower: International Relations Theory and the Issue of Policy Relevance pg. 6-7) (SIR = Scholastic International Relations, the term for thinkers who discuss the theory behind real world processes) CS
As in other fields driven by a concern with real-world developments, SIR research has been motivated by both internally- and externally-driven con- cerns. The former are conceptual, epistemological, and methodological mat- ters that scholars believe they need to confront to do their intellectual work: Which research programs are most apt to resolve the field’s core puzzles? What is the meaning of contested concepts? Which empirical evidence or methods are especially useful, convincing, or weak in this field? The latter consist of issues relevant to policy practitioners and citizens: How can people prepare to deal with an uncertain future? More specifically, how can they anticipate future international developments to which they might need to adapt, assess the likely consequences of measures to deal with that future, or at least think about such matters intelligently?12 While the best scholarly work tends to have important ramifications for both types of concerns, the academic emphasis has shifted too far toward work with little relevance out- side academia. This balance must be redressed if SIR is to resonate outside the Ivory Tower. Beyond this, shifting scholars’ attention toward the claims about the world they seek to account for would help improve their work by the standards of academic scholarship itself. If SIR were, at least partly, justified by the light that it sheds on practical foreign policy issues, this would help academics 8 The Theory-Practice Gap in International Relations identify significant substantive questions, and, we feel, provide answers that clearly pass the “so what” question. Curiosity about practical problems and how they can be manipulated is what gives scientists many ideas about what areas of basic research need to be explored, what is generalizable within those areas, which empirical patterns can be explained by existing theory, and which puzzles require further attention.13 Just as important, a grasp of practical issues helps ground theory in the facts for which it seeks to account. In making the case that the balance between internally- and externally- driven concerns could be readjusted without diluting the intellectual value of SIR, it is worth noting that the large emphasis on the former is quite recent. Accordingly, it is worth examining the field’s traditional preoccupa- tion with externally-driven concerns, as a way to see where we have been and why that intellectual stance toward policy-relevance was taken for so long.
AT: Genocide

Overestimating the purity of debate dooms their Kritik to fail. Their connection between academic debate and oppressive institutions is a generalization that vastly overstates the reach of policy debate

Stanndard, university of Wyoming communication department, 2K6
(Matt, “Deliberation, Debate, and Democracy in the Academy and Beyond”
April 18 http://legalcommunication.blogspot.com/2006/08/deliberation-debate-and-democracy-in.html) CS

Which brings me to another important point, which I think we can draw from Hicks and Greene’s criticism: I would submit that the biggest danger we face is not in underestimating the power of debate. The danger lies in overestimating it, precisely because dictatorial tendencies of all stripes have never hesitated to shut down debate and crush dissent in the name of expediency. Academics, and particularly communication scholars, have a hard time understanding brutal, material power. We tend to think reason will prevail—or that if it doesn’t, we can explain its failure discursively. This blindness concerning materiality is precisely why deliberative politics must include the voices of the materially disadvantaged. It is why the "perspective of the oppressed" is not only morally necessary, but epistemologically necessary. Within Habermas’s communicative ethics is found both the classic Rawlsian test of how policies and arrangements affect the least advantaged members of society, and the Marxian imperative for emancipation from the artificial and enforced scarcity and silence of economics. This is vital to making what we do relevant—because even if democratic legitimacy depends on discursive justification, such justification occurs in a "dirty" material world, the "excrement" of which Marx wrote as a metaphor for the day-to-day material challenges of ordinary people. The aggregate of those material challenges constitutes the very conditions of humanity itself, and awareness of those conditions in their totality requires a commitment to deliberation in all levels of the social world.

AT: Halloway

Halloway’s Critique is based upon mis-representations of the state and the politics of the Stalinist revolutions

Bensaid, 2k5 (Daniel professor at the University of Paris VIII and leading member
of the Ligue Commiuniste Revolutionnaire, "Change the World without
taking power?…or… Take Power to change the world?," online:
http://www.internationalviewpoint.org/IMG/pdf/ChangeTheWorld.pdf CS)
Before we go any further in reading Holloway’s book, it is already apparent: That he has reduced the luxuriant history of the workers’ movement, its experiences and controversies to a single line of march of statism through the ages, as if very different theoretical and strategic conceptions had not been constantly battling with each other. He thus presents an imaginary Zapatismo as something absolutely innovative, haughtily ignoring the fact that the actually existing Zapatista discourse bears within it, albeit without knowing it, a number of older themes. By his account the dominant paradigm of revolutionary thought consists of a functionalist statism. We could accept that - only by swallowing the very dubious assumption that the majoritarian ideology of social democracy (symbolised by Noskes and other Eberts) and the bureaucratic Stalinist orthodoxy can both be subsumed under the elastic heading of ‘revolutionary thought’. This is taking very little account of an abundant critical literature on the question of the state, which ranges from Lenin and 6 Gramsci to contemporary polemics (12) by way of contributions that are impossible to ignore (whether one agrees with them or not) like those of Poulantzas and Altvater. Finally, reducing the whole history of the revolutionary movement to the genealogy of a ‘theoretical deviation’ makes it possible to hover over real history with a flap of angelic wings, but at the risk of endorsing the reactionary thesis (from François Furet to Gérard Courtois) of an unbroken continuity from the October Revolution to the Stalinist counter- revolution - its ‘logical outcome’! - incidentally without subjecting Stalinism to any serious analysis. David Rousset, Pierre Naville, Moshe Lewin, Mikaïl Guefter (not to speak of Trotsky or Hannah Arendt, or even of Lefort or Castoriadis), are far more serious on this point. 

Halloway’s Critique is based upon mis-representations of the state and the politics of the Stalinist revolutions

Bensaid, 2k5 (Daniel professor at the University of Paris VIII and leading member
of the Ligue Commiuniste Revolutionnaire, "Change the World without
taking power?…or… Take Power to change the world?," online:
http://www.internationalviewpoint.org/IMG/pdf/ChangeTheWorld.pdf CS)
(Daniel professor at the University of Paris VIII and leading member
of the Ligue Commiuniste Revolutionnaire, "Change the World without
taking power?…or… Take Power to change the world?," online:
http://www.internationalviewpoint.org/IMG/pdf/ChangeTheWorld.pdf CS)
To conclude (provisionally) on this point, we should acknowledge the service John Holloway has done in putting the question of fetishism and reification back in the heart of the strategic enigma. We need nonetheless to note the limited novelty of his argument. While the ‘orthodox Marxism’ of the Stalinist period (including Althusser) had in fact discarded the critique of fetishism, its red thread had nevertheless never been broken: starting from Lukács, we can follow it through the works of the authors who belonged to what Ernst Bloch called ‘the warm current of Marxism’: Roman Rosdolsky, Jakubowski, Ernest Mandel, Henri Lefèbvre (in his Critique of Everyday Life), Lucien Goldmann, Jean-Marie Vincent (whose Fétichisme et Société dates back to 1973!) (21), and more recently Stavros Tombazos and Alain Bihr. (22) Emphasising the close connection between the processes of fetishisation and anti- fetishisation, Holloway, after many detours, brings us once more to the contradiction of the social relationship that manifests itself in class struggle. Like Chairman Mao, he makes clear nonetheless that since the terms of the contradiction are not symmetrical, the pole of labour forms its dynamic, determinant element. It’s a bit like the boy who wrapped his arm around his head in order to grab his nose. We may note however that Holloway’s stress on the process of ‘defetishisation’ at work within fetishisation enables him to relativise (‘defetishise’?) the question of property, which he declares without any further ado to be soluble in ‘the flow of doing’ (23). Questioning the status of his own critique, Holloway fails to escape from the paradox of the sceptic who doubts everything except his own doubt. The legitimacy of his own critique thus continues to hang on the question ‘in whose name’ and ‘from which (partisan?) standpoint’ he proclaims this dogmatic doubt (ironically underscored in the book by Holloway’s refusal to bring it to a full stop). In short, ‘Who are we, we who criticise?’ (24): privileged, marginal people, decentred intellectuals, deserters from the 9system? Implicitly an intellectual elite, a kind of vanguard, Holloway admits. For once the choice has been made to dispense with or relativise class struggle, the role of the free- floating intellectual paradoxically emerges reinforced. We then quickly fail back once more into the - Kautskyist rather than Leninist - idea of science being brought by the intelligentsia ‘into the proletarian class struggle from without’ (by intellectuals in possession of scientific knowledge), rather than Lenin’s idea of ‘class political consciousness’ (not science!) brought ‘from outside the economic struggle’ (not from outside the class struggle) by a party (not by a scientific intelligentsia). (25)Decidedly, taking fetishism seriously does not make it easier to dispose of the old question of the vanguard, whatever word you use for it. After all, isn’t Zapatismo still a kind of vanguard (and Holloway its prophet)?

AT: Hicks and Green

Their Kritik of debate fails- Hicks and Green’s methodology relies on leaps of logic and proposes no concrete alternative – rejection is doomed to destroy liberalized discussion- stripping debate of the ability to create real world change

Stannard, university of Wyoming communication department, 2K6
(Matt, “Deliberation, Debate, and Democracy in the Academy and Beyond”
April 18 http://legalcommunication.blogspot.com/2006/08/deliberation-debate-and-democracy-in.html) CS


If it is indeed true that debate inevitably produces other-oriented deliberative discourse at the expense of students' confidence in their first-order convictions, this would indeed be a trade-off worth criticizing. In all fairness, Hicks and Greene do not overclaim their critique, and they take care to acknowledge the important ethical and cognitive virtues of deliberative debating. When represented as anything other than a political-ethical concern, however, Hicks and Greene's critique has several problems: First, as my colleague J.P. Lacy recently pointed out, it seems a tremendous causal (or even rhetorical) stretch to go from "debating both sides of an issue creates civic responsibility essential to liberal democracy" to "this civic responsibility upholds the worst forms of American exceptionalism." Second, Hicks and Greene do not make any comparison of the potentially bad power of debate to any alternative. Their implied alternative, however, is a form of forensic speech that privileges personal conviction. The idea that students should be able to preserve their personal convictions at all costs seems far more immediately tyrannical, far more immediately damaging to either liberal or participatory democracy, than the ritualized requirements that students occasionally take the opposite side of what they believe. Third, as I have suggested and will continue to suggest, while a debate project requiring participants to understand and often "speak for" opposing points of view may carry a great deal of liberal baggage, it is at its core a project more ethically deliberative than institutionally liberal. Where Hicks and Greene see debate producing "the liberal citizen-subject," I see debate at least having the potential to produce "the deliberative human being." The fact that some academic debaters are recruited by the CSIS and the CIA does not undermine this thesis. Absent healthy debate programs, these think-tanks and government agencies would still recruit what they saw as the best and brightest students. And absent a debate community that rewards anti-institutional political rhetoric as much as liberal rhetoric, those students would have little-to-no chance of being exposed to truly oppositional ideas. Moreover, if we allow ourselves to believe that it is "culturally imperialist" to help other peoples build institutions of debate and deliberation, we not only ignore living political struggles that occur in every culture, but we fall victim to a dangerous ethnocentrism in holding that "they do not value deliberation like we do." If the argument is that our participation in fostering debate communities abroad greases the wheels of globalization, the correct response, in debate terminology, is that such globalization is non-unique, inevitable, and there is only a risk that collaborating across cultures in public debate and deliberation will foster resistance to domination—just as debate accomplishes wherever it goes. Indeed, Andy Wallace, in a recent article, suggests that Islamic fundamentalism is a byproduct of the colonization of the lifeworld of the Middle East; if this is true, then one solution would be to foster cross-cultural deliberation among people on both sides of the cultural divide willing to question their own preconceptions of the social good. Hicks and Greene might be correct insofar as elites in various cultures can either forbid or reappropriate deliberation, but for those outside of that institutional power, democratic discussion would have a positively subversive effect.

AT: Rules Bad 

We must focus on policy implementations and their benefits and consequences

Stein, 00

(Arthur, American Professor of Political Science at the University of California, Los Angeles, “Being Useful: Policy Relevance and International Relations Theory,” University of Michigan Press, pg 56-57)

The positive actions states take toward each other include recogni- tion, economic and military aid. the extension of commitments, and a variety of other measures culminating in full alliances. The conse- quences of many of these are often unstudied. Then. too. those scruti~ nized are not always relevant or important to policy. We know little about the political consequences of one nation`s recognizing or not recog- nizing another. Most studies of foreign aid deal with its determinants; few examine its consequences. Nations commonly sell weapons as a way of improving and strengthening bilateral relations, but little research has addressed the actual impact of these transactions. Even analyses of the consequences of alliances and deterrence commitments have been lim- ited by a primary focus on their relationship to war and successful deter- rence. Although important, this does not tell policymakers all they need to know. Govemments signal displeasure with each other by withdrawing ambassadors and recognition. isolating other states diplomatically, dis- playing military force, and imposing economic sanctions, and by threat- ening. warning. and actually using force. Analysts have totally ignored some of these policy levers and have adequately studied only the impact of economic sanctions. Most scholars focus on the extremes of the cooperation/contiict continuum. Since their interest lies in war and peace. they study war and alliances. But much of international relations occurs between the ex- tremes: most policy choices do not involve declaring war or joining an alliance. The full range of policy instruments remains to he adequately conceptualized and studied.” There are different kinds of alliances, but we have no labels to distinguish them." Similarly, there is a need to distinguish along the conflict continuum. between enemies and rivals, for example. Neither scholars nor policymakers have an adequate vocabulary for discussing the range of relationships. Moreover, scholars have inadequately studied thc ramifications of using the levers that do exist.

Rules are best for debate, increased innovation and learning opportunities

Armstrong, 00

(Paul, Dean and Professor of Literature at Brown University, “The Politics of Play: The Social Implications of Iser’s Aesthetic Theory,” New Literature History, pg 211–223 //ag)

The contradictory combination of restriction and openness in how play deploys power is evident in Iser’s analysis of “regulatory” and “aleatory” rules. Even the regulatory rules, which set down the conditions participants submit to in  order to play a game, “permit a certain range of combinations while also  establishing a code of possible play. . . . Since these rules limit the text game without producing it, they are regulatory but not prescriptive.  They do no more than set the aleatory in motion, and the aleatory rule differs from the regulatory in that it has no code of its own” (FI 273).  Submitting to the discipline of regulatory restrictions is both constraining and enabling because it makes possible certain kinds of interaction  that the rules cannot completely predict or prescribe in advance. Hence  the existence of aleatory rules that are not codiﬁed as part of the game  itself but are the variable customs, procedures, and practices for playing  it. Expert facility with aleatory rules marks the difference, for example, between someone who just knows the rules of a game and another who  really knows how to play it. Aleatory rules are more ﬂexible and openended and more susceptible to variation than regulatory rules, but they  too are characterized by a contradictory combination of constraint and  possibility, limitation and unpredictability, discipline and spontaneity.  As a rule-governed but open-ended activity, play provides a model for deploying power in a nonrepressive manner that makes creativity and innovation possible not in spite of disciplinary constraints but because of them. Not all power is playful, of course, and some restrictions are more coercive than enabling. But thinking about the power of constraints on the model of rules governing play helps to explain the paradox that restrictions can be productive rather than merely repressive. Seeing constraints as structures for establishing a play-space and as guides for practices of exchange within it envisions power not necessarily and  always as a force to be resisted in the interests of freedom; it allows  imagining the potential for power to become a constructive social  energy that can animate games of to-and-fro exchange between participants whose possibilities for self-discovery and self-expansion are enhanced by the limits shaping their interactions.

Rules are key to allowing a wide range of argument options

Armstrong, 00

(Paul, Dean and Professor of Literature at Brown University, “The Politics of Play: The Social Implications of Iser’s Aesthetic Theory,” New Literature History, pg 211–223 //ag)

On the other hand, in contrast to “result-oriented games,  especially mathematical, strategic, and economic ones, as well as those  of chance and skill, all of which are designed to remove existing play  spaces,” a text can take as its game the multiplication of opportunities  for play, whether by “play[ing] against each other” the various games it  includes or by demonstrating that they can be played without end, so  that the “game is not ended by itself but by its player” (FI 265, 266).  Although some determinate or didactic texts may aim to close off play in  the interests of the results they desire, it is possible to play the games of  even these texts in ways that keep open and expand their potentiality for  meaning. Even the most instrumental text can, because it is a text, be  read in ways that open it up to meanings and purposes it cannot limit  (offering its games up for observation as games, for example, rather  than submitting oneself to their ends, or engaging them with other  modes of instrumental play governed by different notions of ﬁnality).  Paradoxically, although all texts have limits because they are ﬁnite ways  of playing particular games, the only ultimate limit on their capacity to mean is the resourcefulness and energy of the player (or the history of  readers) in keeping their play in motion.  Because of these contradictions, textual games are especially illumi-  nating models of the anthropological and social functions of play. Iser’s  exploration of the paradoxes of play is important not only as a  clariﬁcation of the games of texts but also as an explanation of the  usefulness of play as a particular way of deploying power. Both the  endless to-and-fro of free play and the result-oriented moves of instru-  mental play entail the use of power. But the opposition of free and  instrumental play distinguishes helpfully between ways power may be  employed. In contrast to the widespread contemporary assumption that  power aims only and always for dominance, the aim of instrumental play,  to achieve victory and end the game by determining the result, contrasts  with the uses of power for expanding the potential for meaning, which  the to-and-fro motion of free play makes possible. The element of  potential open-endedness in instrumental play suggests that even the  use of power for masterful ends is not monolithic but contains a  counter-movement onto which the subversive counterﬂow of free play  can cathect. The need that free play has for limits and aims offers a  critique of the dream of innocence of open-ended play without ﬁnality,  but the disclosure of the playful element of instrumental games opens  up the possibility that power can be used without the inevitability of  coercion or violence.  The mutually illuminating interaction of free and instrumental play in  textual games can be seen as a model for the ethical use of power.  

Rules are inevitable, but they must be mutually agreed upon, which the debate community does through choosing the topic

Armstrong, 00

(Paul, Dean and Professor of Literature at Brown University, “The Politics of Play: The Social Implications of Iser’s Aesthetic Theory,” New Literature History, pg 211–223 //ag)

The four categories of games, which Iser borrows from Roger Caillois—  agon, alea, mimicry, and ilinx—show how free and instrumental play may  combine to make games more open-ended or more directed toward  ﬁnality.5 As Iser explains, “the endlessness and the ﬁnality of play” are  “two countervailing tendencies” (FI 264) that can interact differently in  various kinds of games. Although agon (games of contest or struggle)  and alea (where chance rules) are both deﬁned by the ends of winning  and losing, their valence may change in textual games. There “alea plays  against agon, whose antithetical arrangement reduces the element of  chance, whereas alea explodes” oppositions that seek to control or  structure meaning and limit the play of accident (FI 261). “If agon aims  to overcome the difference that arises out of antagonistically arranged  positions, alea aims to intensify it, thereby making it into a rift that  cannot be overcome, and reducing all play to mere chance” (FI 261).  Textual games where conﬂict seeks resolution in the triumph of one  position are countered by strategies aimed at opening up the possibility  of unforeseeable, uncontainable consequences. If there are already  elements of both free and instrumental play in games of conﬂict and of  chance, then the counterﬂow between endlessness and ﬁnality becomes 217  the politics of play  even more complicated and contradictory when the different kinds of  games combine.  Iser describes mimicry as a game tending toward closure because it  promotes “the forgetting of difference” (FI 262) between the copy and  the original and opposes disruptions that might undermine the illusion  of reality. But the element of free play in imitation’s pursuit of  verisimilitude is exposed by ilinx, the game of subverting all ﬁxed  positions in order to induce vertigo. This “carnivalization of all the  positions assembled in the text” (FI 262) exposes the boundlessness and  multiplicity of possible illusions given the ultimately ineradicable differ-  ence between the ﬁctive and the real: “Ilinx may therefore be seen as a  game in which free play is at its most expansive. But for all its efforts to  reach beyond what is, free play remains bound to what it overshoots,  because it can never quite extinguish the undercurrents and overtones  of instrumental play” (FI 262). Even the subversion of roles in the  interests of opening up meaning depends on instrumentally directed  ends for it to undermine. Its liberating aims are signiﬁcant only against  the backdrop of the games of ﬁnality it undercuts.  Free play and instrumental play are inextricably intertwined in the  games texts play as they range between open-endedness and closure.  According to Iser, “the text game is one in which limitation and  endlessness can be played to an equal degree” (FI 265). On the one  hand, “because of their forms, games must inevitably be limited; in  contrast with play, they are designed for endings. The result ends play”  (FI 265). Even with the most anarchic, disruptive, open-ended text, “the  endlessness of play cannot be maintained, since the text itself is limited”  (FI 257)

Rules and fairness are a prerequisite to substantive discussions

Portis, Gundersen, and Shively, 00

(Edward, Professor of Political Theory at Texas A&M Univ, Adolf, nqa, Ruth, Associate Professor of Political Science at Texas A&M, “Political Theory and Partisan Politics,” SUNY Press, pg 108-109 //ag)

The requirements given thus far are primarily negative. The ambiguists must say "no" to—they must reject and limit—some ideas and actions. In what follows, we will also find that they must say "yes" to some things. In particular, they must say "yes" to the idea of rational per​suasion. This means, first, that they must recognize the role of agreement in political contest, or the basic accord that is necessary to discord. The mistake that the ambiguists make here is a common one. The mistake is in thinking that agreement marks the end of contest—that consen​sus kills debate. But this is true only if the agreement is perfect—if there is nothing at all left to question or contest. In most cases, however, our agreements are highly imperfect. We agree on some matters but not on others, on generalities but not on specifics, on principles but not on their applications, and so on. And this kind of limited agreement is the starting condition of contest and debate. As John Courtney Murray writes: We hold certain truths; therefore we can argue about them. It seems to have been one of the corruptions of intelligence by positivism to assume that argument ends when agreement is reached. In a basic sense, the reverse is true. There can be no argument except on the premise, and within a context, of agreement. (Murray 1960, 10) In other words, we cannot argue about something if we are not com​municating: if we cannot agree on the topic and terms of argument or if we have utterly different ideas about what counts as evidence or good argument. At the very least, we must agree about what it is that is being debated before we can debate it. For instance, one cannot have an argument about euthanasia with someone who thinks euthanasia is a musical group. One cannot successfully stage a sit-in if one's target audience simply thinks everyone is resting or if those doing the sitting have no complaints. Nor can one demonstrate resistance to a policy if no one knows that it is a policy. In other words, contest is meaningless if there is a lack of agreement or communication about what is being contested. Resisters, demonstrators, and debaters must have some shared ideas about the subject and/or the terms of their disagree​ments. The participants and the target of a sit-in must share an under​standing of the complaint at hand. And a demonstrator's audience must know what is being resisted. In short, the contesting of an idea presumes some agreement about what that idea is and how one might go about intelligibly contesting it. In other words, contestation rests on some basic agreement or harmony. 

AT: Western Knowledge/Philosophy = Racist

Even if some scholars were racist, that doesn’t disprove their abstract concepts

Levin 99 (January, Michael Levin, Professor of philosophy at the City University of New York, focuses on espistemology and race, PhD in philosophy from Columbia, review of “Outlaw, Lucius T., Jr. On Race and Philosophy.”, in Ethics, published by UChicago, vol 109 num 2, page 455-456, IWren)

But even assuming racism has narrowed Western philosophy, it hardly follows that what there is of it is distorted. Outlaw appears to rest this grandiose charge on the ‘‘conspiracy’’ (p. 3) of philosophers not to protest slavery, and some derogatory remarks about blacks in Hume, Hegel, and Kant (a rogue’s gallery that should also include Russell). The first point, however, ignores not only English and antebellum American abolitionism, partly inspired by Locke’s idea of rights, but the fact that Caucasians have been the only group ever to end slavery voluntarily, or, indeed, to create moral systems that condemn it. (Outlaw repeats the common canard that whites ‘‘enslaved blacks,’’ when in fact European and Arab traders acquired already enslaved blacks from indigenous African warlords.) As for the second, the cosmic range of issues discussed by the figures Outlaw names makes it unlikely that a few disparaging asides about blacks offer much insight into their thought. Outlaw must explain precisely how these opinions influenced Kant on the Categorical Imperative or Hume on is/ought (to say nothing of the synthetic a priori or causation). This he makes not the slightest effort to do. Outlaw seems blinded to this obligation by his neomarxist tendency to see every idea as linked to ‘‘praxis,’’ which causes him to focus on—or, as he might put it, ‘‘privilege’’ and ‘‘valorize’’—political philosophy while overlooking epistemology, metaphysics, and metaethics. (It is ironic that Outlaw’s own view of philosophy should be so tendentiously narrow.) In a perverse way, it is flattering to a group to believe that figures of the stature of Kant and Hegel lost sleep devising ways to oppress them; being ignored is considerably less flattering. 
Western knowledge isn’t intrinsically racist—the concepts are abstract and history disproves—the [NEG/AFF] is just playing word games

Levin 99 (January, Michael Levin, Professor of philosophy at the City University of New York, focuses on espistemology and race, PhD in philosophy from Columbia, review of “Outlaw, Lucius T., Jr. On Race and Philosophy.”, in Ethics, published by UChicago, vol 109 num 2, page 454-455, IWren)

This collection of essays instances a familiar schema: some white-male-dominated institution (science, art, medicine, literature) is said to ignore blacks/women/ homosexuals/the disabled, and, thus distorted, to help oppress them—indeed, rationalizing oppression is held to be one of its purposes. Outlaw’s target is philosophy. For people who like this sort of thing, On Race and Philosophy is the sort of thing they will like. Others may prefer to judge such accusatory works by the detail with which they document their charges and describe desirable changes in the target institution. By that standard, this volume fails badly. Outlaw begins auspiciously by defending the race concept, pointing out against its critics that race is definable by descent: blacks, for instance, are people descended from Africans. Races need not be distinguished by unique genetic features, he adds, so long as common ancestry associates with clusters of phenotypes. Although Outlaw deserves credit for saying as much, given currently fashionable repudiations of race, sheer consistency demands it; one cannot complain that philosophy or anything else neglects race (or demand race-based reparations) while calling race illusory. Outlaw goes further, again I think correctly, in rejecting ‘‘essentialism’’: ‘‘human groups do not, simply by virtue of being human, share the same interests and agendas,’’ he says (p. 8), and adds that some ethnic self-consciousness, being healthy, should be ‘‘provided for [by] a liberal, democratic society’’ (p. 13). However, he identifies no specific race differences or possible provisions to accommodate them (a matter I will return to). Matters become murkier when Outlaw attacks ‘‘Euro-American’’ (p. 43) philosophy. His language quickly exceeds the bounds of normal scholarly discourse as he describes the ‘‘putrid stench’’ (p. 51) of ‘‘a decomposing, putrid GrecoEuropean philosophical anthropology’’ and ‘‘the stench of decay announcing the impending death of the hegemonic ideal of the Greco-European Rational Man’’ (p. 67) ‘‘deeply infected by the virus of racism’’ (p. 200). The disease is that Western philosophy, as ‘‘historically situated’’ as any other human activity, represents its standards as universally valid. ‘‘Thus, deeply submerged among the facets of the constructed self-image that became embodied in a number of the dominant voices of Western Philosophy is a generally unspoken, but nonetheless very much operative, key aspect of identity: male, rational male, of Greek and subsequently European descent!’’ (p. 56). (This sentence, incidentally, typifies Outlaw’s wordiness and metaphor mangling; elsewhere he offers ‘‘harvesting a legacy’’ and ‘‘palliatives laced with scapegoats.’’) Hence, ‘‘ethnocentrism and racism, sexism and class bias [lie] at the very heart of the Western philosophical tradition’’ (p. 94; also p. 176). The justice of this charge rests in part on what counts as ‘‘philosophy.’’ Except when wondering whether the Greeks stole everything from Egypt (query: would being discovered to be of African origin improve Western philosophy?), Outlaw nowhere denies that certain disciplines, problems, and doctrines developed by European males—formal logic, skepticism, and empiricism, say—are conspicuously abstract. His complaint, rather, is the supposed Euromasculine bias of using abstractness and self-conscious rigor as criteria for ‘‘philosophy’’ (p. 61). Such a potentially interminable verbal dispute is best avoided by surrendering the contested word. Call political platforms or scientology or Grandma’s common sense ‘‘philosophical’’ if you wish. That does not weaken the family resemblance of the subjects conventionally subsumed under that rubric, or create resemblances where none exist between those subjects and, for example, Bantu mythology. 

They’ve got it backwards—Western knowledge succeeds because it’s better, not because it’s racist

Levin 99 (January, Michael Levin, Professor of philosophy at the City University of New York, focuses on espistemology and race, PhD in philosophy from Columbia, review of “Outlaw, Lucius T., Jr. On Race and Philosophy.”, in Ethics, published by UChicago, vol 109 num 2, page 455, IWren)

Outlaw’s more substantive complaint is that Euromales regard their thought as superior, whereas ‘‘no race [is] ‘less developed’ relative to some supposed absolute standard manifested in a singular philosophy posing as absolute knowledge’’ (p. 210). But on its face Western thought is superior. Its scientific methods have extended man’s understanding and control of nature in ways the rest of mankind envy. Africa, certainly, has produced no figure remotely comparable to Plato or Descartes, let alone Galileo or Newton. America flies medicine to Somalia, not vice versa—the sort of home truth Outlaw seeks to elide by scare quotes, a technique David Stove called neutralization of success- (or, as here, failure-) words. Since it would invite ridicule to deny flat out that Africa is less developed scientifically than Europe, Outlaw instead denies that it is ‘‘less developed’’ as if the phrase were arbitrary. He also subjects ‘universal’, ‘truth’, ‘progressive’, ‘civilization’, ‘reason’, ‘knowledge’, ‘intelligence’, and ‘proper procedure’ to the same treatment (pp. 57, 58, 101, 111, 170, 186, 201). 
Liberalism isn’t racist—as a concept it empowers minorities

Levin 99 (January, Michael Levin, Professor of philosophy at the City University of New York, focuses on espistemology and race, PhD in philosophy from Columbia, review of “Outlaw, Lucius T., Jr. On Race and Philosophy.”, in Ethics, published by UChicago, vol 109 num 2, page 455, IWren)

Not that Outlaw has nothing to say about the classical liberalism of Locke, Kant, and Mill; he repeatedly excoriates it as an equally flawed extension of Aristotelian elitism. Aristotle thought some groups naturally subordinate, and classical liberal egalitarianism, to reconcile the slavery in itsmidst, invented the theory that some groups are inferior (or ‘‘inferior’’). This ‘‘outright contradiction’’ (p. 150) is ‘‘paradigmatic of the self-contradictory tensions inscribed in the core of Enlightenment thought and practice’’ (p. 163). The contradiction is hard to see. Liberalism promises autonomy to all mature rational beings; the application of this tenet, the scope of the ‘all’, rests on empirical assumptions about who ismature and rational. Ten-year-olds in democracies are denied the franchise because they are considered too labile and intellectually underdeveloped. America permitted slavery (for a time) because of similar beliefs about blacks. These beliefs may have been wrong, even unconscionable, but one must squint hard to find them logically inconsistent with liberal norms. And the suggestion that liberalism was invented in order to exclude blacks is less poor philosophy than paranoia. Outlaw notwithstanding, universalistic liberalism easily accommodates ethnicity. Letting each man pursue his good provided he lets others do likewise allows members of ethnic minorities to stick together for morale building, for cultivating their distinctiveness, for reinforcing a sense of superiority, for bragging to others of their superiority (as Outlaw does, about the talents of his cohort of black youths in rural Mississippi: ‘‘We weren’t conceited, just convinced. And if you watched [us], you would be convinced too’’ [p. xiii]). It would be interesting to see whether racial strife abated under such a regime, establishing which would require repeal of most civil rights legislation. 

AT: You Exclude/Marginalize 

Limits are necessary to sustain nonviolent debate 

Philip Graham School of Communication Queensland University of Technology, Heidegger’s Hippies Sep 15 1999  http://www.geocities.com/SunsetStrip/Palms/8314/index.html

Politics has historically been about how people can best live together. Today’s politics is not about that. If we allow public institutions, public consciousness, and, therefore, society itself to be manipulated by undemocratic organisations, such as media behemoths and multilateral and transnational organisations, then democracy is doomed to an undemocratic death. If democracy is doomed, then the potential for real equality (as opposed to empty gestures of equivalence) is doomed. If this is destroyed, then politics is dead. Healthy politics is a necessarily violent space (Bewes 1997). But we can choose between different sorts of violence. We can have violent dialectical debate, or violent war. We can have a violent clash of ideas or a violent clash with weapons.

Humans speak. They speak about the realities they inhabit. They will not remain silent about them. If they are temporarily silenced - whether by violence, threats, or intellectual confusion - they will eventually make themselves heard. History show us that this is so. Somewhere, someone must make a choice about when, whether, and how the current political space can be opened up to the public before it is prised open, once again, by mass annihilations.

Turn: 9/11 proves when an impact actually happens everything will be irrationally securitized whereas in the world of the plan, securitization is more rational and prevents consequences and even worse threat con 

Theory must be made policy relevant, it is the best way to take consequences into account

Larson, 00

(Eric, Ph.D. and M.Phil. in policy analysis, Pardee RAND Graduate School; A.B. in political science, University of Michigan, “Being Useful: Policy Relevance and International Relations Theory,” University of Michigan Press, pg 211-212)

By providing robust estimates of support and its sensitivity to possible adverse developments, a better and more policy-relevant theory on public opinion and policy can serve the important normative end of improving both policy and democratic control of policy. For in the end, presidents are accountable for the success or failure of their policies, and in as important and sensitive a policy area as that of military operations. the chief executive should have the most accurate diagnosis of the con- straints and possibilities in the domestic environment they face. While presidents should always make decisions about the employment of U.S. troops on the basis of their conceptions of U.S. national interests and values, they also would be well advised to eschew wishful thinking and overly optimistic polling results in favor of a sober and clear-eyed view of the political landscape they face, and to assure that intervention policies are designed in ways that will help to hedge against adverse developments and the emergence of domestic opposition.

West isn’t exclusionary – it has fuzzy edges based on self-perception

Gow 5

James, Professor of International Peace and Security, and Director of the International Peace and Security Programme. Gow is a permanent non-resident scholar with the Liechtenstein Institute, Princeton University. He has held visiting positions at the University of Sheffield, the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars in Washington D.C., the Institute of War and Peace Studies, Columbia University, and the Centre of International Studies, Princeton University. Professor Gow is currently Chair of the Association for the Study of Ethnicity and Nationalism Advisory Council, a member of the British Film Institute In-View Advisory Board and a member of the ESRC/AHRC ‘Global Uncertainties’ Development Panel, Book: Defending the West, Polity Press, (pg. 7)

That which needs to be defended - the West - is, of course, a con​struction. It is a phenomenon created by factors such as geography, history, culture, politics, religion, philosophy and identity. While it would not be impossible to seek through rigorous logic to pin down a narrow definition of the West, this might also be unsatisfactory when considering defence of the West. There are key features that can be described as being generally applicable to the content of the West -especially their co-occurrence. To take this approach, as can be seen below, is to offer a soft definition of the West, but one that is defens​ible, both in intellectual terms for the present purpose and (because of that purpose) for those engaged in the practice of defending the West. Thus, the West has fuzzy edges for security purposes and is ultimately to be defined in terms of other- and self-perception of security. The West to be defended is a construction emerging from the interaction of those who believe themselves to be part of that which is threatened or part of the collectivity that must participate in protecting the West. Those interactions include the political discourse of security and practical and operational security commitments. This sense; of the West is somewhat more flexible and open than that offered by Samuel Huntington, who nonetheless provides an excel​lent discussion of the West and its complements and competitors - indeed it would be hard to produce a better or more condensed reading of that which has fed into and constitutes the West. However, Huntington's context for the use of that term is a little more problem​atic and leads him to miss reflexivity as one of the essential qualities of 'the West' whatever its content,9 as discussed below. This is one of the reasons to recognize the need for a flexible and inclusive approach to definition of the West (while acknowledging that ultimately any such terms will always of necessity be exclusive10). However, this less than rigid definition of 'the West' has to take account of the major features that can be generally described as characterizing the West.

*Roleplaying*

Roleplaying Good-Democracy 

We must view ourselves as the government, it is our moral duty and is key to the political and social basis of liberal democracy

Rawls, 3/2/01

(John, American philosopher and a leading figure in moral and political philosophy. He held the James Bryant Conant University Professorship at Harvard, “The Law of Peoples: with ‘The Idea of Public Reason Revisited’,” Harvard University Press, pg 56-57 //ag)

How is the ideal of public reason realized by citizens who are not government officials? In a representative government, citizens vote for representatives-chief executives, legislators, and the like-not for particular laws (except at a state or local level where they may vote directly on referenda questions, which are not usually fundamental questions). To answer this question, we say that, ideally, citizens are to think of themselves as if they were legislators and ask themselves what statutes, supported by what reasons satisfying the criterion of reciprocity, they would think it most reasonable to enact." When firm and widespread, the disposition of citizens to view themselves as ideal legislators, and to repudiate government officials and candidates for public office who violate public reason, forms part of the political and social basis of liberal democracy and is vital for its enduring strength and vigor. Thus in domestic society citizens fulfill their duty of civility and support the idea of public reason, while doing what they can to hold government officials to it. This duty, like other political rights and duties, is an intrinsically moral duty. I emphasize that it is not a legal duty, for in that case it would be incompatible with freedom of speech.  Similarly, the ideal of the public reason of free and equal peoples is realized, or satisfied, whenever chief executives and legislators, and other government officials, as well as candidates for public office, act from and follow the principles of the Law of Peoples and explain to other peoples their reasons for pursuing or revising a peoples foreign policy and affairs of state that involve other societies. As for private citizens, we say. as before, that ideally citizens are to think of themselves as if they were executives and legislators and ask themselves what foreign policy supported by what considerations they would think it most reasonable to advance. Once again, when firm and widespread, the disposition of citizens to view themselves as ideal executives and legislators, and to repudiate government officials and candidates for public office who violate the public reason of free and equal peoples, is part of the political and social basis of peace and understanding among peoples. 

Role-playing is uniquely empowering --- this imagination is critical to understand how the government reaches decisions, how to hold it accountable and determine how we should act

Rawls ‘99 (John, Professor Emeritus – Harvard University, The Law of Peoples, p. 54-7)

Developing the Law of Peoples within a liberal conception of justice, we work out the ideals and principles of the foreign policy of a reasonably just liberal people. I distinguish between the public reason of liberal peoples and the public reason of the Society of Peoples. The first is the public reason of equal citizens of domestic society debating the constitutional essentials and matters of basic justice concerning their own government; the second is the public reason of free and equal liberal peoples debating their mutual relations as peoples. The Law of Peoples with its political concepts and principles, ideals and criteria, is the content of this latter public reason. Although these two public reasons do not have the same content, the role of public reason among free and equal peoples is analogous to its role in a constitutional democratic regime among free and equal citizens. Political liberalism proposes that, in a constitutional democratic regime, comprehensive doctrines of truth or of right are to be replaced in public reason by an idea of the politically reasonable addressed to citizens as citizens. Here note the parallel: public reason is invoked by members of the Society of Peoples, and its principles are addressed to peoples as peoples. They are not expressed in terms of comprehensive doctrines of truth or of right, which may hold sway in this or that society, but in terms that can be shared by different peoples. 6.2. Ideal of Public Reason. Distinct from the idea of public reason is the ideal of public reason. In domestic society this ideal is realized, or satisfied, whenever judges, legislators, chief executives, and other government officials, as well as candidates for public office, act from and follow the idea of public reason and explain to other citizens their reasons for supporting fundamental political questions in terms of the political conception of justice that they regard as the most reasonable. In this way they fulfill what I shall call their duty of civility to one another and to other citizens. Hence whether judges, legislators, and chief executives act from and follow public reason is continually shown in their speech and conduct. How is the ideal of public reason realized by citizens who are not government officials? In a representative government, citizens vote for representatives-chief executives, legislators, and the like-not for particular laws (except at a state or local level where they may vote di​rectly on referenda questions, which are not usually fundamental ques​tions). To answer this question, we say that, ideally, citizens are to think of themselves as if they were legislators and ask themselves what statutes, supported by what reasons satisfying the criterion of reciprocity, they would think it most reasonable to enact.7l When firm and widespread, the disposition of citizens to view themselves as ideal legislators, and to repudiate government officials and candidates for public office who violate public reason, forms part of the political and social basis of liberal democracy and is vital for its enduring strength and vigor. Thus in domestic society citizens fulfill their duty of civility and support the idea of public reason, while doing what they can to hold government officials to it. This duty, like other political rights and duties, is an intrinsically moral duty. I emphasize that it is not a legal duty, for in that case it would be incompatible with freedom of speech. 
Role Playing Good- Alienation 

Role-playing as public actors shatters apathy and political alienation, which is critical to check inequality and exploitation

Mitchell ‘2K

(Gordon, Director of Debate and Professor of Communication – U. Pittsburgh, “Simulated Public Argument As Pedagogical Play on Worlds”, Argumentation & Advocacy, Vol. 36, No. 3, Winter)

When we assume the posture of the other in dramatic performance, we tap into who we are as persons, since our interpretation of others is deeply colored by our own senses of selfhood. By encouraging experimentation in identity construction, role-play "helps students discover divergent viewpoints and overcome stereotypes as they examine subjects from multiple perspectives..." (Moore, p. 190). Kincheloe points to the importance of this sort of reflexive critical awareness as an essential feature of educational practice in postmodern times. "Applying the notion of the postmodern analysis of the self, we come to see that hyperreality invites a heteroglossia of being," Kincheloe explains; "Drawing upon a multiplicity of voices, individuals live out a variety of possibilities, refusing to suppress particular voices. As men and women appropriate the various forms of expression, they are empowered to uncover new dimensions of existence that were previously hidden" (1993, p. 96). This process is particularly crucial in the public argument context, since a key guarantor of inequality and exploitation in contemporary society is the widespread and uncritical acceptance by citizens of politically inert self-identities. The problems of political alienation, apathy and withdrawal have received lavish treatment as perennial topics of scholarly analysis (see e.g. Fishkin 1997; Grossberg 1992; Hart 1998; Loeb 1994). Unfortunately, comparatively less energy has been devoted to the development of pedagogical strategies for countering this alarming political trend. However, some scholars have taken up the task of theorizing emancipatory and critical pedagogies, and argumentation scholars interested in expanding the learning potential of debate would do well to note their work (see e.g. Apple 1995, 1988, 1979; Britzman 1991; Giroux 1997, 1988, 1987; Greene 1978; McLaren 1993, 1989; Simon 1992; Weis and Fine 1993). In this area of educational scholarship, the curriculum theory of currere, a method of teaching pioneered by Pinar and Grumet (1976), speaks directly to many of the issues already discussed in this essay. As the Latin root of the word "curriculum," currere translates roughly as the investigation of public life (see Kincheloe 1993, p. 146). According to Pinar, "the method of currere is one way to work to liberate one from the web of political, cultural, and economic influences that are perhaps buried from conscious view but nonetheless comprise the living web that is a person's biographic situation" (Pinar 1994, p. 108). The objectives of role-play pedagogy resonate with the currere method. By opening discursive spaces for students to explore their identities as public actors, simulated public arguments provide occasions for students to survey and appraise submerged aspects of their political identities. Since many aspects of cultural and political life work currently to reinforce political passivity, critical argumentation pedagogies that highlight this component of students' self-identities carry significant emancipatory potential.

Simulation of different roles through fiat encourages learning and empowerment

Innes and Booher ‘99

(Judith, Director – Institute of Urban and Regional Development and Professor at UC Berkeley and David, Visiting Scholar at the Institute, Journal of the American Planning Association, Winter, Vol. 65, Iss. 1)

Our observation and practice of consensus building suggests that the analogy to role-playing games will help to illuminate the dynamic of effective consensus processes. Even when the dispute seems intractable, role playing in consensus building allows players to let go of actual or assumed constraints and to develop ideas for creating new conditions and possibilities. Drama and suspension of reality allows competing, even bitterly opposed interests to collaborate, and engages individual players emotionally over many months. Scenario building and storytelling can make collective sense of complexity, of predicting possibilities in an uncertain world, and can allow the playful imagination, which people normally suppress, to go to work. In the course of engaging in various roles, participants develop identities for themselves and others and become more effective participants, representing their stakeholders' interests more clearly. In many of their most productive moments, participants in consensus building engage not only in playing out scenarios, but also in a kind of collective, speculative tinkering, or bricolage, similar in principle to what game participants do. That is, they play with heterogeneous concepts, strategies, and actions with which various individuals in the group have experience, and try combining them until they create a new scenario that they collectively believe will work. This bricolage, discussed further below, is a type of reasoning and collective creativity fundamentally different from the more familiar types, argumentation and tradeoffs.[sup11] The latter modes of problem solving or dispute resolution typically allow zero sum allocation of resources among participants or finding the actions acceptable to everyone. Bricolage, however, produces, rather than a solution to a known problem, a new way of framing the situation and of developing unanticipated combinations of actions that are qualitatively different from the options on the table at the outset. The result of this collective tinkering with new scenarios is, most importantly, learning and change among the players, and growth in their sophistication about each other, about the issues, and about the futures they could seek. Both consensus building and roleplaying games center on learning, innovation, and change, in a process that is entertaining and-when conducted effectively-in some fundamental sense empowers individuals.

Role Playing Good- Dogmatism 

Roleplaying is the best way to let go of self-restraints and build consensus that empowers individuals

Innes and Booher, 99

(Judith, Professor of City & Regional Planning and Ph.D. from MIT’s Department of Urban Studies and Planning, David, studied planning at the University of Tennessee and political science at Tulane University. He is a Planning and Policy Consultant and a Fellow of the American Institute of Certified Planners, “Consensus building as role playing and bricolage: Toward a theory of collaborative planning,” Journal of the American Planning Association, pg 9 //ag)

Our observation and practice of consensus building suggests that the analogy to role-playing games will help to illuminate the dynamic of effective consensus processes. Even when the dispute seems intractable, role playing in consensus building allows players to let go of actual or assumed constraints and to develop ideas for creating new conditions and possibilities. Drama and suspension of reality allows competing, even bitterly opposed interests to collaborate, and engages individual players emotionally over many months. Scenario building and storytelling can make collective sense of complexity, of predicting possibilities in an uncertain world, and can allow the playful imagination, which people normally suppress, to go to work.9 In the course of engaging in various roles, participants develop identities for themselves and others and become more effective participants, representing their stakeholders' interests more clearly.10  In many of their most productive moments, participants in consensus building engage not only in playing out scenarios, but also in a kind of collective, speculative tinkering, or bricolage, similar in principle to what game participants do. That is, they play with heterogeneous concepts, strategies, and actions with which various individuals in the group have experience, and try combining them until they create a new scenario that they collectively believe will work. This bricolage, discussed further below, is a type of reasoning and collective creativity fundamentally different from the more familiar types, argumentation and tradeoffs.ll The latter modes of problem solving or dispute resolution typically allow zero sum allocation of resources among participants or finding the actions acceptable to everyone. Bricolage, however, produces, rather than a solution to a known problem, a new way of framing the situation and of developing unanticipated combinations of actions that are qualitatively different from the options on the table at the outset.lz The result of this collective tinkering with new scenarios is, most importantly, learning and change among the players, and growth in their sophistication about each other, about the issues, and about the futures they could seek. Both consensus building and roleplaying games center on learning, innovation, and change, in a process that is entertaining and-when conducted effectively-in some fundamental sense empowers individuals.13

Taking on different roles contributes valuable knowledge and opinions

Innes and Booher, 99

(Judith, Professor of City & Regional Planning and Ph.D. from MIT’s Department of Urban Studies and Planning, David, studied planning at the University of Tennessee and political science at Tulane University. He is a Planning and Policy Consultant and a Fellow of the American Institute of Certified Planners, “Consensus building as role playing and bricolage: Toward a theory of collaborative planning,” Journal of the American Planning Association, pg 9 //ag)

Whatever else consensus building may be, it is definitely role playing. Participants come to the table representing stakeholders with different interests. It is each one's job to play the role of that stakeholder in the discussion, just as in games where one person may play a vampire and another a werewolf. In their roles they speak in the voices of their respective groups-as they believe their members would if they were to hear the discussion or proposal. Participants also shift into other roles during the discussions, roles that all belong to their overall personae. One may have a role, for example, as lobbyist or as agency staff member. In that role the person tells the other participants about the difficulties they will have selling a particular idea, though the same person may contend the idea is excellent and support it in the role as a professional and member of the group. The professional and collegial roles are crucial because they build and maintain trust even when the group cannot agree on what seems reasonable. Players also may take different roles as participants in deliberation, choosing to be, for example, the naysayer, the skeptic, or the enthusiast. Some try to generate new alternatives, and still others see their roles as clarifying emerging arguments or noting the connections among the players' views. Finally, participants also bring to the table personal roles as parents, commuters, suburbanites, bicyclists, or people who care about the environment. They often contribute valuable knowledge and opinions from these roles, which might otherwise not be included. Sometimes they even advocate steps that the stakeholders they represent would oppose, like the urban transit manager at MTC who opposed efforts to expand transit funding because as a suburban dweller he sympathized more with the need to improve highways, or the suburban transit manager who pushed for bikeway funding because he was an avid cyclist. In a dramatic moment in the Water Forum, a frustrated water provider representative switched into his personal role as environmentalist and citizen, and challenged the other providers who were saying their boards would not agree to install water meters.

Switch-Side Debate Good

Switch-side debate fosters tolerance and empathy toward others --- their framework inevitably degrades into dogmatism and bigotry

Muir ‘93

(Star, Professor of Communication – George Mason U., “A Defense of the Ethics of Contemporary Debate”, Philosophy & Rhetoric, Vol. 26, No. 4, p. 288-9)

The role of switch-side debate is especially important in the oral defense of arguments that foster tolerance without accruing the moral complications of acting on such beliefs. The forum is therefore unique in providing debaters with attitudes of tolerance without committing them to active moral irresponsibility. As Freeley notes, debaters are indeed exposed to a multivalued world, both within and between the sides of a given topic. Yet this exposure hardly commits them to such "mistaken" values. In this view, the divorce of the game from the "real world" can be seen as a means of gaining perspective without obligating students to validate their hypothetical value structure through immoral actions.'s Values clarification, Stewart is correct in pointing out, does not mean that no values are developed. Two very important values— tolerance and fairness—inhere to a significant degree in the ethics of switch-side debate. A second point about the charge of relativism is that tolerance is related to the development of reasoned moral viewpoints. The willingness to recognize the existence of other views, and to grant alternative positions a degree of credibility, is a value fostered by switch-side debate: Alternately debating both sides of the same question . . . inculcates a deep-seated attitude of tolerance toward differing points of view. To be forced to debate only one side leads to an ego-identification with that side. , . . The other side in contrast is seen only as something to be discredited. Arguing as persuasively as one can for completely opposing views is one way of giving recognition to the idea that a strong case can generally be made for the views of earnest and intelligent men, however such views may clash with one's own. . . .Promoting this kind of tolerance is perhaps one of the greatest benefits debating both sides has to offer. 5' The activity should encourage debating both sides of a topic, reasons Thompson, because debaters are "more likely to realize that propositions are bilateral. It is those who fail to recognize this fact who become intolerant, dogmatic, and bigoted.""* While Theodore Roosevelt can hardly be said to be advocating bigotry, his efforts to turn out advocates convinced of their rightness is not a position imbued with tolerance.
Switching sides is key to breed effective advocates --- dogmatic views are politically ineffective

Dybvig and Iverson ‘2K

(Kristin and Joel, Arizona State U., “Can Cutting Cards Carve into Our Personal Lives: An Analysis of Debate Research on Personal Advocacy”, http://debate.uvm.edu/dybvigiverson1000.html)

Not all debate research appears to generate personal advocacy and challenge peoples' assumptions. Debaters must switch sides, so they must inevitably debate against various cases. While this may seem to be inconsistent with advocacy, supporting and researching both sides of an argument actually created stronger advocates. Not only did debaters learn both sides of an argument, so that they could defend their positions against attack, they also learned the nuances of each position. Learning and the intricate nature of various policy proposals helps debaters to strengthen their own stance on issues.

Switch side debating is the highest ethical act because it subordinates personal convictions to the importance of the decision-making process

Day ‘66


(Dennis, Professor of Speech – U Wisconsin-Madison, Central States Speech Journal, Feb, p. 7)

To present persuasively the arguments for a position with which one disagrees is, perhaps, the greatest need and the highest ethical act in democratic debate. It is the greatest need because most minority views, if expressed at all, are not expressed forcefully and persuasively. Bryce, in his perceptive analysis of America and Americans, saw two dangers to democratic government: the danger of not ascertaining accurately the will of the majority and the danger that minorities might not effectively express themselves. In regard to the second danger, which he considered the greater of the two, he suggested: The duty, therefore, of a patriotic statesman in a country where public opinion rules, would seem to be rather to resist and correct than to encourage the dominant sentiment. He will not be content with trying to form and mould and lead it, but he will confront it, lecture it, remind it that it is fallible, rouse it -out of its self-complacency To present persuasively arguments for a position with which one disagrees is the highest ethical act in debate because it sets aside personal interests for the benefit of the common good. Essentially, for the person who accepts decision by debate, the ethics of the decision-making process are superior to the ethics of personal conviction on particular subjects for debate. Democracy is a commitment to means, not ends. Democratic society accepts certain ends, i.e., decisions, because they have been arrived at by democratic means. We recognize the moral priority of decision by debate when we agree to be bound by that decision regardless of personal conviction. Such an agreement is morally acceptable because the decision-making process guarantees our moral integrity by guaranteeing the opportunity to debate for a reversal of the decision. Thus, personal conviction can have moral significance in social decision-making only so long as the integrity of debate is maintained. And the integrity of debate is maintained only when there is a full and forceful confrontation of arguments and evidence relevant to decision. When an argument is not presented or is not presented as persuasively as possible, then debate fails. As debate fails decisions become less "wise." As decisions become less wise the process of decision-making is questioned. And finally, if and when debate is set aside for the alternative method of decision-making by authority, the personal convictions of individuals within society lose their moral significance as determinants of social choice.
Debate Good

Debate teaches argument skills that produce academic success and directly improve quality of life

Dickson ‘04

(Randi, Assistant Professor – Queens College, “Developing ‘Real-World Intelligence’: Teaching Argumentative Writing through Debate”, English Journal)

In learning about argument and preparing debates, students learn critical-thinking skills, such as the ability to "identify an issue, consider different views, form and defend a viewpoint, and consider and respond to counterarguments" (Yeh 49). Yeh's study, an important examination of the "effectiveness of two heuristics based on Toulmin's (1958) model of argument and classical rhetoric for helping middle-school students . . . write argumentative essays" (49), begins by examining the place of argument in school and the workplace. He says, "The ability to write effective arguments influences grades, academic success, and preparation for college and employment" (49), and he examines the importance of being able to "pose and defend contestable ideas" (MacKinnon, qtd. in Yeh 51) in most academic and workplace settings. Argumentation and debate are crucial to participation in democracy. Richard Fulkerson, in Teaching the Argument in Writing, says, "As I perceive argumentation, it is the chief cognitive activity by which a democracy, a field of study, a corporation, or a committee functions. . . . And it is vitally important that high school and college students learn both to argue well and to critique the arguments of others" (16). Deanna Kuhn, author of "Thinking as Argument," would concur. Results from her research study indicate that "[i]t is in argument that we find the most significant way in which higher order thinking and reasoning figure in the lives of most people" and that "social contexts, such as the classroom, are the most promising arena for practicing and developing argumentative thinking skills" (155). Kuhn looks to the skills developed when students learn argument as being vital to all aspects of life. Beyond the next grade and the next job, she believes that thinking as argument reflects "real-world intelligence" and that "no other kind of thinking matters more-or contributes more-to the quality and fulfillment of people's lives, both individually and collectively" (156). The ability to form and hold beliefs, make judgments, and consider opposing views is vital to the significant decisions that people make in their lives.

Debate enhances critical thinking

Freeley and Steinberg ‘05

(Austin J., Professor of Communication – John Carroll U., and David L., Professor of Communication – U Miami, Argumentation and Debate: Critical Thinking for Reasoned Decision Making, p. 24)

5. Debate Develops Proficiency in Critical Thinking Through study of argumentation and practice in debate, students participate in an educational process specifically designed to develop their proficiency in critical thinking. A number of studies have investigated whether college courses in argumentation and debate improve critical thinking. One researcher, Kent R. Colbert, found that, after a year’s participation in either CEDA or NDT debate, the debaters significantly outscored the nondebaters on critical-thinking tests. Debaters learn to apply the principles of critical thinking no only to problems that emerge in the relative comfort of research or a briefing session but also to problems that arise in the heat of debate.

Debate empowers students, providing an impetus to overcome social alienation

Bellon ‘2K

(Joe, Assistant Professor of Communication and Debate Coach – Georgia State U., “A Research-Based Justification for Debate Across the Curriculum”, Argumentation & Advocacy, Vol. 36, No. 3, Winter) 

Academic debate does more than simply inform students--it teaches them how to evaluate the information they receive on a daily basis. Dauber (1989) asserts the unique emancipatory potential of forensics: To me, academic debate is primarily valuable in that it is a mechanism for empowerment .... Whatever else academic debate teaches (and I would argue that it teaches a great deal), it empowers our students and ourselves, in that it proves to them they ought not be intimidated by the rhetoric of expertise surrounding questions of policy. They know that they are capable of making and defending informed choices about complex issues outside of their own area of interest because they do so on a daily basis (206). Indeed, Fine came to much the same conclusion when studying students in New York. She argues that debaters are more likely to speak out because they "feel they have something useful to say, and because they feel more articulate in saying it" (61). These finding closely resemble Corson's conclusion that encouraging students to speak forces them to "confront learners with viewpoints different from their own" and therefore to achieve "an openness to the world and others" (25). Fine also discovered that participating in debate gives student better social skills and causes them to place more value on their social relationships. Debate is thus not only a way to connect students with academic subjects in meaningful ways; it is also a way to re-connect students to public life if they have been overcome by feelings of alienation.

Policy Debates Good

Policy debates are critical to education about government action, whether you like the state or not –- refusal to debate specific policies cedes the whole discussion to elites

Walt ‘91


(Stephen, Professor – U Chicago, International Studies Quarterly, 35)

A second norm is relevance, a belief that even highly abstract lines of inquiry should be guided by the goal of solving real-world problems. Because the value of a given approach may not be apparent at the beginning-game theory is an obvious example-we cannot insist that a new approach be immediately applicable to a specific research puzzle. On the whole, however, the belief that scholarship in security affairs should be linked to real-world issues has prevented the field from degenerating into self-indulgent intellectualizing. And from the Golden Age to the present, security studies has probably had more real-world impact, for good or ill, than most areas of social science. Finally, the renaissance of security studies has been guided by a commitment to democratic discourse. Rather than confining discussion of security issues to an elite group of the best and brightest, scholars in the renaissance have generally welcomed a more fully informed debate. To paraphrase Clemenceau, issues of war and peace are too important to be left solely to insiders with a vested interest in the outcome. The growth of security studies within universities is one sign of broader participation, along with increased availability of information and more accessible publications for interested citizens. Although this view is by no means universal, the renaissance of security studies has been shaped by the belief that a well-informed debate is the best way to avoid the disasters that are likely when national policy is monopolized by a few self-interested parties.

Engagement with state policy is critical to influence the government and prevent war

Walt ‘91


(Stephen, Professor – U Chicago, International Studies Quarterly, 35)

A recurring theme of this essay has been the twin dangers of separating the study of security affairs from the academic world or of shifting the focus of academic scholarship too far from real-world issues. The danger of war will be with us for some time to come, and states will continue to acquire military forces for a variety of purposes. Unless one believes that ignorance is preferable to expertise, the value of independent national security scholars should be apparent. Indeed, history suggests that countries that suppress debate on national security matters are more likely to blunder into disaster, because misguided policies cannot be evaluated and stopped in time. As in other areas of public policy, academic experts in security studies can help in several ways. In the short term, academics are well place to evaluate current programs, because they face less pressure to support official policy. The long-term effects of academic involvement may be even more significant: academic research can help states learn from past mistakes and can provide the theoretical innovations that produce better policy choices in the future. Furthermore, their role in training the new generation of experts gives academics an additional avenue of influence. Assuming they perform these tasks responsibly, academics will have a positive-albeit gradual-impact on how states deal with the problem of war in the future.
**FRONTIER**

Perm

The permutation solves—the concept of the frontier can never be rejected but we can reshape it to encourage cultural harmony and intellectual expansion

BILLINGS 1997 (Linda Billings is a doctoral student in the Department of Communication Studies, Indiana University, “Frontier Days in Space: Are They Over?” Space Policy, August)

Patricia Nelson Limerick has recommended that the space community abandon the frontier metaphor. But at the same time she acknowledges that it is 'an enormously persistent and determining pattern of thought'. Ultimately, it may not be feasible to expunge the frontier metaphor from the public discourse about space exploration. But it certainly is possible, and practical, to re-examine it as a motivating force for space exploration. What is the space frontier? It might be useful to think of the space frontier as a vast and distant sort of Brazilian rainforest, Atacama Desert, Antarctic continent a great unknown that challenges humans to think creatively and expansively, to push their capabilities to the limits, a wild and beautiful place to be studied and enjoyed but left unsullied. Curiosity is what brought humans out of caves, took them across oceans and continents, compelled them to invent aeroplanes and now draws them towards the stars. The broad, deep public value of exploring the universe is the value of discovery, learning and understanding; thus the space frontier could be a school for social research, a place where new societies could grow and thrive. This is the space frontier: the vast, perhaps endless frontier of intellectual and spiritual potential. Consider the popularity of director Ron Howard's film Apollo 13. What appealed to audiences about this story was that it was about danger, risk, challenges, hard work, human ingenuity, turning failure to success, life triumphing over death. In his turn of the century essay, 'The moral equivalent of war', American philosopher William James wrote that 'without risks or prizes for the darer, history would be insipid indeed'. Space exploration offers tremendous opportunities to take extraordinary risks and thus it promises great challenges to the human mind and spirit. Intellectual and spiritual growth are more than worthy goals of future space exploration efforts.
Frontier Reps Key

Only our representations solve the case—frontier imagery is key to motivate space exploration

GRAY 1999 (D.M., “Space as a frontier - the role of human motivation,” Space Policy, August)
Whether in the striking of a new vein of gold, the invention of a new process or the “Imagineering” of a new space-based communication industry, the threshold for primary frontier ignition is usually quite high. The sturdy prospector/inventor must parlay sweat equity and knowledge of the new discovery into a debt-financed second generation of development. The products of this effort, if successful, can then be used as collateral for further investment. This process continues until the energy applied to the resource is of such a scale that the frontier wave becomes self-sustaining and the wealth generated is harvested by the controlling investors. With each successive successful generation of development, the scale of investment becomes larger. At each step, the developing frontier resource that cannot justify additional financing joins the ranks of failed investments. Any developed assets are either abandoned or absorbed into the holdings of more viable enterprises. The feedback driving an active frontier is economic in nature. Outside investing, more commonly known as speculation, serves to amplify this feedback. As the scale of outside investment expands, the development of the frontier resource becomes increasingly directed by the economic needs of the adjacent civilization. However, the efficiency of the speculative capital when applied to the frontier is affected by the unique nature of the frontier resource and several non-economic conditions derived from the contact civilization. Each frontier is a unique blend of wilderness resources and the contact society. Anthropologists have long known that societies expand and contract thanks to changes in technology, social systems and ideology. There is no evidence that mankind's expansion into space will be an exception. These factors affect both the threshold for the sparking of frontier and the speed with which, once sparked, the frontier advances. Within the realm of the today's society interfacing with the present space frontier these three environmental conditions can be labeled technology, legislation and charisma (TLC). Technology is the means by which undeveloped wilderness resources are transformed into a viable frontier industry. Machines and systems enable human economic activity in hostile wilderness environments. Both mainstream and seemingly trivial technological developments have been adapted for use in historical frontiers. These frontier enabling technologies can be a new way to chip stone on the African Plains, a windmill to pump water on the American Plains or ultra-light composite materials to wrap strap-on boosters for expendable rockets. Many wilderness settings with known resources have had to await technological advances before frontier development could occur. Many oil fields below the ability of historic drilling technology have had to await the development of new methods of drilling before they could be tapped. Many played-out frontiers have been rejuvenated by the influx of a new technology. In the American West, many a gold mine was reopened when the new cyanide process was introduced around the turn of the 20th century. Legislation is the means by which human endeavor in a wilderness is legitimized and trade to and from the frontier is safeguarded. Since frontiers are areas of economic speculation, frontier participants are vitally interested in official recognition and protection of their investment. Debt financing, the life-blood of frontier, is simply not possible until a set of rules is hammered out on all levels of frontier activity. Historic miner courts were nearly always set up as soon as prospectors realized they had a viable strike. By "ling his claim at one of these miner courts, the prospector protected his investment of capital and sweat equity from any who would &jump' his claim. Further, the legitimate holding of the claim allowed the miner to approach financial institutions - whether formal or informal - and use the claim as collateral for the funds for further speculative development. Charisma, often overlooked in frontier histories and economic plans, is the motivation that pulls men and women forward into the wilderness to seek their fortunes. Reasons to participate in frontiers can be as numerous as participants - ranging from personal desire for wealth to larger ideologies that shape the course of nations. Among the most common reasons to participate in a frontier is the belief that frontiers offer opportunities no longer available in civilization. It is this belief that sustains participants through unimaginable hardships and failures. In the 1840s, families struggling to make a living on too small farms packed their possessions and crossed the North American continent on the Oregon Trail. Businesses utilize the charisma of frontier to increase profits. From the 1870s through 1890s railroads promoted rail travel to the American West in crowded cities in the American east and in Europe by advertising the cheap and fertile western lands. Nations also utilize frontier issues and ideologies to advance their own agendas. Manifest Destiny which was a belief that the United States should stretch from sea to sea, was a rallying cry for those promoting the settlement of Oregon. Without human motivations, there would be little reason for a frontier participant to work the long hours, face the dangers and assume the risk of a frontier when economic security can be more easily obtained in the comforts of civilization.

Frontier imagery inspires support for space projects

GRAY 1999 (D.M., “Space as a frontier - the role of human motivation,” Space Policy, August)
Frontiers have an intrinsic appeal not only to nations and investors, but to individuals as well. Daniel Boone sought the solace of solitude of the wilderness. The Pilgrims were only the first of many groups to escape religious constraints by moving to the American frontier to set up utopian communities. Talented young men eager to prove their worth, tended to enter into frontiers to make a name for themselves. Others, with dubious pasts, escaped to the frontier so that they could start life anew with a clean slate. The reasons for individuals to participate in frontiers are many, but in their basic forms they can be listed as: freedom, opportunity and adventure. The call of the frontier brings meaning and challenge to personal lives. It inspires. The chance to live and work in space is a motivator that has inspired students for four decades. Homer Hickam in the autobiographical movie October Sky found a way out of a dying West Virginia coal town by following his rocketry interests. Ultimately, he was able to attend college and work for NASA as an engineer. The motivator is not exclusively American, Franklin ChangDiaz who grew up in Costa Rica followed his dreams to the USA to graduate from MIT and become an astronaut. He has to date flown on six Shuttle missions.

No Link

Frontier mythology won’t automatically apply to space—each frontier is unique and modern ideas distort the history of frontier expansion

GRAY 1999 (D.M., “Space as a frontier - the role of human motivation,” Space Policy, August)

Frontiers have the reputation for generating a ‘Frontier Mentality’. This is generally thought of in terms of the American frontier mythos. The sturdy pioneer is seen as independent, self-sufficient, and highly motivated to provide a better life for his family. He is also portrayed as having little regard for any environmental devastation or for any indigenous society he might encounter. While there were no doubt pioneers with these qualities, these values reflect the unique mixing of the historic society and the realities of the resources being utilized on the frontier at that time. Further, our perception of the past is distorted by the ethics of our society and the historic, social and entertainment mediums by which the picture of the past is presented. If historic frontiers are studied in some detail, it soon becomes apparent that each has a unique set of values, ideals and mind-sets.
2AC: Frontier Mindset Good

Traditional frontier ideology causes war—space channels territorial expansion into technological expansion which solves this

GRAY 1999 (D.M., “Space as a frontier - the role of human motivation,” Space Policy, August)
The motivation of nations to expand their spheres of influence has historically been expressed in terms of imperialism, colonialism, hegemony and outright military conquest. In America in the 19th century it was most often expressed in terms of Manifest Destiny - the belief that the United States of America should extend across the continent from the Atlantic to Pacific. The movement was personified by folk heroes such a Daniel Boone, Kit Carson and Davy Crockett. However, on a larger scale it was expressed in a generationally driven agrarian and mining expansion from east to west until the Civil War and then a rebound back to the east into the interior from the Pacific in the post-War eras. In the 19th century and first half of the 20th century, the idea of a steadystate society was anathema to national prestige. Nations competed in a global land-rush with little regard for the indigenous societies. The American frontiersmen perceived the land to be empty and brushed away the native populations who could not compete with the technology, organizational structures and aggressive ideologies of the EuroAmerican society. Indeed, national ambition expressed in the expansion of physical borders continues to produce war and the threat of war. However, nationalistic expansion is given a more constructive venue when it is presented with a true wilderness in which it can grow. In the 20th century, physical frontiers were replaced by technological frontiers that provided arenas of expansionist opportunity with no native populations. The Wright Brothers, Henry Ford, Einstein, Yager, Glenn, Jobs and Gates became the new American folk heroes. They personified the expansion of the frontiers of technology and science. Instead of subjugating or pushing peoples aside, these technological frontiers tended to empower and provide new freedoms. The common man learned to put aside old ways of doing things and embrace new technologies. In 20th century America, the ideology of `Manifest Destiny’ came to be replaced with &You can't stand in the way of progress!'. Nationalistic goals motivated President Kennedy to declare during a speech at Rice University on September 12, 1962, &I believe this nation should commit itself, before this decade is out, to landing a man on the moon and return him safely to the earth'. The speech resulted in the spear thrust of Apollo that proved the USA's superiority over the Soviet technological machine. On Sunday, 20 July 1969, America's sphere of influence extended to the lunar surface as Neil Armstrong and Buzz Aldrin planted the American flag on the Sea of Tranquillity. Having proved its superiority, America could be magnanimous in victory with the symbolic handshake of Apollo}Soyuz. Since America's retreat from the successes of Apollo, nationalistic interests in space have become less clear. The USA began to quietly concentrate on orbiting satellites. Military and security organizations in the government viewed space as the most practical means of providing information they deemed necessary to maintain national security. The USA's new symbol of superiority in space became the Space Shuttle which could take larger crews to space in airline-like comfort. The USA's expansionist policies had once again moved from the physical to the technological. With the fall of the Soviet Union, the USA had little reason to compete in space. Instead, it found more prestige in allowing other countries to participate in Shuttle missions and most recently in the International Space Station. For America's partners, participation in the station provided access to space without having to develop the means to travel there. For these nations, their space programs have become a focus of national pride. For example when SPAR of Canada recently sold its space robotics unit that manufactured the Shuttle's robot arm to a subsidiary of the American company Orbital Sciences, the SPAR stock holders arose to remove the board of directors that had made the decision [2].

Frontier mindset solves laundry list of impacts

Siegfried 03—Program Manager of McDonnell Douglas SEI Lunar/Mars Systems, McDonnell Douglas Aerospace System Engineering, transportation Systems, and Business Systems and Program Management, IAF Lunar Com, AAS Technical Com, AIAA, SAE, National Space Society

(W.H., “Space Colonization—Benefits for the World”, The Boeing Company, Integrated Defense Systems, 2003, http://www.aiaa.org/participate/uploads/acf628b.pdf)//AW

It took 100,000 years for humans to get inches off the ground. Then, astonishingly, it took only 66 years to get from Kitty Hawk to the Moon. We have sent probes out of our solar system and have begun exploration of our universe. Both robotic and human exploration of space is well underway and we have begun to colonize space, even to the extent of early space tourism. Our early Mercury, Gemini, Apollo, Skylab, Spacehab, Mir, and now ISS are humankind’s first ventures toward colonizing space. Efforts are underway to provide short space tours and experiences and endeavors such as the X-prize are encouraging entrepreneurs to provide new systems. Many believe that space travel (colonization) will do for the 21st century what aviation did for the 20th. For purposes of definition, space colonization includes space-based operations in Earth orbit, in transit, and on planetary surfaces; robotic, automated, and human space exploration and data needs; tourism; development of space colonies and Mars; and other planetary terraforming activities. But why should we persevere in the face of terrorism, hunger, disease, and problems of air quality, safe abundant water, poverty, and weather vagaries to name a few of our current problems? Recently, a “Global Foresight Workshop” was convened by the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, Foresight, and Governance Project (Smitherman, 2002). Organizers solicited goals from key agencies and organizations across the country and internationally through solicitations from United Nations University via the “Millennium Project.” One hundred goals were submitted, which were then combined and condensed to 46 for workshop consideration. The top five goals based on high-ranking for overall global importance were as follows: 1. Provide clean food and water 2. Provide clean and abundant energy 3. Eliminate all major diseases 4. End slavery globally 5. Provide universal health care. Findings such as these are consistent with a Brookings Institute study that asked a group of academic historians, political scientists, sociologists and economists to forecast the most important achievements for the next 50 years. In this study, space endeavors such as exploration or colonization were not on the major list and were ranked low, among the least important accomplishments, even though the above goals were featured. Although thus not viewed as a beneficial enterprise by many, it is our position that Space Colonization can help lead to solutions to many of the emerging problems of our Earth, such as those listed above, both technical and sociological. The breadth of the enterprise far exceeds our normal single-purpose missions and, therefore, its benefits are greater. Among the technical attributes of Space Colonization are the potential of developing low-cost, nonpolluting energy, enhanced food-production techniques, pollution/waste and water purification, development of disease-amelioration techniques, and the development of techniques to help protect Earth from potential meteoroid impact hazards (Siegfried, 1996).

Frontier Good – AMERICA

The Western frontier mindset is the greatest force in the world.

Boot 03—Olin senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations 

(Max, “American Imperialism? No Need to Run Away from Label”, 5-18-2003, www.attacberlin.de/fileadmin/Sommerakademie/Boot_Imperialim_fine.pdf)//AW

While the formal empire mostly disappeared after World War II, the United States set out on another bout of imperialism in Germany and Japan. Oh, sorry -- that wasn't imperialism; it was ''occupation.'' But when Americans are running foreign governments, it's a distinction without a difference. Likewise, recent ''nation-building'' experiments in Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, Kosovo and Afghanistan (news - web sites) are imperialism under another name. Mind you, this is not meant as a condemnation. The history of American imperialism is hardly one of unadorned good doing; there have been plenty of shameful episodes, such as the mistreatment of the Indians. But, on the whole, U.S. imperialism has been the greatest force for good in the world during the past century. It has defeated the monstrous evils of communism and Nazism and lesser evils such as the Taliban and Serbian ethnic cleansing. Along the way, it has helped spread liberal institutions to countries as diverse as South Korea (news - web sites) and Panama. Yet, while generally successful as imperialists, Americans have been loath to confirm that's what they were doing. That's OK. Given the historical baggage that ''imperialism'' carries, there's no need for the U.S. government to embrace the term. But it should definitely embrace the practice. That doesn't mean looting Iraq of its natural resources; nothing could be more destructive of our goal of building a stable government in Baghdad. It means imposing the rule of law, property rights, free speech and other guarantees, at gunpoint if need be. This will require selecting a new ruler who is committed to pluralism and then backing him or her to the hilt. Iran and other neighboring states won't hesitate to impose their despotic views on Iraq; we shouldn't hesitate to impose our democratic views. The indications are mixed as to whether the United States is prepared to embrace its imperial role unapologetically. Rumsfeld has said that an Iranian-style theocracy ''isn't going to happen,'' and President Bush (news - web sites) has pledged to keep U.S. troops in Iraq as long as necessary to ''build a peaceful and representative government.'' After allowing a temporary power vacuum to develop, U.S. troops now are moving aggressively to put down challenges to their authority by, for example, arresting the self-declared ''mayor'' of Baghdad.

Frontier Good – Disease

A frontier mindset allows the United States to uncover, understand, and treat various illnesses.

Siegfried 03—Program Manager of McDonnell Douglas SEI Lunar/Mars Systems, McDonnell Douglas Aerospace System Engineering, transportation Systems, and Business Systems and Program Management, IAF Lunar Com, AAS Technical Com, AIAA, SAE, National Space Society

(W.H., “Space Colonization—Benefits for the World”, The Boeing Company, Integrated Defense Systems, 2003, http://www.aiaa.org/participate/uploads/acf628b.pdf)//AW
Many current human problems are the result of failures of the body’s natural immune system. We can diagnose many of these problems and have made great strides in ameliorating the symptoms, but to date, understanding immune system function and enhancement is seminal. Both United States and Russian long-term space missions have induced similar red blood cell and immune system changes. Hematological and immunological changes observed during, or after, space missions have been quite consistent. Decreases in red cell mass were reported in Gemini, Apollo, Skylab and Soyuz, and Mir programs—probably due to diminished rates of erythrocyte production. Space flight at microgravity levels may produce changes in white blood cell morphology and a compromise of the immune system. Skylab studies indicated a decrease in the number of T lymphocytes and some impairment in their function. Certain United States and Russian findings suggest that space flight induces a transient impairment in immune system function at the cellular level. Space flight offers a clinical laboratory unlike any place on Earth that may lead to an improved understanding of the function of the human immune system. Perhaps cures of aging, HIV, and other immune function-related illnesses can result from a comprehensive approach to Space Colonization.

Frontier Good – Environment

Space expansion is the only way new energy sources can be utilized to preserve Earth’s environment.

Siegfried 03—Program Manager of McDonnell Douglas SEI Lunar/Mars Systems, McDonnell Douglas Aerospace System Engineering, transportation Systems, and Business Systems and Program Management, IAF Lunar Com, AAS Technical Com, AIAA, SAE, National Space Society

(W.H., “Space Colonization—Benefits for the World”, The Boeing Company, Integrated Defense Systems, 2003, http://www.aiaa.org/participate/uploads/acf628b.pdf)//AW
The world population has finally recognized that we are polluting our nest. We are using energy at a prodigious rate (Fig. 1) (Siegfried, 1991). There is a demonstrated connection between the cost of energy, its availability and a nation’s standard of living. Long-term clean energy sources must be provided to assist not only with our future needs, but also with those of all nations’ current requirements. Energy sources are an important part of environmental thrusts. Nuclear research is progressing, but it does not promise near-term solutions and developing nations are reaching a plateau of available power. The emerging nations’ need for power must be balanced against potential environmental damage from such dangers as fossil fuel emissions (if there were enough fuel available), which could be greater than nuclear energy risks. Currently, the United States annually consumes approximately 3 trillion Kwh’s of electrical energy and, if this rate grows at only 2% per year, by 2050 United States power requirements will be around 9 trillion Kwh’s per year. Total world needs, assuming a very low use by developing nations (not a conservative estimate) easily exceeds an estimated 20 trillion Kwh’s by 2050. Even with an attendant tripling of non-nuclear systems, such as hydroelectric to avoid fossil fuel depletion, nuclear power system generation would have to increase by a factor of 6 to meet requirements. This increase in nuclear energy production flies in the face of a rising discontent with adverse environmental effects of nuclear waste disposal, where some plants are being converted to utilize fossil fuels. A clean renewable source of energy must be found and implemented. Space Colonization can lead to solutions to this problem. Three potential energy sources are described in Table 1. Helium 3, solar power satellites (SPS), and a lunar (solar) power system (LPS) all have significant feedback potential for other commercial applications. A space-based energy system would be global in scale and funding and would thus be a challenging goal for macro-engineering management to achieve. This management experience would be globally shared and would be utilized for other global projects. Robotics and artificial intelligence would also benefit from the use of smart and capable robots to autonomously conduct such functions as space assembly and lunar mining and processing. Computer systems would be extended in capacity and reliability, energy-transfer technology would be enhanced, and materials research would quest for more efficient space systems and learn to utilize in-situ materials. SPS and LPS will require advancement in photovoltaic cell technology. This quest can also influence transportation technology because at least one of the solutions could lead to more efficient space propulsion. This would reduce travel times and minimize exposure to potentially debilitating space environments. 

Space exploration and the frontier mindset are necessary on a global scale—it will stop planet pollution and save ecological life.

Siegfried 03—Program Manager of McDonnell Douglas SEI Lunar/Mars Systems, McDonnell Douglas Aerospace System Engineering, transportation Systems, and Business Systems and Program Management, IAF Lunar Com, AAS Technical Com, AIAA, SAE, National Space Society

(W.H., “Space Colonization—Benefits for the World”, The Boeing Company, Integrated Defense Systems, 2003, http://www.aiaa.org/participate/uploads/acf628b.pdf)//AW
Two of the items listed here represent major concerns of most developed nations and are emerging concerns in developing nations. A technological revolution is needed to address food shortages to allow adequate nutrition for our exploding world population in concert with ever-growing water shortages, and a growing realization that our current pesticide methods are polluting our planet. While previous short-duration human space programs have depended on open-loop life support systems, Space Colonization cannot. Development of a closed-cycle bioregenerative controlled ecological life support system (CELSS) would lead to world benefits. Areas of CELSS development are listed in Table 2. Many long-term (and pressing short-term) world problem solutions can be approached by reaching for the stars. For example, Shimizu Corporation is most interested in bio-regenerative systems as a path toward solution of Tokyo’s waste management problems.

The frontier mindset is key to solve ethnic conflicts, spur technological developments, solve environmental dilemmas, waste management, and the economy.

Siegfried 03—Program Manager of McDonnell Douglas SEI Lunar/Mars Systems, McDonnell Douglas Aerospace System Engineering, transportation Systems, and Business Systems and Program Management, IAF Lunar Com, AAS Technical Com, AIAA, SAE, National Space Society

(W.H., “Space Colonization—Benefits for the World”, The Boeing Company, Integrated Defense Systems, 2003, http://www.aiaa.org/participate/uploads/acf628b.pdf)//AW
Aside from the more demonstrable returns that would come from Space Colonization, there are a host of intangible benefits (U.S. Office of Management and Budget, 2000; Mankins, 2001; Mankins, 1997; Siegfried, 2000a; Siegfried, 1999). Mankind has always been goal-driven. The accessibility of journeys to space destinations could become a great motivational factor to the general population and a goal for emerging societies (Koelle, 2002). It could become a new commercial industry similar to the explosive growth of travel and adventure trips spawned by the jet age. We could expand our living space, create at least a second home for Earth-based life forms through development of lunar colonics and, eventually, perhaps terraforming Mars. We can potentially sublimate some of our ethnic strife in a common reach to the universe. We will better understand our Earth’s environment and evolutionary history and rekindle the spirit of adventure that we experienced during the frontier days. Space Colonization will benefit from burgeoning technology here on Earth but will also spawn the creation of as-yetundreamed leaps. It could lead to potential storage or disposal venues for waste material and, by its very nature, provide the impetus for whole new generations of transportation, housing, and environmental control systems. The development of low-cost access systems will spawn flight rates similar to our terrestrial tourist frequencies and, coupled with the development of new space businesses and a space infrastructure, will implement humankind’s expansion throughout space. It has been 30 years since we left our Moon. It is time to return, this time to stay (Siegfried, 1997; Siegfried, 2001; Siegfried, 2000b).

Frontier Good - Exploration

Frontier mindset good – space nationalism is key to effective exploration

Sadeh et. al., ’98 – professors at CEISS, Colorado State
[E. Sadeh, James P. Lester, and W. Z. Sadeh, professors at the Center for Engineering Infrastructure and Sciences in Space at Colorado State University; “Modeling international cooperation in human space exploration for the twenty-first century;” published in Acta Astronautica, Volume 43, Issues 7-8, October 1998, Pages 427-435; Jay] 

The pessimistic scenario is characterized by political and economic divisions. International cooperation (when and if it exists) is structured and dominated politically and economically by a powerful state (e.g., U.S.) vis-à-vis weaker states based on power asymmetries. This scenario envisions regional polarization politically and economically between the U.S.–Canada, European Community, Russia–Eastern Europe, Japan–Southeast Asia and China. Cooperation is dependent upon the structure of interstate power whereupon states compare the political costs of cooperation (reduced national autonomy) with the pragmatic benefits (economic and technological augmentation). In this scenario, science and technological variables are secondary to the more salient political and economic concerns. States are the dominant and exclusive political actor. The values on initial condition dynamics include asymmetric power patterns, national interests, coordination and augmentation policy preferences and minimum knowledge patterns. Four trends and events are identified that discern the pessimistic from the optimistic scenario: (1) enhanced importance of science and technology relative to politics and economics; (2) economic interdependencies between states to an extent that no one individual state possesses the financial wherewithal to independently develop large-scale human space exploration endeavors; (3) emergence of dramatic political events that shift state interests and policy preferences that are more conducive for cooperation; and (4) development of enabling technologies that reduces space mission costs to a level that matches the current trends in state funding for space. The greater the likelihood of occurrence of these factors, the less probable the pessimistic scenario. Thus, the probability of occurrence of the pessimistic scenario is very high if all factors are not present; high if only one factor is present; 50–50 if two factors are present; low if three factors are present; and zero if all four factors are present. The probability of each model emerging as the determinative political process is assessed and shown in Table 4. Probable cooperative dynamics are limited to structural conditioning and convergence of norms. Structural conditioning implies that a powerful state and respective national space agency (e.g. U.S. and NASA) exploit power asymmetries to realize first and foremost their desired interests and policy preferences. Convergence of norms becomes possible if states emphasize the normative symbolic aspect of space exploration. In this case, symbolism rooted in national identity and international leadership and prestige is what provides the political will for space exploration. If other states reach the same conclusion, then cooperation becomes one vehicle for advancing these symbolic attributes. The pessimistic scenario of international cooperation is reinforced by the various reports that have been published regarding the future of the U.S. civilian space program[2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9]. These reports take the position that international cooperation is of secondary importance. Future space program scenarios are conceived in primarily nationalistic terms whereby cooperation with other states is not fundamental to either program design or execution. For example, the space exploration initiative (SEI) was justified on a number of rationale factors—exploration ethos, national prestige, advancing science education, developing technologies, commercializing space and strengthening the U.S. economy—of which international cooperation was not included[6]. The Ride Report[3] provides a systematic analysis of the U.S. civilian space program to show how the U.S. has lost its leadership position in space especially as it relates to maintaining a human presence there. To this end, a space strategic development plan for the 21st century is developed based on restoring U.S. leadership status. This requires that the U.S. have capabilities that enable it to act independently and impressively when and where it chooses. In the NASA Strategic Plan[9] , international cooperation is not considered crucial in realizing four space strategic enterprises (Human Exploration and Development of Space (HEDS), Space Sciences, Earth Sciences, and Aeronautics and Space Transportation Technology). The strategic plan focuses on developing these enterprises to meet the goals of various governmental (President and Congress) and domestic public constituencies with the ultimate benefactors being policy makers, science communities, aeronautics industry, other governmental agencies, public sector and academic communities all within the U.S. Although, cooperation does emerge as part of the HEDS enterprise (e.g., ISS), it is viewed as an inevitable outcome of the current state of international relations that must be exploited to advance U.S. interests and policy preferences in space exploration.
Frontier Good – Extinction

The frontier mindset is needed to stop human extinction. 

Siegfried 03—Program Manager of McDonnell Douglas SEI Lunar/Mars Systems, McDonnell Douglas Aerospace System Engineering, transportation Systems, and Business Systems and Program Management, IAF Lunar Com, AAS Technical Com, AIAA, SAE, National Space Society

(W.H., “Space Colonization—Benefits for the World”, The Boeing Company, Integrated Defense Systems, 2003, http://www.aiaa.org/participate/uploads/acf628b.pdf)//AW
Over the last decade a large mass of evidence has been accumulated indicating that near-Earth-object (NEO) impact events constitute a real hazard to Earth. Congress held hearings on the phenomenon in 1998, and NASA created a small NEO program. Since 1988, a total (as of 7 August 2002) of some many thousand near-Earth objects (of which about 1,000 are larger that 1 km in diameter) have been catalogued that are potentially hazardous to Earth. New discoveries are accelerating. In just the last few months, a 2-mile-wide crater was discovered in Iraq dating from around 2000 to 3000 B.C. This impact was potentially responsible for the decline of several early civilizations. A similar crater was recently discovered in the North Sea. Major events have occurred twice in the last hundred years in remote areas where an object exploded near the Earth’s surface bur did not impact (such as in Russia). If either of these events had occurred over a populated area the death toll would have been enormous. Our armed forces are concerned that an asteroid strike could be interpreted as a nuclear attack, thus triggering retaliation. What higher goals could Space Colonization have than in helping to prevent the destruction of human life and to ensure the future of civilization? The odds of an object 1 km in diameter impacting Earth in this century range between 1 in 1,500 and 1 in 5,000 depending on the assumptions made. A 1-km-diameter meteoroid impact would create a crater 5 miles wide. The death toll would depend on the impact point. A hit at Ground Zero in New York would kill millions of people and Manhattan Island (and much of the surrounding area) would disappear. The resulting disruption to the Earth’s environment would be immeasurable by today’s standards. A concerted Space Colonization impetus could TABLE 2. Critical CELSS Development Areas. Plant growth in controlled environment ■ Select crop plants for nutritional value and productivity ■ Optimize and control plant growth response ■ Develop support systems to allow growth in closed chambers Waste processing and nutrient recovery ■ Develop energy-efficient waste processor to convert plant and human waste into plant nutrients and water ■ Develop biomass processor to convert some portion of inedible plant materials into dietary supplements Atmosphere revitalization ■ Develop technology for makeup nitrogen generation ■ Remove CO2 reduction by-products ■ Improve trace contaminant control and monitor Plant growth in reduced or microgravity ■ Study crop plant productivity with microgravity as worst case ■ Determine ability of support systems to function in microgravity ■ Perform multiple-generation studies in space radiation flow-g environment Plant growth in controlled environment ■ Develop laboratory system to investigate microbial interactions and toxicology ■ Determine control strategies to provide stable life support system Water management ■ Eliminate urine pretest chemicals ■ Regenerate or eliminate post-treatment filter and sorbent beds ■ Improve quality monitoring 003342.1 provide platforms for early warning and could, potentially, aid in deflection of threatening objects. NEO detection and deflection is a goal that furthers international cooperation in space and Space Colonization. Many nations can contribute and the multiple dimensions of the challenge would allow participation in many ways—from telescopes for conducting surveys, to studies of lunar and other planet impacts, to journeys to the comets. The Moon is a natural laboratory for the study of impact events. A lunar colony would facilitate such study and could provide a base for defensive action. Lunar and Mars cyclers could be a part of Space Colonization that would provide survey sites and become bases for mining the NEOs as a resource base for space construction. The infrastructure of Space Colonization would serve a similar purpose to the solar system as did that of the United States Interstate Highway system or the flood control and land reclamation in the American West did for the United States development. In short, it would allow civilization to expand into the high frontier.

Manifest destiny is the only way to make the world safe and peaceful.

The Korea Harold 08
(“US as a Normal State Under Obama”, The Korea Harold, November 11, 2008, LexisNexis)//AW 

But the most pertinent question in my view should have been, "Who will lead the world?" as Ann Florini asked in her article for The Korea Herald on Nov. 8. America under George W. Bush is not a failed state or a rogue state, but exceptional, if not abnormal. Some scholars say that the 21st century began on 9/11, 2001, not 1/1, 2000. And I say that the unipolar moment for the United States should end on Jan. 20, 2009. Since 9/11 the United States has not behaved like a normal state. Bush's American internationalism has gone to the extreme. His foreign policy doctrine has been expressed and carried out in four different forms: American exceptionalism, unilateralism, hard power and evangelism. American exceptionalism is a belief that America is different from ordinary countries because it is founded on the values and ideals ordained by God for all humankind (individualism, democracy, egalitarianism and the rule of law) and is chosen to spread these universal values and ideals to the world. Believers of American internationalism hold that nationalism should be defined in terms of American values and ideals, not in terms of ethnicity or birth, and the national purpose is to spread them by all means, including unilateral actions if necessary. Bush says that the United States is willing to use hard power and to act unilaterally in order to make the world democratic. He, as a firm believer of democratic peace theory, avers that the world will become safe and peaceful only when all countries become democratized and the United States has a manifest destiny to realize this goal. In other words, he emphasizes evangelism rather than "examplarism," or leading by example. Evangelism is expressed in the form of transformational diplomacy in international relations. Most democrats in America believe in liberal internationalism rather than American internationalism. Both share the ideal of American exceptionalism, but differ on the means to realize it. Obama, as a believer of American exceptionalism, proposes different means - examplarism rather than evangelism, multilateralism rather than unilateralism, and soft power rather than hard power.
Frontier Good – Human Rights

The frontier must expand—Western nations are the only political format under which human rights and self-expression can flourish.

Warraq 08—Senior Research Fellow at the Center for Inquiry, focusing on Qu’ranic criticism, founded the Institute for the Secularisation of Islamic Society

(Ibn, “Why the West is Best”, Soundings, City Journal, Vol.18, Num.1, Winter 2008, http://www.city-journal.org/2008/18_1_snd-west.html)//AW

The great ideas of the West—rationalism, self-criticism, the disinterested search for truth, the separation of church and state, the rule of law and equality under the law, freedom of thought and expression, human rights, and liberal democracy—are superior to any others devised by humankind. It was the West that took steps to abolish slavery; the calls for abolition did not resonate even in Africa, where rival tribes sold black prisoners into slavery. The West has secured freedoms for women and racial and other minorities to an extent unimaginable 60 years ago. The West recognizes and defends the rights of the individual: we are free to think what we want, to read what we want, to practice our religion, to live lives of our choosing. In short, the glory of the West, as philosopher Roger Scruton puts it, is that life here is an open book. Under Islam, the book is closed. In many non-Western countries, especially Islamic ones, citizens are not free to read what they wish. In Saudi Arabia, Muslims are not free to convert to Christianity, and Christians are not free to practice their faith—clear violations of Article 18 of the United Nations’ Universal Declaration of Human Rights. In contrast with the mind-numbing enforced certainties and rules of Islam, Western civilization offers what Bertrand Russell once called “liberating doubt,” which encourages the methodological principle of scientific skepticism. Western politics, like science, proceeds through tentative steps of trial and error, open discussion, criticism, and self-correction. One could characterize the difference between the West and the Rest as a difference in epistemological principles. The desire for knowledge, no matter where it leads, inherited from the Greeks, has led to an institution unequaled—or very rarely equaled—outside the West: the university. Along with research institutes and libraries, universities are, at least ideally, independent academies that enshrine these epistemological norms, where we can pursue truth in a spirit of disinterested inquiry, free from political pressures. In other words, behind the success of modern Western societies, with their science and technology and open institutions, lies a distinct way of looking at the world, interpreting it, and recognizing and rectifying problems. The edifice of modern science and scientific method is one of Western man’s greatest gifts to the world. The West has given us not only nearly every scientific discovery of the last 500 years—from electricity to computers—but also, thanks to its humanitarian impulses, the Red Cross, Doctors Without Borders, Human Rights Watch, and Amnesty International. The West provides the bulk of aid to beleaguered Darfur; Islamic countries are conspicuous by their lack of assistance. Moreover, other parts of the world recognize Western superiority. When other societies such as South Korea and Japan have adopted Western political principles, their citizens have flourished. It is to the West, not to Saudi Arabia or Iran, that millions of refugees from theocratic or other totalitarian regimes flee, seeking tolerance and political freedom. Nor would any Western politician be able to get away with the anti-Semitic remarks that former Malaysian prime minister Mahathir Mohamad made in 2003. Our excusing Mahathir’s diatribe indicates not only a double standard but also a tacit acknowledgment that we apply higher ethical standards to Western leaders. A culture that gave the world the novel; the music of Mozart, Beethoven, and Schubert; and the paintings of Michelangelo, da Vinci, and Rembrandt does not need lessons from societies whose idea of heaven, peopled with female virgins, resembles a cosmic brothel. Nor does the West need lectures on the superior virtue of societies in which women are kept in subjection under sharia, endure genital mutilation, are stoned to death for alleged adultery, and are married off against their will at the age of nine; societies that deny the rights of supposedly lower castes; societies that execute homosexuals and apostates. The West has no use for sanctimonious homilies from societies that cannot provide clean drinking water or sewage systems, that make no provisions for the handicapped, and that leave 40 to 50 percent of their citizens illiterate. As Ayatollah Khomeini once famously said, there are no jokes in Islam. The West is able to look at its foibles and laugh, to make fun of its fundamental principles: but there is no equivalent as yet to Monty Python’s Life of Brianin Islam. Can we look forward, someday, to a Life of Mo? Probably not—one more small sign that Western values remain the best, and perhaps the only, means for all people, no matter of what race or creed, to reach their full potential and live in freedom.

Frontier Good – Hunger

The Western frontier is the only force which can stop world hunger.

Idaho Museum of Natural History ND
(“Westward Expansion”, IMNH, Digital Atlas, No Date Given, http://imnh.isu.edu/digitalatlas/geog/explore/expand.pdf)//AW

The Importance of The Frontier for The United States in The World: The United States could never have grown at the rate she did without the rich lands and minerals of the West. Her population could not have been fed and her industries could not have expanded without the food from the prairies and the raw materials. For most of the nineteenth century America did not use her growing power in the world. The slavery problem and the sheer business of taking over the whole country took up most of her energies. But in the twentieth century this rich land made the United States into a superpower. Even before America's industrial power became clear at the beginning of the twentieth century, the frontier had greatly affected European economies. The farmers of the Great Plains produced more than they could sell in the United States and, from the late 1870s, large amounts of cheap grain and beef were sent to Europe. Many European countries had to put taxes on American imports to stop them ruining their own agriculture. However, the increasing populations of Europe could not have survived without American food. In the last part of the twentieth century the United States has helped to feed the world. The Frontier as Legend: Memories of the frontier way of life are strong a hundred years later. Cowboy films have kept alive the legends of cattlemen and mountain men, of Jesse James and Billy the Kid, of Sitting Bull and Wild Bill Hickok. They were dangerous and hard times but men and women had to work and fight and stand up for themselves. There was much violence and cruelty on the frontier, but there were also many heroes. In a hundred years America turned an uncultivated land into a powerful, rich and free nation. The frontier made America and influenced much of what has happened since. 

Frontier Good – Laundry List

The United States’ frontier mindset is key to successful space colonization—will save the environment, energy crises, increase public support, and increase cultural diversity.

O’Neill 06—Professor of Physics at Princeton University, noted for his work in high-energy experimental particle physics, leading proponent of the space colonization concept

(Gerard, “Space Colonies: The High Frontier”, Princeton University, 2006, http://space.mike-combs.com/SCTHF.html)//AW
During the past year, Gerard O’Neill’s space colonization concept has captured the imagination of a rapidly increasing number of people. He reports that he gets more mail than he can answer, and 99% of the letters are favorable. Last July, O’Neill’s testimony also impressed the Subcommittee on Space Science and Applications of the U.S. House of Representatives. Near the end of the testimony, Subcommittee Chairman Don Fuqua (a Florida Democrat) said of the space colonization project, "It’s something that will happen, and even though it kind of boggles the mind at the present time, it is not beyond the realm of possibility. I hope I live to see it." The Subcommittee concluded, in its official report, that orbital colonies were "potentially feasible" and deserving of close examination. it also stated that "concepts and methods for the space-based generation of electricity, using energy from the sun, should be developed and demonstrated as a significant contribution to solution of the fossil fuel dilemma." Finally, the Subcommittee gave its support to "an expanded space program in FY 1977-1978, at least 25% greater than current funding, to undertake new space initiatives." Fuqua later said that "... bold new space programs; the possibility of space colonization, based on realistic appraisals of potential space progress, deserve serious consideration. It's apparent that the imagination, skill, and technology exists to expand the utilization and exploration of space." Astronomer Carl Sagan, testifying before the subcommittee, declared that "our technology is capable of extraordinary new ventures in space, one of which is the space city idea, which Gerard O'Neill has described to you. That’s an extremely expensive undertaking, but it seems to me historically of the greatest significance. The engineering aspects of it as far as I can tell are perfectly well worked out by O’Neill’s study group. It is practical." O’Neill says that Wernher von Braun has also expressed interest in his project. The space colony idea also was examined last year by 28 physical and social scientists participating in the NASA/ASEE/Stanford University 1975 Summer Study at the Ames Research Center in Mountain View, California. The 10-week study was sponsored by NASA’s Ames Research Center, Stanford University, and the American Society for Engineering Education (ASEE). The group found no insurmountable problems that would prevent successful space colonization and recommended "that the United States, possibly in cooperation with other nations, take specific steps toward the goal of space-colonization." A Princeton Conference on Space Manufacturing Facilities was hosted by O’Neill last May. The Proceedings will be published later this year. A number of technical papers supporting the space colony idea have appeared recently, including "R & D Requirements for Initial Space Colonization" by T. A. Heppenheimer and Mark Hopkins (both of the Summer Study) and "Space Production of Satellite Solar Power Stations," an analysis by William Agosto, a project engineer with the Microwave Semiconductor Corporation, Somerset, New Jersey. University courses are beginning to be offered dealing with various aspects of space colonization. Magoroh Maruyama of Portland State University is teaching a course on Extraterrestrial Community Systems, which explores new cultural options; possible psychological and social problems; and alternative physical, architectural, environmental, and social designs. Massachusetts Institute of Technology now has an undergraduate course in space systems engineering, emphasizing space colonies. Beginning this May, futurist Dennis Livingston will teach a course at Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute in Troy, New York, called "Space Colonies: A Technology Assessment." The course will cover technical, economic, moral, political, and social aspects of space colonies. The American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics is lobbying for more congressional support for O’Neill’s project, and he was a keynote speaker during the Institute’s Annual Meeting in Washington, D.C., on January 30. For those interested in keeping informed about the latest developments in O’Neill’s space colonization efforts, several newsletters are now available. Gerard O’Neill puts out his own Newsletter on Space Colonization periodically. The newsletter summarizes recent work, lists the latest magazine articles and books dealing with space colonies, lists lectures scheduled on the subject, reports on the status of the space colony group at Princeton University, and advises of future plans. The newsletter is free. Simply write to Professor Gerard K. O’Neill, Physics Department, Princeton University, P.O. Box 708, Princeton, New Jersey 08540. L-5 News is a monthly newsletter produced by the L-5 Society, a group formed recently "to educate the public about the benefits of space communities and manufacturing facilities, to serve as a clearing house for information and news in this fast developing area, and to raise funds to support work on these concepts where public money is not available or is inappropriate." L-5 News contains news articles; listings of courses, lectures, publications, and conferences; and letters. Membership in the L-5 Society costs $20 (regular) or $10 (student), which should be sent to L-5 Society, 1620 North Park Avenue, Tucson, Arizona 85719. Another newsletter which reports on O’Neill’s ideas occasionally (as well as other space concepts) is the EARTH/SPACE Newsletter. EARTH/SPACE describes itself as a commercial space venture dedicated to free space enterprise and "focusing on market development and methods of making space profitable to the commercial user." The EARTH/SPACE Newsletter is available for $5 per year from EARTH/SPACE, 2319 Sierra, Palo Alto, California 94303. O’Neill received a small grant from NASA in 1975, but he believes that additional funding this year of between 0.5 and 1.0 million dollars is needed for basic research if the project is to continue to develop at the fastest possible rate. Colonies Offer Freedom and Diversity: By about the year 2018, emigration to better land, better living conditions, better job opportunities, greater freedom of choice and opportunity in small-scale, eventually independent communities could become a viable option for more people than the population increase rate. The cultural diversity will be enormous (in exact contrast, I think, to the way things are going on earth at the present time). By 2150, there could be more people living in space than on earth. The reduction of population pressures on earth, left possibly with only a few billion people, would allow the planet to recover from the ravages of the industrial revolution. Earth might serve mainly as a tourist attraction–a carefully preserved monument to man’s origin. At the same time, tourism and trade among the colonies would be practical and desirable, insuring the survival and growth of the colonies. From the vantage point of several decades in the future, I believe that our children will judge the most important benefits of space colonization to have been not physical or economic, but the opening of new human options, the possibility of a new degree of freedom, not only for the human body, but much more important, for the human spirit and sense of aspiration.
The United States is the only country capable of colonizing space and created benefits out of it—solves laundry list.

Falconi 01—BS Degree in Physics from MIT, physicist and consultant in computer and electro-optical fields

(Oscar, “The Case for Space Colonization-Now”, Dissertation, 2001, http://www.nutri.com/space/)//AW

And finally, the U.S. is moving aimlessly - no national goal. Our moon landing was merely a victory that hasn't been followed up, a victory in name only. A commitment toward space colonization will put spirit back into America. People will once again be proud to be patriotic Americans. Any further benefits to our technology, our economy, unemployment, the energy shortage, etc., are bonuses of incalculable value, not to mention the preservation of the human race. PARTIAL LIST OF REASONS FOR COLONIZATION ( The "universal law" that civilizations destroy themselves just before they achieve the capability of colonizing another world might generally be valid. But we are extremely lucky that earth has an unusually large satellite, nearby, allowing us to leave the earth several decades sooner than we otherwise could. These few decades could allow us to break this law. ( We have shown that man may well be the only life in the universe ever to reach our level of reason and technology. We must protect this possibly unique life from self-destruction. ( Even if we are not the only intelligent form of life, we must leave the earth so as to assume our rightful place in the universe, to contribute and to learn what we can, and to provide backup colonies to protect our form of life. ( Colonization can provide a greater potential population and all of the advantages that that entails. Once self-sufficient, our daughter colony would be a vast asset, supplying energy to mother earth, providing valuable information, a platform for further space adventures, a superb observatory, a site for industry or research requiring a high vacuum or gravity-free environment, weather research, and so on, limited only by the imagination of the entrepreneur. ( Studies indicate that Prof O'Neill's Satellite Solar Power System will have paid for itself and earning a good profit within a couple decades, and solving the energy problem, and possibly the population problem, at the same time. ( If one believes that physical and mental prowess is hereditary, then our colony will provide a unique biological laboratory since only man's best mental and physical specimens should be sent. At $1 million per colonist, we should choose only the best stock from the large number of volunteers available. ( By providing a backup colony, we, here on earth, wouldn't require 100.00% protection from such problems as radioactive waste disposal, aerosol sprays, pollution, and the host of other known and unknown effects that could put an end to mankind. Just 99.99% would be quite sufficient, resulting in a tremendous saving of money, resources, and man-lives. ( Our bargaining position with Russia would be improved by insuring our commitment to a 2nd strike in the event of an attack on the U.S. In this way, our space colony will double as a deterrent of inestimable value. ( An announcement of our intention to colonize space will put spirit back into America and give us a desperately needed national goal. Morale and patriotism will be given a needed shot in the arm. ( Unemployment will decrease, welfare payments decrease, tax receipts increase, happiness increase. The economy will finally revive. ( Technological fallout will be immense, making the U.S. the undisputed leader in the space and technology race, not to mention the propaganda race. ( If we make a commitment to colonization, the chance of a nuclear holocaust is considerably lessened by forcing the Russians to divert their energies outward. ( There's reason to believe that if we do not proceed with colonization in a few decades, that earth's resources will be so depleted that we then won't be able to support such a vast undertaking. ( But history indicates that the most important reasons for colonizing space will be unexpected - reasons that we are today not wise enough to anticipate. THE O'NEILL SPACE COLONIES A method has emerged for the efficient colonization of space which can be implemented quickly, economically, and in addition be very tangibly beneficial to man. Gerard K O'Neill, a professor of physics at Princeton, has devoted years to perfecting a design for satellite colonies that would orbit the earth about every 2 or 4 weeks. Each of these early colonies, constructed from easily obtained lunar material, would orbit between 100,000 and a quarter million miles from earth, would initially support in fine style about 10,000 men, women and children, and would soon be self-sufficient. These 1000's of pioneers would be put to work constructing solar-collecting satellites, hundreds of them, that would be placed in earth orbit 22,290 miles above sea level at the equator. At that height, these satellites would orbit the earth exactly once a day and remain above the same point of the equator. These solar collecting satellites would gather vast amounts of the sun's energy, convert it into microwaves, and beam it down to stationary receivers on earth where it would be again converted into the form of electrical energy we can use in the home. All this is done with surprising efficiency, day and night, rain or shine. No breakthroughs are required - the technology is here - and both NASA and Congress are having a hard look at the benefits vs. costs of Prof. O'Neill's Satellite Solar Power System.** O'Neill has shown that the power obtained would, in just a couple decades, completely pay for all the development and construction of all the space colonies, solar-collecting satellites, and ground stations, including the interest on the capital investment. A number of different configurations have been proposed for the colony. Preliminary estimates indicate costs would only be several hundred billion dollars spread over two decades or so. Remember that this money would be spent here in the United States where we would benefit in the many ways previously listed. After such a venture, the U.S. would undoubtedly find itself in a powerful economic, technical, and political position, well worth the expenditure of just a small fraction of one year's GNP. And to achieve all this, there'll be no need to fight a war. In fact, a disastrous war may well be prevented and our civilization rescued. THE SPACE COLONY - CAN WE DO IT? The United States is in a good position to be the first to succeed in a colonization venture. Here are the reasons: ( In space technology, the U.S. at present has a good edge. ( We have immediately at hand numerous highly qualified people with considerable knowhow in the right fields. ( Our phenomenal industrial depth can supply all sorts of sophisticated and reliable items on short notice. ( The United States easily has the financial capacity to carry out such a great project without straining the economy. ( America's unquestioned managerial leadership is a necessity to assure successful completion. ( Our country has a proven capacity to succeed in programs to which the nation has committed itself. ( America's Space Shuttle, already designed, built and tested, is a giant step toward the realization of a space colony.
Frontier Good - Leadership

Space nationalism good – solves competition and leadership

Stone 11 –Space policy analyst and strategist near DC

(Christopher, “Collective assurance vs. independence in national space policies,” 5/16/11, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1843/1, CJC)

As the US current space policy notes, every nation has the right to access and use space. Each nation has the right to develop its own nationally-focused “unilateral” space policies that serve to advance their vital interests in security, prestige, and wealth as the baseline for any international cooperation they choose to support. Failure to invest in bold, ambitious space efforts with a national tone (in all sectors) in space will not only hurt the US space industry, but will harm our nation’s ability to advance its global interests in space, impact our traditional vital interests of independence and achievement, and threaten the very preeminence that we have labored so hard to achieve over the past fifty years. If our goal is the advancement of a global exploration program in space, then fine, but the US needs to observe that other nations and partnerships such as the EU and Russia appear to be taking an alternate path toward increased domestic space capabilities and expanded infrastructure for national interests. They are pressing ahead with their goals to step into the vacuum of leadership that the US is allowing through the shutdown of US programs, abandoning capabilities, and allowing the loss of large numbers of skilled space workers. Our next space policy and strategy, while including international efforts of mutual benefit, should focus on advancing American capability and enable a long range strategy for exploration and enhanced military capabilities in space, just as our friends the Europeans are pursuing.

Frontier Good – Readiness

Space exploration key to readiness

Dodgen 05—Commander of US Army Space and Missile Defense and US Army Forces Strategic Command

(Larry J., “Leveraging Space to Support the Changing Paradigm”, senior Officer Perspective, High Frontier, Vol.1, No.4, 2005, http://www.afspc.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-070622-058.pdf)//AW 

The Army’s early use of space was to support strategic communications, serve as a conduit for reporting warnings of attack and strategic nuclear targeting, and for arms control and veriﬁcation. The complexity and expense of the capabilities involved in these earlier efforts meant they were limited in quantity and restricted to a few users at the higher echelons. However, decades of advancement in space technology have drastically changed the landscape and the “spacescape.” During the past two decades, space technology and services have increased tremendously in their availability, variety, and capability. As a result, space capabilities now affect nearly every facet of our daily lives. Space technologies have made possible, or vastly improved, products and services in the marketplace such as cellular telephones, video teleconferencing, satellite-based radio, and handheld and vehicle-installed Global Positioning Systems (GPS). Likewise, international stock market transactions, accurate weather forecasting, and live television broadcasts from overseas locations depend on capabilities derived from space systems. The value of space support to our Nation’s security has gained increased recognition. The Phase III Report of the US Commission on National Security/21st Century emphasized this view with the statement: “The military cannot undertake any major operation, anywhere in the world, without relying on systems in space.” 1 Recently, General James E. Cartwright, Commander, US Strategic Command (USSTRATCOM), stressed this point with the comment, “The importance of the space mission to our national security cannot be overstated. The US economy, our quality of life, and our nation’s defense are all linked to our freedom of action in space.” 2 Joint warﬁghters now rely on assured access to responsive and timely space-based capabilities. During the major combat phases of Operation IRAQI FREEDOM, space-based assets provided our military forces with robust and uninterrupted satellite communications (SATCOM), around-the-clock intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR), accurate and responsive weather reporting, and near-real-time positioning, navigation, and timing (PNT) data. From the provision of humanitarian assistance in support of the tsunami catastrophe in Southern Asia to the houseto-house ﬁghting in Fallujah, Iraq, space is serving as the “medium of choice” for timely delivery of products and services to support military decision-making, planning, and decisive combat operations. In fact, space-based products and services are now so commonplace in our military operations that the means by which they are delivered are often transparent to the recipients.

AT: Endless War

Manifest destiny encourages nationalism and honor that discourages sacrifice.

Coles 02—PhD in sociology from the University of Wisconsin at Madison, Associate Professor of Sociology in the Department of Social and Cultural Sciences at Marquette University

(Roberta L., “Manifest Destiny Adapted for 1990s' War Discourse: Mission and Destiny Intertwined”, Sociology of Religion, Oxford University Press, Vol.63, No.4, Winter 2002, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3712300)//AW

Because Manifest Destiny relies on the chosen nation story for its foundation, it is what Bulman (1991) and Paul Tillich (1933) call a "myth of origin." Such narratives call a people back to a sense of their roots, their reason for being and the responsibilities that attend those purposes. They have the ability to paint an identity and define the important features of a people as they give meaning and motivation to their actions. Because the hero in Manifest Destiny is a nation, rather than an individual, and a nation is composed of individuals, every member of the nation can contribute to (or detract from) its superior character and its mission. According to Browne (1991), this speaker-hearer collaboration invites the audience in, saying, "Together we can redeem virtue." By doing so, a rhetorical community is built, the national identity is redefined or its individual members are reminded of the nation's superior character, and each member can gain some sense of personal significance from being a part of this nation and contributing to its mission. Bush on the Persian Gulf Conflict Bush's rhetoric during the Persian Gulf conflict did not address overtly the United States' origin or raison d'etre: nevertheless, he establishes the country's providential origins by his references to God or other transcendent purposes. For instance, Bush (1991:101) states several times "You know, America is a nation founded under God. And from our very beginnings we have relied upon His strength and guidance in war and in peace. And this is something we must never forget." Moreover, Bush (1990:1218, 1271-2, 1257, 1817; 1991:116) thanks God for America, invokes God's blessings, and repeatedly states (1990:1271; 1991:90, 113) that Americans are part of "something larger than themselves." Bush (1991:89) defines the Persian Gulf War as a "just war" and quotes from Abraham Lincoln's speeches to the effect that "we are on God's side" in the war. Within Bush's narrative of a providential origin resides a national self-image that embodies only the highest character qualities. One of Bush's earliest speeches to the American public on the Gulf crisis epitomizes his priestly quality of celebrating America's supposedly unique and exceptional qualities, which have made America a shining example to the rest of the world. Once again, our people, the people of our country, have come together to show the world our finest strengths: American optimism, unity, unselfishness, the wonderful values of family, and the will to stand up for what's right and good - strengths that form the very heart of America and that make possible the freedoms our brave service men and women are striving to defend....I know that every American looks forward to the day when our extraordinary young men and women will return home to a nation proud of its ideals of freedom, integrity, and honor; a nation committed to its tradition of preserving, protecting, and defending those precious beliefs which have always made America a beacon of hope and freedom to the entire world (Bush 1990:1410). The number of character qualities listed by Bush and exemplified in America seemed limitless. Bush's particular choice of virtues - "slow to raise our hand in anger and eager to explore every peaceful means of settling our disputes (1990:1390)," loyal and principled (1990:1218); brave (1990:1329); generous and optimistic (1990:1700) - serve to define for individual Americans what it is.

**GENERICS K ARGS**

Perm

Perm: Do Both. The refusal to incorporate critique furthers global violence in the name of academic purity. 

Rasch, 04, William, Ph.D. in Germanic Studies – Indiana, ‘4 (“Sovereignty and its Discontents” p. 3-4) 
It is true, of course, that within the leftist tradition, especially as represented by the eschatological strains of Marxism, the political has often been thought of in ways similar to Milbank’s, as, that is, the vehicle by means of which social reality can be so altered as to match utopian expectation; and perhaps this nostalgia for infinite perfectibility accounts for the appeal of the ontological hope offered there and elsewhere in recent political philosophy. When viewed as a path to secularized salvation, the political must at least implicitly be thought of as a self-consuming artifact. Once imperfect reality and perfect expectation are ‘reconciled’, the purpose of this manner of imagining the political has been fulfilled and can cease to exist. On this more traditionally accepted view, then, even if the process of reconciliation is considered to be infinite and never to be completed, the political must be seen as a constitutively non-essential and negative feature of social life, a feature that reflects undesired imperfection. Thus, at the imagined fulfillment of reconciliation, politics, along with other sins of the world, simply vanishes. In a world that sees perfection as its goal, the end of politics is the end of politics. Given the experiences of the 20th century, both the totalitarian abolition of the political, and the more recent liberal legalization and moralization of politics, the non-Heideggerian and non-Deleuzian Left ought to be more than a little leery of the eschatological promise of a ‘completely new politics’ (Agamben, 1998, p 11). Dreams of a truer, more authentic ontology, of a more natural expression of human desire, a more spontaneous efflorescence of human productivity and re-productivity, feed rather than oppose the contemporary compulsive lurch toward universal pacification and total management of global economic and political life. Rather than dream those dreams, we should return to more sober insights about the ineluctability of conflict that not only calls the political into being but also structures it as a contingent, resilient, and necessary form of perpetual disagreement (Rancier 1999). To claim the primacy of ‘guilt’ over ‘innocence’ or disharmony over harmony does not imply a glorification of violence for its own sake. It merely registers a pragmatic insight, namely, that assuming incommensurate conflict as an ineradicable feature of social life leads to more benign human institutions than the impossible attempt to instantiate the shimmering City of God on the rocky hills and sodden valleys that form the environment of the various cities of men and women on this very real and insurmountable terrestrial plain. The political does not exist to usher in the good life by eliminating social antagonism; rather, it exists to serve as the medium for an acceptably limited and therefore productive conflict in the inevitable absence of any final, universally accepted vision of the good life. The political, therefore, can only be defined by a structure that allows for the perpetual production as well as contingent resolution of dissent and opposition. If conflict is its vocation, then maintaining the possibility of conflict and thus the possibility of opposition ought to be our vocation, especially in an age when the managers of our lives carry out their actions in the name of democracy, while the majority of their weary subjects no longer even register what those actions are. 

The alternative enables total violence. Their criticism of institutional reform unleashes unconditional violence in the name of cleansing those with dirty hands. William Rasch, Germanic Studies – Indiana, ‘4 (Sovereignty and its Discontents p. 3-4) Now, if the triumph of a particular species of liberal pluralism denotes the de-politicization of society; one would think that theoretical opposition to this trend would seek to rehabilitate the political. But rather than asserting the value of the political as an essential structure of social life, the post-Marxist left seems intent on hammering the final nails into the coffin. In the most celebrated works of recent years, Giorgio Agamben’s Homo Sacer (1998) and Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri’s Empire (2000), the political (denoted by the notion of sovereignty) is irretrievably identified with nihilism and marked for extinction. In both instances, the political is the cause of the loss of ‘natural innocence’ (Agamben, -1998, p 28), that flowering of human productivity that the Western metaphysical tradition has suppressed; and the logical paradox of sovereignty is to be overcome by the instantiation of a new ontology. In this way, violence, which is not thought of as part of the state of nature but is introduced into the human, condition by flawed or morally perverse social institutions, is to be averred. That is, the faulty supposition of ineluctable violence that guides political theory from Hobbes to Weber is to be replaced by a Heideggerian, Deleuzean, Spinozan or Christian ontology of original harmony. In the words of John Milbank, a Christian social theorist who currently enjoys a modest following among political thinkers on the Left, there is no ‘original violence’, but rather an originary ‘harmonic peace’ which is the ‘sociality of harmonious difference’. Thus violence ‘is always a secondary willed intrusion upon this possible infinite order’ (Milbank, 1990, p 5). This, then, is the great supposition that links the ascetic pessimism of an Adorno with the cheery Christian optimism of Milbank; the world as it is is as it is because of the moral perversity of (some) human agents who willfully construct flawed social institutions. To seek to remedy the perversity of the world as it is from within the flawed social and political structures as they are only increases the perversity of the world. One must, therefore, totally disengage from the world as it is before one can become truly engaged. Only a thorough, cataclysmic cleansing of the world will allow our activities to be both ‘innocent’ and ‘productive’. Clear, though only partially acknowledged, is the fact that this cleansing, which aims at ridding the world of intrusive violence, is itself an act of fierce and ultimate violence – ultimate in its purported finality, but also, certainly, in its extreme ferocity. What remains equally clear, though not acknowledged, is that whoever has the power to determine the nature of this harmonious sociality is the one who can determine which acts of violence are to be judged as intrusions into the placid domain and which acts of violence are to be condoned as necessary means of re-establishing the promise of perpetual peace. Determining the nature of this desired, nay, required originary peace is itself a sovereign act, not the abolition of such sovereignty. What our ultimate sovereign of harmonious peace will do with the willfully violent intruders can only be guessed, but it is certain that they will not be looked upon as legitimate political dissenters, and the unconditional violence that will be used to eliminate their presence will be justified by invoking the ‘harmonic peace’ or ‘natural innocence’ they have so deliberately and maliciously disturbed. 

Perm—do the plan and all non-mutually exclusive parts of the alternative—if the alt overcomes the status quo, the perm overcomes the link. Solves best—our best hope is through an internal struggle

Dean 1 (Mitchell, Sociology Prof, Macquarie U, States of Imagination, p 61-2, AG)

There is no necessity that means that our most general rationalities of rule such as sovereignty and biopolitics will ineluctably lead to the truly demonic eventualities we have continued to witness right to the beginning of the twenty-first century. Nor, however, is there any guarantee that the appeal of the twenty-first century. Nor, however, is there any guarantee that the appeal to rights within liberal democracies and the international community of states will guard against such eventualities, as the contemporary confinement of illegal immigrants in camps in liberal democracies attests. Elements within sovereignty and biopolitics will continue to provide resources for political rationality and action in Weber's sense of the attempt to influence the government of organizations. But there can be no system of safeguards that offer us a zone of comfort when we engage in political action. When we do so, Foucault's position here seems to suggests, we enter a zone of uncertainty and danger here because of the governmental resources we have at our disposal. We might add that the price of not engaging in political action is equally great, if not greater. A condition of informed political action remains an analysis of the actors involved, the contexts of their action, the resources at hand, the tactics used, and the ends sought. Though handling this relation between biopolitics and sovereignty remains tricky, we must establish an analysis of the way ana implementation of progrmas of the administration of life opens up fresh areas of contestation, negotiation, and redefinition around citizenship, democracy, and rights. We must also be prepared to admit, nevertheless, that the appeal to rights must link this form of contestation to the powers it contests, particularly when such an appeal concerns the rights of those without any status but their mere existence.

Only a compromise between theoretical discussion and current political analysis can solve the K best – Pure Kritik will ultimately fail and only further the gap

Lepgold and Nincic 2K1 (Joesph, associate professor of Government at Georgetown and Miroslav professor of Poly Sci at UC-Davis, Beyond the Ivory Tower: International Relations Theory and the Issue of Policy Relevance pg. 6-7) (SIR = Scholastic International Relations, the term for thinkers who discuss the theory behind real world processes) CS
An obvious question at this point is whether decisionmakers would ever be likely to find SIR useful; everyday observation suggests that practitioners tend to ignore it. To push the point a bit further, wouldn’t this book, written by two professors, be more compelling if it were written by policymakers who decided after a lot of trial and error that they could use more scholarly guidance after all? These are important questions. It may be that the theory- practice gulf in IR is too wide to be crossed with any regularity. We believe, however, that such a judgment is premature. If one examines what thought- ful IR practitioners say about this problem, it is evident that they want useful guidance from SIR, including theorists, and that they might actually use it if theorists were to meet them half-way. To do that, academics must appreciate the constraints and incentives under which decisionmakers operate. Officials have very little time to read and reflect. Joseph Nye, one of the few people who has flourished as both a scholar and a policymaker, was surprised at how “oral” the culture of top- level government service has become. As he put it, The pace did not permit wide reading or detailed contemplation. I was often bemused by colleagues who sent me thirty- or forty-page articles they thought would be helpful. It was all I could do to get through the parts of the intelligence briefings and government papers that my various special assistants underlined for the hour or two of reading possible on a good day.45

Perm Solvency (Practice + Theory)

We can combine theory and practice to produce a pragmatism that solves the K

Rytövuori-Apunen, ’05 – Prof IR @ U of Tampere in Finland (Helena, Cooperation & Conflict, pg. 147-177, “Forget ‘Post-Positivist’ IR!: The Legacy of IR Theory as the Locus for a Pragmatist Turn”, pg. 163-165, SagePub)

The task of this paper is to seek the locus in quo pragmatist approaches can emerge in IR’s field of knowledge and through articulated disagreement with previous discourse contribute to an increasingly global discipline beyond the logic of universalism/dispersion. I argue that seeing the locus for pragmatism, i.e. seeing more to it than another approach and a ‘new alley of inquiry’, requires rectifying the distortions created by the postpositivist self-comprehension. An alternative explanation to what Frost calls the ‘positivist bias’ can be sought by examining the specific theorycentred orientation in IR and also the discursive mechanisms and the social processes by which this relation to the world becomes the privileged knowledge that is ‘orthodoxy’. ‘Orthodoxy’ appears when the theory-centred attitude to knowing, which emphasizes theoretical perspective and conceptual logic, loses its footprints in its colloquial interpretations and presents reality ‘as it is’ (naturalized ontology). I will now discuss what the disagreement, the articulation of which I argue is required for maintenance of the idea of the corpus of knowledge as a web of discourse, can mean as a research orientation. I point to a way of inquiry which starts with Dewey, but in the epistemic sense draws from C. S. Peirce’s conception of ‘reality’ as pragma and the pragmaticist logic of inquiry. I propose that a focus in the current introductions of pragmatism on the Deweyan inheritance of classical pragmatism (Millennium 31: 3) does not help us to solve the epistemological issues pertinent in the situation which already builds on and looks beyond the ‘linguistic turn’ and calls for methodical solutions that fit together with these more recent tendencies. The Missing Piece: The Interpretative Aspect of ‘Discourse’ and ‘Culture’ The identification of what I suggest is a paradigmatic feature of the disciplinary mainstream and the legacy of IR Theory (capital letter to mark out this legacy) makes it possible, through ontological criticism, to point out two opposed epistemic paths, one based on the primacy of theory, the other proceeding from the primacy of practice. Opposed to the approach that models the world (produces a ‘world picture’, as Martin Heidegger says)22 is the orientation that proceeds from and seeks to refine what already, in some way, is present in our experience. Above, I have criticized the tendency to read disciplinary tradition in a way which, rather than focusing on analytical difference, subsumes instances of previous theory under a shared characterization and thereby suppresses the potentiality that as possibility of interpretation exists in the historical body of knowledge. In the same vein of argument, it is important to note that the opposition of epistemic positions is not only inter- but also intra-textual. For example Organski’s ambition to ‘organize the mass of [...] information to which we are all exposed’ arises from the experience that the international distribution of power is constantly shifting and that this moment, along with the importance of internal determinants of power, has been neglected by the balance of power theory (Organski, 1958: vii; 1961: 373–5). Analysing how concepts relate to historical experience and the dissatisfaction felt about previous approaches provides a point of departure for a reconstruction of theory that, from within the theory, opens up possibilities of interpretation that also challenge the theory-centred ambition (on the parallel to Descartes, see Toulmin, 1990: 56–137). Recontextualization offers a way to redress the biases of decontextualized theory, and this does not mean a Romanticist emphasis on ‘intrinsic meaning’ and the unique in experience (cf. Ashley, 1989: 278). The nexus of theory and practice, which is there in the text but which, beyond the text, deals with a historically situated moral agency, offers a point of departure for an epistemic turn that transcends the bifurcation of empiricist and rationalist epistemology. The question I have in mind is about the ‘how’ rather than the ‘what’ of specific experience. It is about the modes of encountering and making sense of the world, modes that through their habitual and institutional mechanisms can also become modalities of professional activity, such as the theory-centred episteme discussed above. A pragmatist re-interpretation of the texts of the early realists, for example, can elucidate how the ideals and guidelines for statesmanship and diplomacy arise from a world-experience that is different from but also partly similar or isomorphic to ours, and what commensurability there is, on this basis, in the logics of practice which in the different historical contexts generate policies in order to control perceived threats. Such inquiry and assessment of the legacy of IR theory seeks to sustain a living discourse diachronically through time without turning into a study of past historical praxis.23 Without bypassing the ‘weight of the discourse’ (Foucault),24 it starts out with situated moral agency and collective human intentionality and, on this basis, recognizes the inseparability of lived experience and the structures of experience that organize instances of experience. In the ontological sense, pragma means that whatever ‘is’ for a human interpretant exists not by a substance but by the regularities that endow it with its being. In the pragmatist research orientation, pragma (from the Greek word ‘business’, originally ‘a thing done’)25 means more than a way of carrying out the ‘business’ of research. It involves a critical assessment of the body of previous knowledge and requires that a new practice brings some advancement in relation to it. Like William James, John Dewey – the most influential pragmatist figure in social science and an author to whom the present-day discussion in IR in most cases makes reference – was interested in the question of how the powers of habit that maintain life serve to channel all thought, including the original of creative invention, and how the disposition of habitual responses evolves in the encounter of new types of problems. Dewey’s pragmatist ethics sought to cure the social and individual alienation that in his argument originates from the legacy of Western thought in ontological formalism, i.e. a dogmatic application of Plato’s idealism. Dewey emphasized that the ‘physician is lost who would guide his activities of healing by building up a picture of perfect health’; instead, the physician needs to employ ‘what he has discovered about actual cases of good health and ill health and their causes to investigate the present ailing individual so as to further his recovering; recovering, an intrinsic and living process ...’ (Owen, 2002: 670).Void of the inside knowledge, which involves a reflective relationship to previous practice, praxis (an established or customary practice) is like touching without realizing how by the same act one is being touched, i.e. the static position and alienation which Dewey argued were at the root of social problems (Dewey, 1981: 620–43). 
Perm Solvency (Politicized Positivism)

We can’t exclusively reject positivism—it’s possible to engage in rigorous empirical research that is situated in specific circumstances

Kincheloe & Tobin, ’09 – *Prof Philosophy @ McGill, AND ** Prof Urban Studies & Education @ U Penn (September, John, Kenneth, Cultural Studies of Science Education, pg. 513-528, “The Much Exaggerated Death of Positivism”, pg. 524, SpringerLink)

Thus, neo-positivist educational research continues the objectivist tradition of viewing everything from a transcultural, transhistorical nowhere. When we have attempted to work with neo-positivist researchers, our argument that it is important to situate ourselves ideologically, culturally, pedagogically, epistemologically, and ontologically so our readers will know from what locations we are entering the conversation has not been meet with great enthusiasm. ‘‘Why in the world would we need to do that?’’ such researchers ask. Since they often believe that they are presenting the objective truth from the privileged position of a spatial and temporal nowhere, such disclosure seems rather fatuous. Thus, the question remains: what are we to do with the fact that our selfhood is deeply embedded in the research process? With this question at the front of our consciousness in the complex ontology and epistemology advocated here, we begin to realize that the quality, the viability of the information we produce does not depend on an objective correspondence to the ‘‘objective reality’’ ‘‘out there.’’ Instead, it has to do with numerous understandings of the ways knowledge production operates, the nature of the constructed self, the role of socio-political and epistemological and ontological frameworks in which we all operate, and the relationship between these dynamics and the spatio-temporal processes that we are researching. Understanding, describing, and even critiquing the existing state of affairs does not mean we must retreat to the positivist land of nowhere. We can understand, describe, and critique but always from a specific time and location. Because of the limitations of these spatial and temporal dynamics, we must be open and humble about our inadequacies as producers of knowledge (e.g., Clark 2001). While we believe that such a task is profoundly rigorous and takes much study and practice to do well, we do not believe that it can be reduced to a simple step-bystep, connect-the-dots procedure. Thus, unlike the crypto-positivists we are calling for a new rigor in educational research that, we assert, demands more of those who claim the mantle of scholar. In this rigorous and complex context the self-knowledge we seek as researchers does not suggest some narcissistic turn inward, but a part of the larger effort to gain deeper insight into the spatial and temporal process of knowledge production. Neither is it a solipsistic retreat from engagement in the world but an effort to connect the knower to the world in the process of understanding the outcomes of such relationships. Such relationships, of course, involve values and normative dynamics. From a political economic standpoint they are part of a larger politics of knowledge that is so vital in a time when knowledge work, knowledge workers, universities, and institutes in which educational research is conducted are for sale to the highest corporate bidder (Steinberg and Kincheloe 2006). Indeed, it is an effort to construct a critical, independent, democratic mode of engaging in research that understands the way dominant power constantly operates to overtly and covertly shape the outcomes of educational research. 

Perm Solves – Human security 

Perm only solves – integration of hegemony with human security solves structural violence

Anthony E Hartle 2010 [hair of the English Department at West Point and a long-time member of the Executive Board of the Joint Services Conference on Professional Ethics. He has served tours of duty in Okinawa, Korea, and Southeast Asia. As a member of an airborne unit in Vietnam he was wounded and decorated for valor., Humanitarian War: The Ethics, Law, and Politics of Humanitarian Intervention, pg. 16, pgs, Vol. 40, Iss. 1]
Eric A. Heinze's discussion in Waging Humanitarian War provides a striking contrast to books such as David Finkel's The Good Soldiers, which focuses on the experiences of one battalion in Baghdad during the surge and vividly portrays the physical and social suffering inflicted on soldiers and Iraqi civilians alike. Heinze examines theoretical justifications for humanitarian intervention, not the grim reality that accompanies the use of military force. Human suffering is at the core of his argument concerning the justification for intervention, but it is a cool, distant, theoretical concept in his analysis. The following quotation from Heinze suggests the distance between the language of Finkel's narrative and Heinze's argument: "Drawing primarily from the English School of international relations theory concerning the relationship between power and legitimacy, I then identify and explain three additional and interrelated elements of efficacy: multilateral legitimation, the humanitarian credentials of the intervener, and the position of the intervener in the prevailing international political context." That quotation also makes clear that Waging Humanitarian War is not light reading. Heinze's arguments are carefully constructed and systematically presented. The criteria he presents for determining the acceptability of humanitarian intervention provide a useful set of standards that integrate moral, legal, and political perspectives. His may be the first attempt to mesh all three fields into a coherent structure for judging the appropriateness of intervention. He straightforwardly states that the primary criterion in evaluating the ethical, legal, and political issues related to humanitarian intervention is that of minimizing human suffering. A consequentialist perspective is thus central to the author's analysis of humanitarian intervention, which he defines as the "transboundary use of military force for the purpose of protecting people whose government is egregiously abusing them, either directly, or by aiding and permitting extreme mistreatment." Weighing the consequences of our actions is the basis of much of our thinking, and thus seems quite natural. A consequentialist moral perspective claims that the right action will be the one that produces the most good. In the context of humanitarian intervention, Dr. Heinze maintains that the action that maximizes human security is the morally justifiable choice, and that human security, defined as the absence of both direct and structurally caused violence, is the good that takes center stage when we consider the moral acceptability of using external military force to compel governments to do the right thing or to refrain from inhumane actions. He thus marries a theory of the right, a consequentialist view, with a theory of the good, in this case predicated on human security, to produce a normative theory that tells us when the use of military force against a sovereign government is justified for humanitarian reasons. The book is an attempt to answer three pertinent questions and in the process to provide practical guidance with respect to humanitarian intervention, a use of force less extreme than conventional war but more invasive than peacekeeping, since intervention violates both territorial boundaries and national sovereignty. The three questions are: What level of suffering provides moral justification for humanitarian intervention? Does international law provide a legal basis for what appears morally justified? Who should undertake humanitarian intervention and why do they merit such a task? The author's analysis does provide a set of considerations that should be treated seriously when governments or regional groups debate whether to intervene in the affairs of another state for humanitarian reasons. His careful argument provides an excellent basis for discussion of the problems of humanitarian intervention. Further, the consequentialist approach obviously has application. As a theory, however, it leaves us with difficult questions. Is an action right because of the actual consequences it generates, or is it right because the agent made an appropriate choice among the sets of expected consequences? If the former, we cannot know which was the right choice until we can measure the consequences (and of course, even if we can make such a measurement, we can never know what alternative choices would have produced). If the latter, we are left with a limited tool, because when we try to weigh potential human suffering, we cannot come remotely close to an accurate quantitative assessment of the reality of a badly wounded soldier at the Brooke Army Medical Center, multiplied thousands of times, or the travails of the Iraqi people. Trying to measure the suffering that intervention will cause, necessary for applying a consequentialist formula, appears to be an academic exercise, far removed from the blood and agony of injury, uncertainty, and despair.

Perm Solvency (Real Change vs Pomo Alt)

The permutation is the only way to effectuate real change—the alt fails and is politically divisive

Krishna, ’93 – Prof Poli Sci @ U of Hawaii (Summer, Sankaran, Alternatives, “The Importance of Being Ironic: A Postcolonial View on Critical International Relations Theory”, pg. 399-401)
 In this regard, Der Derian's point that the nature of antiwar protest movements has to change, has to recognize the fact that one can no longer wait for the body bags to come home, is one that merits attention. He notes, in a sharp attack on the left's anti-Gulf War movement: "Like old generals the anti-war movement fought the last war ... a disastrous war of position, constructing ideologically sound bunkers of facts and history while the 'New* World Order fought a highly successful war of maneuver ... with high speed visuals and a high-tech aesthetics of destruction." (AD: 176-77) While this point is, perhaps, debatable, Der Derian's further assertion, that a postmodern critique of the Gulf War mobilization would be somehow more effective, sounds less convincing. An alternative, late-modern tactic against total war was to war on totality itself, to delegitimize all sovereign truths based on class, nationalist, or internationalist metanarratives ... better strategically to play with apt critiques of the powerful new forces unleashed by cyberwar than to hold positions with antiquated tactics and nostalgic unities. (AD: 177-178; emphasis in original) The dichotomous choice presented in this excerpt is straightforward: one either indulges in total critique, delegitimizing all sovereign truths, or one is committed to "nostalgic," essentialist unities that have become obsolete and have been the grounds for all our oppressions. In offering this dichotomous choice, Der Derian replicates a move made by Chaloupka in his equally dismissive critique of the more mainstream nuclear opposition, the Nuclear Freeze movement of the early 1980s, that, according to him, was operating along obsolete lines, emphasizing "facts" and "realities" while a "postmodern" President Reagan easily outflanked them through an illusory Star Wars program. (See KN: chapter 4) Chaloupka centers this difference between his own supposedly total critique of all sovereign truths (which he describes as nuclear criticism in an echo of literary criticism) and the more partial (and issue-based) criticism of what he calls "nuclear opposition" or "antinuclearists" at the very outset of his book. (KN: xvi) Once again, the unhappy choice forced upon the reader is to join Chaloupka in his total critique of all sovereign truths or be trapped in obsolete essentialisms. This leads to a disastrous politics, pitting groups that have the most in common (and need to unite on some basis to be effective) against each other. Both Chaloupka and Der Derian thus reserve their most trenchant critique for political groups that should, in any analysis, be regarded as the closest to them in terms of an oppositional politics and their desired futures. Instead of finding ways to live with these differences and to (if fleetingly) coalesce against the New Right, this fratricidal critique is politically suicidal. It obliterates the space for a political activism based on provisional and contingent coalitions, for uniting behind a common cause even as one recognizes that the coalition is comprised of groups that have very differing (and possibly unresolvable) views of reality. Moreover, it fails to consider the possibility that there may have been other, more compelling reasons for the "failure" of the Nuclear Freeze movement or anti-Gulf War movement Like many a worthwhile cause in our times, they failed to garner sufficient support to influence state policy. The response to that need not be a totalizing critique that delegitimizes all narratives. The blackmail inherent in the choice offered by Der Derian and Chaloupka, between total critique and "ineffective" partial critique, ought to be transparent. Among other things, it effectively militates against the construction of provisional or strategic essentialisms in our attempts to create space for an activist politics. In the next section, I focus more widely on the genre of critical international theory and its impact on such an activist politics. 

Perm Solvency (Positivism + Pomo)

Their K assumes that postmodernists have a more pure vantage point than do positivists—they ignore that traditional IR theory does not exclude postmodernist ideas

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 32-33)

The battle lines are thus drawn: a discipline that attempts to develop theory and knowledge in the pursuit of better understanding and, hopefully, better policy and better worlds; or a postmodern sensibility that calls for the end of International Relations amid a regime of word games, a diaspora of previous knowledge and understanding, and the pursuit of intertextuality and interpretivism. There is, to coin a postmodern phrase, a distinct change in the "structure of feeling" in the discipline, a growing sense of uncivil war as Kalevi Holsti calls it. "The objects of attack from the new methodologies/epistemologies are not likely to concede gracefully," notes Holsti, "that 2,500 years of the study of politics based on observation, classification, and comparison—the Aristotelian legacy— should be thrown out because Nietzsche and a few other continental philosophers of despair have declared that rationalism and empiricism are the sources of all that ails the world today."112 Nor, indeed, are postmodern adversaries likely to halt their campaign because of derision of their new intellectual luminaries. Attempts to reinvent or simply abolish International Relations thus persist. No longer is the discipline conceived in the image of exploration, observation, and investigation of the causes of things in the world, but reconceived as a project that attempts to change it. As Mark Hoffman notes, "The point of International Relations theory is not simply to alter the way we look at the world, but to alter the world. It must offer more than mere description and an account of current affairs. It must also offer us a significant choice and a critical analysis of the quality and direction of life."113 These comments, however, neglect our disciplinary history, assuming that better government and better worlds have not before been uppermost in the minds of theorists and practitioners alike, and that, somehow, postmodernists and critical theorists have a monopoly on this virtue. More pernicious, though, is the implication that scholarship in International Relations has had nefarious purposes, whereby thoughtful reflection based on observation, prudent comparison, and resignation to a life of books, readings, teaching, and, where possible, the conveyance of professional knowledge and advice to policy makers is responsible for causing our problems rather than merely elucidating them. Traditionalists now stand accused of "totalitarianism," their work of little substance, shallow, sterile, and prone to primitivism.114 For postmodernists the means to progress (conceived in nonteleological terms) lie in standing outside of this tradition and celebrating, instead, resistance to it, dissidence from it, and the deconstruction of it. The very purpose of scholarship, in other words, is transformed by postmodernists. Does one, as William Wallace notes (and Ralf Dahrendorf and David Martin before him), attend the London School of Economics for professional and scholarly training, or does one take up cloth at the "London School of Friars" as preacher, prophet, and Jesuit whose mission is earthy change in this life rather than salvation in the next?115 Reference to prior readings, of course, would show these antithetical themes to be perennial in International Relations, reflecting the epistemological dualism of our disciplinary ancestry, idealism and realism, or, as Edward Hallett Carr put it, "the inclination to ignore what was and what is in contemplation of what should be, and the inclination to deduce what should be from what was and what is."116 Postmodern discourse might thus reflect little more than a new neoidealist sentiment in International Relations, albeit one unaware of its own intellectual pedigree. 

IR Theory Can be Subversive

IR is not static and changes with response to the real world

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 12)

Thus, theory in International Relations must be understood in this context and its perpetual reinvention a result not only of "change and debate within the subject itself," but an effect of the "influence of new ideas within other areas of social science" as well as "the impact of developments in the real world. . . Theory, after all, is a social construction, prone to social pressures, needs, and wishes, and has meaning only insofar as it is constructed in these contexts. This is evident enough in International Relations, a subject whose very being was born of a social-politic sickened by the First World War, alarmed at its recurrence in the Second World War, and matured under the Cold War which, as Fred Halliday points out, has "shaped its focuses at least as much as inter-paradigm disputes."42 We perhaps forget how much theory is driven by social need, real or perceived, and how attentive we are to these demands for relevance, diagnosis, prescription, action, and solution. Nor is this wrong. I for one do not claim theory for its own sake. To read for pleasure or to delight in intertextuality is a pastime, not a pursuit, and its concerns are righdy situated among the humanities that nurtures such arts. International Relations, on the other hand, is not situated within the social sciences by pure chance; it has a social charter no matter how irresolutely it is sometimes stated or how buried it seems amid the vernacular of formal theory, rational-actor models, and the language of science and technical jargon. Indeed, it is amid this social charter—one that might be defined as the search for peace, the maintenance of order, the avoidance of war, and the establishment of community—that we can begin to put together the discipline of International Relations in all its varieties.43 i 

Theory can take into account different perspectives to challenge the status quo

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 23-24)
Sylvester's opening remarks reveal how disparate are postmodern approaches to theory and international politics compared to the more traditional perspectives rehearsed some pages previous. Contrast, for a moment, Martin Wight's image of theory with that of Sylvester's, who notes: "Telling tales in the ISA [International Studies Association] and reflecting on revelatory moments in one's turn towards feminist analysis can be thought of as writing theory at the cusp of IRand feminism." Similarly, Cynthia Enloe notes, "Every time a woman explains how her government is trying to control her fears, her hopes and her labor . . . theory is being made."82 Theory, in other words, should not be thought of as a noun but as a verb. Theory is not a tool, it is something we do—we theorize. Consequendy, argues Marysia Zalewski, "Theorising is a way of life, a form of life, something we all do, every day, all the time. We theorise about how to make cups of tea, about washing clothes, about using the word processor, about driving a car, about collecting water, about joking. . . . We theorise about each of these everyday activities, mostly subconsciously. This is relevant to international relations scholars," argues Zalewski, "because it means that first, we are all theorising (not just 'the theorists') and second, that the theorising that counts or matters ... is not confined either to policy makers or to academics."83 The institution of theory is thus transformed into a politics of situationism, "a lower than 'low polities'" that, for Sylvester, is located amid the everyday people who constitute the "real" actors of international politics, those who live amid the "households, factories, farms, remote rural areas, and international immigration posts in lesser as well as great power settings."84These are the "real theorizers" of international relations, but "located in a wide variety of places, not just at the reified core of what has become international politics."85 As a practical example of such theorizing, Zalewski suggests that "in order to understand more about the Cold War," for example, "we might want to pursue Farah Godrej's analysis of the sex industry in the Philippines. Her description of a common T-shirt slogan worn by servicemen referring to the local women which reads, 'Mind Over Matter: I Don't Mind And You Don't Matter,' might be a good place to begin," Zalewski notes. "From such a starting point, which could be both that of the men who wore the T-shirts and that of the women who were the 'subject' of them," Zalewski argues that, "we can attempt to understand the construction of Filipino women's debasement and the servile and compliant sexuality, which is inextricably linked to the construction of both 'other' and militarism itself."86 Theory becomes a narrative told by the marginalized and thus challenges a discipline said to admit "only official-decision makers, soldiers, statesmen, terrorists, kings, and the occasional 'crazed' religious group to the fold."87 In this way, "theory" becomes the journal entries from the travels of a "U.S. academic living on a kibbutz" in Israel, the recollections of those who gather at ISA meetings and exchange narratives, or those who tell of their fears and, from their own situation, recount their struggles, histories, and stories of exclusion.88 

AT: Footnote 

The permutation doesn't allow either side to dominate 

Murray, 97. Alastair J. H. (Professor of Politics at the University of Wales Swansea), Reconstructing Realism: Between Power Politics and Cosmopolitan Ethics p 195-196

At the same time, however, realism no more fits into a reflectivist mould than it does a rationalist one. Whilst it joins the critique of contemporary resolutions of the problem of political authority, it also recognises that they provide an essential measure of order in a disorderly world. Whilst it remains open to the possibility of development towards more inclusive forms of community, it refuses to take the additional step of assuming that this development can necessarily be described as progress. Realism ultimately agrees that the 'necessitous' elements of the international system are largely social constructions generated by human practices, but it retains an ambivalence about human motivations which dictates a sceptical position towards the possibility of overcoming estrangement. For every example of progress created by man's ability to transcend 'learned responses', for every case of his 'inherent self-developing capacity', we have examples of regression as he employs this for purposes other than promoting self-determination. For realism, man remains, in the final analysis, limited by himself. As such, it emphasises caution, and focuses not merely upon the achievement of long-term objectives, but also upon the resolution of more immediate difficulties. Given that, in the absence of a resolution of such difficulties, longer-term objectives are liable to be unachievable, realism would seem to offer a more effective strategy of transition than reflectivism itself. Whereas, in constructivism, such strategies are divorced from an awareness of the immediate problems which obstruct such efforts, and, in critical theoretical perspectives, they are divorced from the current realities of international politics altogether, realism's emphasis on first addressing the immediate obstacles to development ensures that it at least generates strategies which offer us a tangible path to follow. If these strategies perhaps lack the visionary appeal of reflectivist proposals, emphasising simply the necessity of a restrained, moderate diplomacy in order to ameliorate conflicts between states, to foster a degree of mutual understanding in international relations, and, ultimately, to develop a sense of community which might underlie a more comprehensive international society, they at least seek to take advantage of the possibilities of reform in the current international system without jeopardising the possibilities of order. Realism's gradualist reformism, the careful tending of what it regards as an essentially organic process, ultimately suggests the basis for a more sustainable strategy for reform than reflectivist perspectives, however dramatic, can offer. For the realist, then, if rationalist theories prove so conservative as to make their adoption problematic, critical theories prove so progressive as to make their adoption unattractive. If the former can justifiably be criticised for seeking to make a far from ideal order work more efficiently, thus perpetuating its existence and legitimating its errors, reflectivist theory can equally be criticised for searching for a tomorrow which may never exist, thereby endangering the possibility of establishing any form of stable order in the here and now. Realism's distinctive contribution thus lies in its attempt to drive a path between the two, a path which, in the process, suggests the basis on which some form of synthesis between rationalism and reflectivism might be achieved. Oriented in its genesis towards addressing the shortcomings in an idealist transformatory project, it is centrally motivated by a concern to reconcile vision with practicality, to relate utopia and reality. Unifying a technical and a practical stance, it combines aspects of the positivist methodology employed by problem-solving theory with the interpretative stance adopted by critical theory, avoiding the monism of perspective which leads to the self-destructive conflict between the two. Ultimately, it can simultaneously acknowledge the possibility of change in the structure of the international system and the need to probe the limits of the possible, and yet also question the proximity of any international transformation, emphasise the persistence of problems after such a transformation, and serve as a reminder of the need to grasp whatever semblance of order can be obtained in the mean time. Indeed, it is possible to say that realism is uniquely suited to serve as such an orientation. Simultaneously to critique contemporary resolutions of the problem of political authority as unsatisfactory and yet to support them as an attainable measure of order in an unstable world involves one in a contradiction which is difficult to accept. Yet, because it grasps the essential ambiguity of the political, and adopts imperfectionism as its dominant motif, realism can relate these two tasks in a way which allows neither to predominate, achieving, if not a reconciliation, then at least a viable synthesis. 66 Perhaps the most famous realist refrain is that all politics are power politics. It is the all that is important here. Realism lays claim to a relevance across systems, and because it relies on a conception of human nature, rather than a historically specific structure of world politics, it can make good on this claim. If its observations about human nature are even remotely accurate, the problems that it addresses will transcend contingent formulations of the problem of political order. Even in a genuine cosmopolis, conflict might become technical, but it would not be eliminated altogether.67 The primary manifestations of power might become more economic or institutional rather than (para)military, but, where disagreements occur and power exists, the employment of the one to ensure the satisfactory resolution of the other is inevitable short of a wholesale transformation of human behaviour. Power is ultimately of the essence of politics; it is not something which can be banished, only tamed and restrained. As a result, realism achieves a universal relevance to the problem of political action which allows it to relate the reformist zeal of critical theory, without which advance would be impossible, with the problem-solver's sensible caution that, before reform is attempted, whatever measure of security is possible under contemporary conditions must first be ensured.
Alt fails

Their fantasy of an escape from the dirty hands of institutional reform enables boundless violence – our evidence is comparative on timeframe, probability, and magnitude. 

Rasch, 05, William, Ph.D. in Germanic Studies – Indiana, ‘5 (South Atlantic Quarterly 104:2, Spring, lexis) 

What Schmitt describes as an enviable achievement—that is, the balanced order of restrained violence within Europe—presupposed the consignment of unrestrained violence to the rest of the world. That is, desired restraint was founded upon sanctioned lack of restraint. If Schmitt, by concentrating on the development of European international law after the religious civil wars, highlights an admirable local result of a disagreeable global process, this can be attributed to his explicit Eurocentrism. But even non- Eurocentrics may be dismayed by the twentieth-century reintroduction of unrestricted violence within Europe itself. The epitome of this return of the repressed may be the midcentury death camp, as Giorgio Agamben maintains, 9 but its initial breakthrough is the Great War of the century’s second decade. For how else can one explain that a traditional European power struggle that started in 1914 as a war fought for state interest should end in 1918–19 as a war fought by ‘‘civilization’’ against its ‘‘barbarian’’ other? And how else can one explain that we have been so eager to replicate this distinction in every war we have fought ever since? If, in other words, we are rightly horrified by the distinction between civilized and uncivilized when it is used to describe the relationship of Old Europe and its colonial subjects, and if we are rightly horrified by the distinction between the human and the in- or subhuman when it is used to discriminate against blacks, Jews, Gypsies, and other so-called undesirables, then why do we persist today in using these very distinctions when combating our latest enemies? Is it merely ironic or in fact profoundly symptomatic that those who most vehemently affirm universal symmetry (equality, democracy) are also more often than not the ones who opt for the most asymmetrical means of locating enemies and conducting war—that is, just wars fought for a just cause? But how are we to respond? For those who say there is no war and who yet find themselves witnessing daily bloodshed, Adornoian asceticism (refraining from participating in the nihilism of the political) or Benjaminian weak, quasi, or other messianism (waiting for the next incarnation of the historical subject [the multitudes?] or the next proletarian general strike [the event?]) would seem to be the answer. To this, however, those who say there is a war can respond only with bewilderment. Waiting for a ‘‘completely new politics’’ 10 and completely new political agents, waiting for the event and the right moment to name it, or waiting for universal ontological redemption feels much like waiting for the Second Coming, or, more accurately, for Godot. And have we not all grown weary of waiting? The war we call ‘‘the political,’’ whether nihilist or not, happily goes on while we watch Rome burn. As Schmitt wrote of the relationship of early Christianity to the Roman Empire, ‘‘The belief that a restrainer holds back the end of the world provides the only bridge between the notion of an eschatological paralysis of all human events and a tremendous historical monolith like that of the Christian empire of the Germanic kings’’ (60).One does not need to believe in the virtues of that particular ‘‘historical monolith’’ to understand the dangers of eschatological paralysis. But as Max Weber observed firsthand, ascetic quietude leads so often, so quickly, and so effortlessly to the chiliastic violence that knows no bounds;11 and as we have lately observed anew, the millennial messianism of imperial rulers and nomadic partisans alike dominates the contemporary political landscape. The true goal of those who say there is no war is to eliminate the war that actually exists by eliminating those Lyons and Tygers and other Savage Beasts who say there is a war. This war is the truly savage war. It is the war we witness today. No amount of democratization, pacification, or Americanization will mollify its effects, because democratization, pacification, and Americanization are among the weapons used by those who say there is no war to wage their war to end all war. What is to be done? If you are one who says there is a war, and if you say it not because you glory in it but because you fear it and hate it, then your goal is to limit it and its effects, not eliminate it, which merely intensifies it, but limit it by drawing clear lines within which it can be fought, and clear lines between those who fight it and those who don’t, lines between friends, enemies, and neutrals, lines between combatants and noncombatants. There are, of course, legitimate doubts about whether those ideal lines could ever be drawn again; nevertheless, the question that we should ask is not how can we establish perpetual peace, but rather a more modest one: Can symmetrical relationships be guaranteed only by asymmetrical ones? According to Schmitt, historically this has been the case. ‘‘The traditional Eurocentric order of international law is foundering today, as is the old nomos of the earth. This order arose from a legendary and unforeseen discovery of a new world, from an unrepeatable historical event. Only in fantastic parallels can one imagine a modern recurrence, such as men on their way to the moon discovering a new and hitherto unknown planet that could be exploited freely and utilized effectively to relieve their struggles on earth’’ (39). We have since gone to the moon and have found nothing on the way there to exploit. We may soon go to Mars, if current leaders have their way, but the likelihood of finding exploitable populations seems equally slim. Salvation through spatially delimited asymmetry, even were it to be desired, is just not on the horizon. And salvation through globalization, that is, through global unity and equality, is equally impossible, because today’s asymmetry is not so much a localization of the exception as it is an invisible generation of the exception from within that formal ideal of unity, a generation of the exception as the difference between the human and the inhuman outlaw, the ‘‘Savage Beast, with whom Men can have no Society nor Security.’’ We are, therefore, thrown back upon ourselves, which is to say, upon those artificial ‘‘moral persons’’ who act as our collective political identities. They used to be called states. What they will be called in the future remains to be seen. But, if we think to establish a differentiated unity of discrete political entities that once represented for Schmitt ‘‘the highest form of order within the scope of human power,’’ then we must symmetrically manage the necessary pairing of inclusion and exclusion without denying the ‘‘forms of power and domination’’ that inescapably accompany human ordering. We must think the possibility of roughly equivalent power relations rather than fantasize the elimination of power from the political universe. This, conceivably, was also Schmitt’s solution. Whether his idea of the plurality of Großräume could ever be carried out under contemporary circumstances is, to be sure, more than a little doubtful, given that the United States enjoys a monopoly on guns, goods, and the Good, in the form of a supremely effective ideology of universal ‘‘democratization.’’ Still, we would do well to devise vocabularies that do not just emphatically repeat philosophically more sophisticated versions of the liberal ideology of painless, effortless, universal equality. The space of the political will never be created by a bloodless, Benjaminian divine violence. Nor is it to be confused with the space of the simply human. To dream the dreams of universal inclusion may satisfy an irrepressible human desire, but it may also always produce recurring, asphyxiating political nightmares of absolute exclusion. 
The alt is like a creepy Allegra commercial where French intellectuals run and laugh in the sunshine while the rest of the world burns. True criticism requires institutional engagement, not the moral hubris of their kritik. 

Rasch, 03, William, Ph.D. in Germanic Studies – Indiana, ‘3 (Cultural Critique 54, Spring, lexis) 

For Schmitt, to assume that one can derive morally correct political institutions from abstract, universal norms is to put the cart before the horse. The truly important question remains: who decides?15 What political power representing which political order defines terms like human rights and public reason, defines, in fact, what it means to be properly human? What political power distinguishes between the decent and the indecent, between those who police the world and those who are outlawed from it? Indeed, what political power decides what is and what is not political? Habermas’s contention that normative legality neutralizes the moral and the political and that therefore Schmitt “suppresses” the “decisive point,” namely, “the legal preconditions of an impartial judicial authority and a neutral system of criminal punishment” (1998, 200), is enough to make even an incurable skeptic a bit nostalgic for the old Frankfurt School distinction between affirmative and critical theory. One could observe, for instance, that the “universality” of human rights has a very particular base. As Habermas says: Asiatic societies cannot participate in capitalistic modernization without taking advantage of the achievements of an individualistic legal order. One cannot desire the one and reject the other. From the perspective of Asian countries, the question is not whether human rights, as part of an individualistic legal order, are compatible with the transmission of one’s own culture. Rather, the question is whether the traditional forms of political and societal integration can be reasserted against—or must instead be adapted to—the hard-to-resist imperatives of an economic modernization that has won approval on the whole. (2001, 124) Thus, despite his emphasis on procedure and the universality of his so-called discourse principle, the choice that confronts Asiatic societies or any other people is a choice between cultural identity and economic survival, between, in other words, cultural and physical extermination. As Schmitt said, the old Christian and civilizing distinction between believers and nonbelievers (Gläubigern and Nicht- Gläubigern) has become the modern, economic distinction between “creditors and debtors” (Gläubigern and Schuldnern). But while affirmative theorists like Habermas and Rawls are busy constructing the ideological scaffolding that supports the structure of the status quo, what role is there for the “critical” theorist to play? Despite the sanguine hopes of Hardt and Negri (2000) that “Empire” will all but spontaneously combust as a result of the irrepressible ur-desire of the multitude, can we seriously place our faith in some utopian grand alternative anymore, or in some revolutionary or therapeutic result based on the truth of critique that would allow us all, in the end, to sing in the sunshine and laugh everyday? Do, in fact, such utopian fantasies not lead to the moralizing hubris of a Rawls or a Habermas?16 In short, it is one thing to recognize the concealed, particular interests that govern the discourse and politics of human rights and quite another to think seriously about how things could be different, to imagine an international system that respected both the equality and the difference of states and/or peoples. Is it possible—and this is Todorov’s question—to value Vitoria’s principle of the “free circulation of men, ideas, and goods” and still also “cherish another principle, that of self-determination and noninterference” (Todorov 1984, 177)? The entire “Vitorian” tradition, from Scott to Habermas and Rawls, thinks not. Habermas, for instance, emphatically endorses the fact that “the erosion of the principle of nonintervention in recent decades has been due primarily to the politics of human rights” (1998, 147), a “normative” achievement that is not so incidentally correlated with a positive, economic fact: “In view of the subversive forces and imperatives of the world market and of the increasing density of worldwide networks of communication and commerce, the external sovereignty of states, however it may be grounded, is by now in any case an anachronism” (150). And opposition to this development is not merely anachronistic; it is illegitimate, not to be tolerated. So, for those who sincerely believe in American institutional, cultural, and moral superiority, the times could not be rosier. After all, when push comes to shove, “we” decide—not only about which societies are decent and which ones are not, but also about which acts of violence are “terrorist” and which compose the “gentle compulsion” of a “just war.” What, however, are those “barbarians” who disagree with the new world order supposed to do? With Agamben, they could wait for a “completely new politics” to come, but the contours of such a politics are unknown and will remain unknown until the time of its arrival. And that time, much like the second coming of Christ, seems infinitely deferrable. While they wait for the Benjaminian “divine violence” to sweep away the residual effects of the demonic rule of law (Benjamin 1996, 248–52), the barbarians might be tempted to entertain Schmitt’s rather forlorn fantasy of an egalitarian balance of power. Yet if the old, inner-European balance of power rested on an asymmetrical exclusion of the non-European world, it must be asked: what new exclusion will be necessary for a new balance, and is that new exclusion tolerable? At the moment, there is no answer to this question, only a precondition to an answer. If one wishes to entertain Todorov’s challenge of thinking both equality and difference, universal commerce of people and ideas as well as self-determination and nonintervention, then the concept of humanity must once again become the invisible and unsurpassable horizon of discourse, not its positive pole. The word “human,” to evoke one Wnal distinction, must once again become descriptive of a “fact” and not a “value.” Otherwise, whatever else it may be, the search for “human” rights will always also be the negative image of the relentless search for the “inhuman” other. 

Specific Solvency o/w the Link

Specific solvency outweighs general theory—theories are only as good as their applications and excessively generic arguments are a very weak form of reasoning. 

Zournazi and Massumi, 02 - , PhD in cultural theory, philosophy, and politics & professor of communications/literature at the University of Montreal – 2002 (Mary Zournazi and Brian Massumi, “Navigating Movements,” Hope: new philosophies for change)

Critical' practices aimed at increasing potentials for freedom and for movement are inadequate, because in order to critique something in any kind of definitive way you have to pin it down. In a way it is an almost sadistic enterprise that separates something out, attributes set characteristics to it, then applies a final judgment to it - objectifies it, in a moralising kind of way. I understand that using a 'critical method' is not the same as 'being critical'. But still I think there is always that moralising undertone to critique. Because of that, I think, it loses contact with other more moving dimensions of experience. It doesn't allow for other kinds of practices that might not have so much to do with mastery and judgment as with affective connection and abductive participation. The non-judgmental is interesting, you know, because you are always somehow implicated in trying to make judgments ... To not make judgments in critical thought is a very hard thing to do. It takes a lot courage to move in that direction, because othetwise ... Well, it requires a willingness to take risks, to make mistakes and even to come across as silly. A critical perspective that tries to come to a definitive judgment on something is always in some way a failure, because it is happening at a remove from the process it's judging. Something could have happened in the intervening time, or something barely perceptible might have been happening away from the centre of critical focus. These developments may become important later. The process of pinning down and separating out is also a weakness in judgment, because it doesn't allow for these seeds of change, connections in the making that might not be activated or obvious at the moment. In a sense, judgmental reason is an extremely weak form of thought, precisely because it is so sure of itself. This is not to say that it shouldn't be used. 

AT: "Agency"

Their agency arguments are utopian and can’t do anything about violence--it would require massive social engineering to make everyone think the way that idiots like bleiker and george do

O'Callaghan, 02  (Terry , lecturer in the school of International Relations at the University of South Australia, International Relations and the third debate, ed: Jarvis, 2002, p. 79-80)

Moving beyond realism, for George, also suggests the possibility of moving beyond conflict, into a new postmodern era that transcends the dialectic of opposition and confrontation. For George, thinking is a constructivist phenomenon that constitutes our reality: thinking makes it so.  If the outcome of realism has been the transmutation of reality into a war system, then it follows that postmodern thinking, with its emphasis on tolerance, emancipation, and equality, would help to transform this system into one that is dignified, peaceful, and substantially "less dangerous." But whatever one says about radical human agency and of its prospects for liberation, in practice emancipation will involve some degree of social engineering: inequalities have to be corrected, wrongs made right, and injustices corrected. The agents of global change, whoever they might be, will have to force some individuals and groups to do their bidding. In the end, legislative reform and the forced direction of groups and individuals are unavoidable realities. (George, 1994:219). Moreover, in situations where entrenched cultural and historical values collide, and this is a likely possibility from a theory that seeks to "help others speak for themselves," we might reasonably expect some degree of violence and have to tolerate it. George, however, refuses to explore these probabilities. Do the advocates of postmodern values, for example, take up arms against those who are unwilling to let "others" speak for themselves? If they do not, then their case has no real teeth. But if they do, they must, at some stage, sanction the use of force. This is a conundrum endemic to the theoretical architecture of postmodernism, and one George fails to tackle, indeed is reticent even to acknowledge. Clearly, however, George wants to defend the proposition that his "new world order" will be less than the new/old one of George Bush senior, the Clinton or of George Bush junior and the realists. But, again, he fails to demonstrate how his version of postmodernism can prevent the intrusion and corruption of its schema by violence or else justify the use of violence in pursuit of those ends he otherwise champions. He does neither. 

AT: Blinders Alt

Opening up space for new ways of knowing won't affect international violence

O'Callaghan, lecturer in IR, 02  (Terry , lecturer in the school of International Relations at the University of South Australia, International Relations and the third debate, ed: Jarvis, 2002, p. 80-81)

There are also a host of technological and logistical questions that plague George's scheme and make problematic his recommendations. For example, through what medium are those on the fringes of the international system going to speak to the world? Although it may be true that the third world has now been integrated into the global polity via the advent of technological innovations in communications, allowing for remote access to information sources and the Internet, it also remains true that the majority of those on the fringes continue to be disenfranchised from such mediums, whether as a result of a lack of economic resources, the prevalence of illiteracy, or social, cultural and political circumstances that systemically exclude, women (among others) from economic resources and certain political and social freedoms. Need we remind George that social, political, and individual autonomy is at a minimum in these parts of the world, and an intellectual approach as controversial as postmodernism is not likely to achieve the sorts of goals that George optimistically foreshadows. Indeed, on practical questions such as these, matters otherwise central to the success of postmodern visions, George prefers to be vague, suggesting instead that the intricacies of such details will somehow work themselves out in a manner satisfactory to all. Such a position reveals George's latent idealism and underscores how George's schema is an intellectual one: a theory of international politics written for other theorists of international politics. George's audience is thus a very limited and elite audience and begs the question of whether a senior, middle-class scholar in the intellectual heartland of Australia can do anything of real substance to aid the truly marginalized and oppressed. How is it possible to put oneself in the shoes of the "other," to advocate on his or her behalf, when such is done from a position of affluence, unrelated to and far removed from the experiences of those whom George otherwise champions? Ideals are all good and well, but it is hard to imagine that the computer keyboard is mightier than the sword, and hard to see how a small, elite, affluent assortment of intellectuals is going to generate the type of political momentum necessary to allow those on the fringes to speak and be heard! 1 . Moreover, why should we assume that states and individuals want to listen and will listen to what the marginalized and the oppressed have to say? There is precious little evidence to suggest that "listening" is something the advanced capitalist countries do very well at all. Indeed, one of the allegations so forcefully alleged by Muslim fundamentalists as justification for the terrorist attacks of September I I is precisely that the West, and America in particular, are deaf to the disenfranchised and impoverished in the world. Certainly, there are agencies and individuals who are sensitive to the needs of the "marginalized" and who champion institutional forums where indigenous voices can be heard. But on even the most optimistic reckoning, such forums and institutions represent the exception, not the rule, and remain in the minority if not dwarfed by those institutions that represent Western, first world interests. To be sure, this is a realist power-political image of the current configuration of the global polity, but one apparently, and ironically, endorsed by George if only because it speaks to the realities of the marginalized, the imposed silences, and the multitude of oppressions on which George founds his call for a postmodern ethic. Recognizing such realities, however, does not explain George's penchant for ignoring them entirely, especially in terms of the structural rigidities they pose for meaningful reform. Indeed, George's desire to move to a new "space beyond International Relations" smacks of wishful idealism, ignoring the current configuration of global political relations and power distribution; of the incessant ideological power of hyperindividualism, consumerism, advertising, Hollywood images, and fashion icons; and of the innate power bestowed on the (institutional) barons of global finance, trade, and transnational production. George seems to have little appreciation of the structural impediments such institutions pose for radical change of the type he so fiercely advocates. Revolutionary change of the kind desired by George ignores that fact that many individuals are not disposed to concerns beyond their family, friends, and daily work lives. And institutional, structural transformation requires organized effort, mass popular support, and dogged single-mindedness if societal norms are to be challenged, institutional reform enacted, consumer tastes altered, and political sensibilities reformed. Convincing Nike that there is something intrinsically wrong with paying Indonesian workers a few dollars a week to manufacture shoes for the global market requires considerably more effort than postmodern platitudes and/or moral indignation. The cycle of wealth creation and distribution that sees Michael Jordan receive multimillion dollar contracts to inspire demand for Nike products, while the foot soldiers in the factory eke out a meager existence producing these same products is not easily, or realistically, challenged by pronouncements of moving beyond International Relations to a new, nicer, gentler nirvana.  More generally, of course, what George fails to consider is the problem of apathy and of how we get people to care about the plight of others. What do we with the CEOs of multinational corporations, stockbrokers, accountants, ctory workers, and the unemployed, who, by and large, fail to consider the omeless and destitute in their own countries, let alone in places they have never isited and are never likely to visit? Moral indignation rarely translates into action, and apathy about the plight of others is a structural impediment as strong any idea, theory, or writing. What George's treatise thus fails to consider is how we overcome this, and how we get others to listen. He needs to explain how the social, political, psychological, and moral structures that define the parameters of existence for the many millions of ordinary citizens in the first world, and that deflects attention from the marginalized and the oppressed can be broken down. Unfortunately, there is little to indicate that George has thought much about this, suggesting that his commitment to postmodern theory is not likely to make much difference. In fact, in the academy the postmodern light is already beginning to dim in certain quarters, having registered scarcely a glimmer in the broader polity, where, if change was to ensue, it needed to burn brightly. Even among those versed in the nomenclature of scholarly debate, theorists of international politics remain skeptical of the value of postmodern discourse, by and large rejecting it. This does not portend well for postmodern visionaries and the future of postmodern discourse. But can George really be surprised by this? After all, his discourse indicts the "backward discipline" for complicity in crimes against humanity, calling for a repudiation of realism and with it a repudiation of the lifelong beliefs and writings of eminent theorists like Kenneth Waltz, Robert Gilpin, and Stephen Krasner who have otherwise defined the parameters of the discipline, its projects, and research agendas. Can George really expect discipline-wide capitulation to an intellectual diaspora that would see theorists repudiate their beliefs and works in order to take up the creed of postmodernism, as vague, open-ended, and indeterminate as it is? Without a clear and credible plan of how to get from "incarceration and closure" to intellectual freedom, creativity, and openness, George's postmodern musings have understandably attracted few disciples. 

**GLOBAL LOCAL**

Cede the Political

Grassroots activism fails – it is poorly structured and cannot fully inform people, destroying movements.

Stoker, 06 – Professor of Politics, University of Manchester (Gerry, “WHY POLITICS MATTERS: MAKING DEMOCRACY WORK”, 2006, Pg. 114-115)

There can be little doubt that the democratic world would be less rich and less open without the impact of this activism. However, there are a number of limitations to both its nature and scale. Although there is evidence of activists' influence and capacity to hold governments and business to account, the scale of activists' activities should not be overplayed; they are too few in number and restricted in membership to have the resources to achieve all their objectives. Two criticisms may also be made of the way they bring citizens into the political process. First, as Jan Aart Scholte argues, civil society institutions' often fall short on democratic credentials in their own behaviour' and some 'have been run with top-down managerial authoritarianism that stifles internal debate dissent' :38 Some advocates who have claimed to speak for the grass roots have actu​ally rarely ventured into the field. On the contrary, a number of jet-setting staff have lost touch with their notional beneficiaries as they fly from one global conference to the next.39  Some of the organizations involved are fronts for governments, or corpora​tions, families, political parties and foundations. Even those which are prop​erly autonomous are often not clear about how their leaders emerged and where their policy positions came from: the democratic credentials of these civil society organizations or networks cannot always be taken for granted. Global civil society in particular is often the preserve of professional activists.  Second, these organizations rely on the mass media - TV, radio and the press - to get their message out into the wider political world, and are prone to offer a rather simplistic understanding of political issues. As protest has got more global so the media appears to play a bigger and bigger part in getting the protesters out on the street and keeping the protest going. Protest as such has become as much a part of the world of spin and media manipu​lation as the more traditional practices of politics. The priorities of mobi​lization demand simple, easy messages, not an in-depth understanding of complex issues. As Martin Shaw points out, the argument over the Iraq War in 2003 showed how millions could respond in support of the simple demand to 'Stop the War' , but had little to say about what todo in the aftermath or whether leaving Saddam in power would have been better. We can draw the conclusion that  [A] mass demonstration is a blunt instrument. In an intense crisis, which poses one seemingly simple question above all others, such a movement allows large numbers of people to offer an answer and influence the more conventional political process ... but when issues become more complex ... this kind of movement becomes less relevant.  The mass mobilization runs out of steam, and a more specialized politics takes over once the energy and commitment of protesters can no longer be sustained. The problem with this kind of engagement is that it offers only an 'over-simplified politics':40 the engagement stops precisely at the moment that politics is designed to deal with, when conflicts are not clear cut and solutions are not obvious.  Protest movement politics can degenerate into a form of identity politics. People protest as a lifestyle statement because it tells us something about them rather than making any sustained contribution to the political process. Marilyn Taylor is right to argue that 'wearing the "t" shirt and identifying with campaigning organizations can still be an important form of political 'expression and identity' , but it is a limited and constrained form of engage​ment. Protest politics has an important place, and for a small group of activists it can provide an intense and extensive base for engagement. For most citizens, however, it provides just another opportunity to say what they care about and reinforce a sense of identity - one that they can take up or leave as they please. 
The refusal to engage in politics backfires—intellectuals become disempowered because they refuse to take action beyond local revolutions.

Grossberg, 92 (Lawrence, Morris Davis Professor of Communication Studies at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, “We Gotta Get Out of this Place: Popular Conservatism and Postmodern Culture”, pages 361-363)

﻿It is a question of the strategic deployment of the postmodern sensibility into everyday life, of the articulation of the very structures of everyday empowerment into larger structures of political disempowerment. By erasing anything but local antagonisms, people are disempowered by their search for empowerment, demobilized by their very mobility. Intellectuals have allowed theory to direct their work even when it contradicts the real demands of historical domination and oppression, as in the following double transformation of "power": Not the overt power of armies and governments, but the more subtle powers encoded in the social order of modernism which has positioned the experiences of being female, male, black and white, an artist, reader, writer, from First or Third World, as having an immovable and constitutive character.  Against these orders and powers, postmodernism has proposed a more multiplex, shifting, heterogeneous set of cultural relations that have persistently evaded stable and particular readings and meanings, have evaded the snares of grand systematic narratives, have challenged the hegemony of totalising doctrine and historically-rooted theory. In their desire to renounce vanguardism, hierarchy and authoritarianism, too many intellectuals have also renounced the value of intellectual and political authority. This renunciation of authority is predicated on a theoretical crisis of representation in which the authority of any knowledge is suspect, since all knowledge is historically determined and implicated in hierarchical relations of power. The political reflection of this suspicion is that structures and hierarchy are equated with domination. Intellectuals cannot claim to speak the "truth" of the world, and they cannot speak for or in the name of other people. There are only two strategies available to the critic. First, the ability to describe the reality of people's experience or position in the world can be given over entirely to the people who are the subjects of the analysis. They are "allowed" to speak for themselves within the intellectual's discourse. The critic merely inscribes the other's own sense of their place within and relationship to specific experiences and practices. 11 Second, the critic analyzes his or her own position self-reflexively, and its consequences for his or her study (i. e., my history and position have determined the inevitable failure of my authority) but without privileging that position. 12 In either case, there is little room for the critic's own authority. While such a moment of intellectual suspicion is necessary, it goes too far when it assumes that all knowledge claims are equally unjustified and unjustifiable, leaving the critic to celebrate difference and a radical and pluralist relativism. The fact of contextual determination does not by itself mean that all knowledge claims are false, nor does it mean that all such claims are equally invalid or useless responses to a particular context. It need not entail relativism. The fact that specific discourses are articulated into relations of power does not mean that these relations are necessary or guaranteed, nor that all knowledges are equally bad-and to be opposed-for even if they are implicated with particular structures of power, there is no reason to assume that all structures of power are equally bad. Such an assumption would entail the futility of political struggle and the end of history . This is the conundrum of the intellectual Left, for you can't have knowledge without standards and authority. Similarly, although all structures of commonality, normality and the sacred may be suspect, social existence itself is impossible without at least the imagination of such possibilities.

Local movements breed inaction and corruption because of the refusal to tie themselves to a national agenda.

Grossberg, 92 (Lawrence, Morris Davis Professor of Communication Studies at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, “We Gotta Get Out of this Place: Popular Conservatism and Postmodern Culture”, page 258)

This is precisely the paradox at the heart of contemporary U.S. politics and of the new conservatism's successes. A large proportion of the population is outraged by at least some of what is going on, yet-with the exception of those active on the Right-they remain largely inactive and uncommitted. There is a feeling of helplessness: what can anyone do? Even if you could get enough people involved, would it do any' good? And if it did, then the whole thing would no doubt be quickly corrupted by its own success. When people do protest or struggle, it is often so specific and local that it cannot be mobilized into a larger national alliance. The depoliticization of the population, its disinvestment from active political issues and struggles-its apathy, as it were-is very real and I believe that it has to be constantly produced. This is at least one crucial element within the contemporary hegemonic struggle. 

Local movements get co-opted by a conservative agenda—Earth Day proves.

Grossberg, 92 (Lawrence, Morris Davis Professor of Communication Studies at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, “We Gotta Get Out of this Place: Popular Conservatism and Postmodern Culture”, pages 278-279)

﻿The new conservatism embodies, not a political rebellion but a rebellion against politics. It makes politics into an other, located on the other side of the frontier. Anyone who actually talks about serious problems and their solutions is a dreamer; anyone who celebrates the mood in which the problem is at once terrifying and boring is a realist. It is no longer believing too strongly that is dangerous, but actually thinking that one is supposed to make one's dreams come true. The failure of Earth Day cannot be explained by merely pointing to its status as a feel-good media event, nor by pointing out the increasingly hypocritical appropriation of "green politics" by corporate polluters. It is rather that ecology, like any "politics," has become a question of attitude and investment, as if investing in the "correct" ideological beliefs, even demonstrating it, was an adequate construction of the political. Within the new conservative articulation of the frontier, political positions only exist as entirely affective investments, separated from any ability to act. 

2AC: Empire Turn

The imperial machine operates because of futile local resistance

Hardt and Nergi, 2000 - Political Philosopher Based at Duke University and Marxist Philosopher

(Antonio and Michael, “Empire”, Harvard University Press) // MDP

This new framework of legitimacy includes new forms and new articulations of the exercise of legitimate force. During its formation, the new power must demonstrate the effectiveness of its force at the same time that the bases of its legitimation are being constructed. In fact, the legitimacy of the new power is in part based directly on the effectiveness of its use of force. The way the effectiveness of the new power is demonstrated has nothing to do with the old international order that is slowly dying away; nor has it much use for the instruments the old order left behind. The deployments of the imperial machine are defined by a whole series of new characteristics, such as the unbounded terrain of its activities, the singularization and symbolic localization of its actions, and the connection of repressive action to all the aspects of the biopolitical structure of society. For lack of a better term we continue to call these "interventions." This is merely a terminological and not a conceptual deficiency, for these are not really interventions into independent juridical territories but rather actions within a unified world by the ruling structure of production and communication. In effect, intervention has been internalized and universalized. 

Empire can only be confronted on a global scale – localized action inevitably fails

Hardt and Nergi, 2000 - Political Philosopher Based at Duke University and Marxist Philosopher

(Antonio and Michael, “Empire”, Harvard University Press) // MDP

Our study set out from the hypothesis that the power of Empire and the mechanisms of imperial sovereignty can be understood only when confronted on the most general scale, in their globality. We believe that toward the end of challenging and resisting Empire and its world market, it is necessary to pose any alternative at an equally global level. Any proposition of a particular community in isolation, defined in racial, religious, or regional terms, "delinked" from Empire, shielded from its powers by fixed boundaries, is destined to end up as a kind of ghetto. Empire cannot be resisted by a project aimed at a limited, local autonomy. We cannot move back to any previous social form, nor move forward in isolation. Rather, we must push through Empire to come out the other side. Deleuze and Guattari argued that rather than resist capital's globalization, we have to accelerate the process. "But which," they ask, "is the revolutionary path? Is there one?-To withdraw from the world market . . ? Or might it be to go in the opposite direction? To go still further, that is, in the movement of the market, of decoding and deterritorialization?"[1] Empire can be effectively contested only on its own level of generality and by pushing the processes that it offers past their present limitations. We have to accept that challenge and learn to think globally and act globally. Globalization must be met with a counter-globalization, Empire with a counter-Empire.

2AC: Cap Boost Turn

Localized action props up a global capitalist hierarchy.

Hardt and Nergi, 2000- Political Philosopher Based at Duke University and Marxist Philosopher

(Antonio and Michael, “Empire”, Harvard University Press) // MDP

Left that has followed the 1960s, a large portion of critical thought, both in the dominant countries of capitalist development and in the subordinated ones, has sought to recompose sites of resistance that are founded on the identities of social subjects or national and regional groups, often grounding political analysis on the localization of struggles. Such arguments are sometimes constructed in terms of "place-based" movements or politics, in which the boundaries of place (conceived either as identity or as territory) are posed against the undifferentiated and homogeneous space of global networks.[2] At other times such political arguments draw on the long tradition of Leftist nationalism in which (in the best cases) the nation is conceived as the primary mechanism of def ense against the domination of foreign and/or global capital. [3] Today the operative syllogism at the heart of the various forms of "local" Leftist strategy seems to be entirely reactive: If capitalist domination is becoming ever more global, then our resistances to it must defend the local and construct barriers to capital's accelerating flows. From this perspective, the real globalization of capital and the constitution of Empire must be considered signs of dispossession and defeat. We maintain, however, that today this localist position, although we admire and respect the spirit of some of its proponents, is both false and damaging. It is false first of all because the problem is poorly posed. In many characterizations the problem rests on a false dichotomy between the global and the local, assuming that the global entails homogenization and undifferentiated identity whereas the local preserves heterogeneity and difference. Often implicit in such arguments is the assumption that the differences of the local are in some sense natural, or at least that their origin remains beyond question. Local differences preexist the present scene and must be defended or protected against the intrusion of globalization. It should come as no surprise, given such assumptions, that many defenses of the local adopt the terminology of traditional ecology or even identify this "local" political project with the defense of nature and biodiversity. This view can easily devolve into a kind of primordialism that fixes and romanticizes social relations and identities. What needs to be addressed, instead, is precisely the production of locality, that is, the social machines that create and recreate the identities and differences that are understood as the local.[4] The differences of locality are neither preexisting nor natural but rather effects of a regime of production. Globality similarly should not be understood in terms of cultural, political, or economic homogenization. Globalization, like localization, should be understood instead as a regime of the production of identity and difference, or really of homogenization and heterogenization. The better framework, then, to designate the distinction between the global and the local might refer to different networks of flows and obstacles in which the local moment or perspective gives priority to the reterritorializing barriers or boundaries and the global moment privileges the mobility of deterritorializing flows. It is false, in any case, to claim that we can (re)establish local identities that are in some sense outside and protected against the global flows of capital and Empire. 

Localization can be come  vehicle for imperial oppression—they type of policy, not the type of administration matters. 

Hardt and Nergi, 2000 - Political Philosopher Based at Duke University and Marxist Philosopher

(Antonio and Michael, “Empire”, Harvard University Press) // MDP

This Leftist strategy of resistance to globalization and defense of locality is also damaging because in many cases what appear as local identities are not autonomous or self-determining but actually feed into and support the development of the capitalist imperial machine. The globalization or deterritorialization operated by the imperial machine is not in fact opposed to localization or reterritorialization, but rather sets in play mobile and modulating circuits of differentiation and identification. The strategy of local resistance misidentifies and thus masks the enemy. We are by no means opposed to the globalization of relationships as such-in fact, as we said, the strongest forces of Leftist internationalism have effectively led this process. The enemy, rather, is a specific regime of global relations that we call Empire. More important, this strategy of defending the local is damaging because it obscures and even negates the real alternatives and the potentials for liberation that exist within Empire. We should be done once and for all with the search for an outside, a standpoint that imagines a purity for our politics. It is better both theoretically and practically to enter the terrain of Empire and confront its homogenizing and heterogenizing flows in all their complexity, grounding our analysis in the power of the global multitude. 

2AC: Morality Turn

We have a moral obligation to the global community, where we were born and where we live are all just accidents.
Nussbaum, 94 – Professor of Law and Ethics at University of Chicago Law School
(Martha, “Patriotism and Cosmopolitanism,” The Boston Review,  www.soci.niu.edu/~phildept/Kapitan /nussbaum1.html)

<Asked where he came from, the ancient Greek Cynic philosopher Diogenes replied, "I am a citizen of the world." He meant by this, it appears, that he refused to be defined by his local origins and local group memberships, so central to the self-image of a conventional Greek male; he insisted on defining himself in terms of more universal aspirations and concerns. The Stoics who followed his lead developed his image of the kosmou politês or world citizen more fully, arguing that each of us dwells, in effect, in two communities -- the local community of our birth, and the community of human argument and aspiration that "is truly great and truly common, in which we look neither to this corner nor to that, but measure the boundaries of our nation by the sun" (Seneca, De Otio). It is this community that is, most fundamentally, the source of our moral obligations. With respect to the most basic moral values such as justice, "we should regard all human beings as our fellow citizens and neighbors" (Plutarch, On the Fortunes of Alexander). We should regard our deliberations as, first and foremost, deliberations about human problems of people in particular concrete situations, not problems growing out of a national identity that is altogether unlike that of others. Diogenes knew that the invitation to think as a world citizen was, in a sense, an invitation to be an exile from the comfort of patriotism and its easy sentiments, to see our own ways of life from the point of view of justice and the good. The accident of where one is born is just that, an accident; any human being might have been born in any nation. Recognizing this, his Stoic successors held, we should not allow differences of nationality or class or ethnic membership or even gender to erect barriers between us and our fellow human beings. We should recognize humanity wherever it occurs, and give its fundamental ingredients, reason and moral capacity, our first allegiance and respect. >

Working global allows us to have self-knowledge, solve our problems better, and allows us to recognize the value of each and every person
Nussbaum, 94 – Professor of Law and Ethics at University of Chicago Law School
(Martha, “Patriotism and Cosmopolitanism,” The Boston Review,  www.soci.niu.edu/~phildept/Kapitan /nussbaum1.html)

<Stoics who hold that good civic education is education for world citizenship recommend this attitude on three grounds. First, they hold that the study of humanity as it is realized in the whole world is valuable for self-knowledge: we see ourselves more clearly when we see our ways in relation to those of other reasonable people.  Second, they argue, as does Tagore, that we will be better able to solve our problems if we face them in this way. No theme is deeper in Stoicism than the damage done by faction and local allegiances to the political life of a group. Political deliberation, they argue, is sabotaged again and again by partisan loyalties, whether to one's team at the Circus or to one's nation. Only by making our fundamental allegiance that to the world community of justice and reason do we avoid these dangers.  Finally, they insist that the stance of the kosmou politês is intrinsically valuable. For it recognizes in persons what is especially fundamental about them, most worthy of respect and acknowledgment: their aspirations to justice and goodness and their capacities for reasoning in this connection. This aspect may be less colorful than local or national traditions and identities -- and it is on this basis that the young wife in Tagore's novel spurns it in favor of qualities in the nationalist orator Sandip that she later comes to see as superficial; it is, the Stoics argue, both lasting and deep.>  

Global Good

Reform must come from within the system – the government is needed for substantive change

Taylor, 2K – Oshkosh Foundation Professor of Religion and Social Ethics, and Director of Environmental Studies at the University of Wisconsin (Bron, Beneath the Surface, 2000, pg. 282)//NHH 

Certainly the resistance of civil society to globalization and its destructive inertia is honorable and important, even a part of a wider sustainability strategy. But there will be no victories over globalization and corporate capitalism, and no significant progress toward sustainability, without new forms of interna​tional, enforceable, global environmental governance. Indeed, without new restraints on power, both within nations and internationally, the most beautiful bioregional experiments and models will be overwhelmed and futile.  Even bioregional deep ecologists deeply committed to this new Green ideol​ogy sometimes realize that lasting victories must be gained through legislation or secured in the courts. The history of environmental politics ill the United States certainly demonstrates that, contrary to bioregional ideology, it is often people far away who care more for specific places than those near them. This dynamic is apparent in federal legislation and judicial rulings; they have repeat​edly provided wildlands greater protection from local extractive interests than would have been the case were such places left exclusively under local jurisdic​tion." It is curious to me that so few bioregional deep ecologists notice the irony when their adversaries in the "wise use" movement parrot their primary political objective, decentralization and local control." Such realities provide ample reason for skepticism that decentralization along bioregional lines will bring the desired transformations, at least in the foreseeable future. 


Global planning and global knowledge are key to survival.  
Nussbaum, 94 – Professor of Law and Ethics at University of Chicago Law School
(Martha, “Patriotism and Cosmopolitanism,” The Boston Review,  www.soci.niu.edu/~phildept/Kapitan /nussbaum1.html)

<We make headway solving problems that require international cooperation. The air does not obey national boundaries. This simple fact can be, for children, the beginning of the recognition that, like it or not, we live in a world in which the destinies of nations are closely intertwined with respect to basic goods and survival itself. The pollution of third-world nations who are attempting to attain our high standard of living will, in some cases, end up in our air. No matter what account of these matters we will finally adopt, any intelligent deliberation about ecology -- as, also, about the food supply and population -- requires global planning, global knowledge, and the recognition of a shared future. >

Local Fails

Local action fails – business and governments will prevent successful environmental solutions

Held, 08 – Editor of the Environmental Activism Guide

(Tamilla Held is the editor of the Environmental Activism Guide. “Environmental Activism guide” June 15, 2008) http://uk.oneworld.net/guides/environmentalactivism//DMS

Social justice issues come to the fore in local campaigning. Over recent years local communities have become increasingly active in finding their own solutions to their immediate environmental and social problems. However, typically lacking financial muscle and awareness of their rights, local activists all too often face prosecution by corrupt governments and businesses. The fight for the environment, especially at grassroots level, is inseparable from the fight for the human rights.     The eco-justice movement links the goal of environmental protection to the goals of social justice, peace, and the recognition of the rights of all marginalized and underprivileged people. Environmental action has to be driven by a strong understanding of what is just and fair, and be delivered through democratic institutions, such as representative grassroots organizations which have an immediate stake in the local environment. There are too many examples of solutions which merely drive the problem away from rich to poor communities.   Failures of eco-justice are also to be found at international level, in the abuse of the developing world by rich countries. From toxic waste dumped on the beaches of Somalia, a country with no government, to the attempted decommissioning of an asbestos-ridden French warship in an Indian dockyard, developing countries find themselves treated as second class environmental citizens. Climate change, the footprint of the rich on the poor, is the ultimate expression of environmental injustice.  

Perm

Local resistance must be combined with larger struggles to be effective. 

Gills – 02 [Barry K, Chair of the World Historical Systems theory group of the International Studies Association and a faculty affiliate of the Globalization Research Center of the University of Hawaii, “Democratizing Globalization and Globalizing Democracy, May, Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, May]


In this sense, we may conclude that we are living through the (gradual or sudden?) demise of the old world order and the (slow or sudden?) birth of a new one. Economically, this new order is based on an increased level of global economic integration and unison. Politically, however, it is premised on the need to translate grassroots participatory political action into increasingly popular democratic forms of governance at local, national, regional, and global levels (Gills 2000c; 2001). Moreover, it is also based on a real need to combine the peoples and social forces of North and South in new ways, bringing together new coalitions drawn from movements around the world. The governments and the corporations of the world must now listen to and accommodate the demands of the peoples of the whole world, who represent the voice of the governed. This new reality, which in my view is an objective one and not mere idealism, therefore requires a new [*169] paradigm. This new paradigm of world order must be based profoundly on multicivilizational dialogue and universal inclusion. Rather than a political order based on one nation, we are moving toward the need for a political order based on one humanity, and only democratic norms can accommodate such a form of governance.


Local struggles are not enough—global impacts require large-scale responses too. 
Best and Kellner, 01 - Assoc. Prof Phil. and Human. U Texas and Phil. Of Ed. Chair – 2001 (Steven and Douglas, “Postmodern Politics and the Battle for the Future,” Illuminations, http://www.uta.edu/huma/illuminations/kell28.htm)

The emphasis on local struggles and micropower, cultural politics which redefine the political, and attempts to develop political forms relevant to the problems and developments of the contemporary age is extremely valuable, but there are also certain limitations to the dominant forms of postmodern politics. While an emphasis on micropolitics and local struggles can be a healthy substitute for excessively utopian and ambitious political projects, one should not lose sight that key sources of political power and oppression are precisely the big targets aimed at by modern theory, including capital, the state, imperialism, and patriarchy. Taking on such major targets involves coalitions and multi-front struggle, often requiring a politics of alliance and solidarity that cuts across group identifications to mobilize sufficient power to struggle against, say, the evils of capitalism or the state.  Thus, while today we need the expansion of localized cultural practices, they attain their real significance only within the struggle for the transformation of society as a whole. Without this systemic emphasis, cultural and identity politics remain confined to the margins of society and are in danger of degenerating into narcissism, hedonism, aestheticism, or personal therapy, where they pose no danger and are immediately coopted by the culture industries. 

Global resistance needed to create broad coalitions.
Gills, 02 – (Barry K, Chair of the World Historical Systems theory group of the International Studies Association and a faculty affiliate of the Globalization Research Center of the University of Hawaii, “Democratizing Globalization and Globalizing Democracy, May, Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, May)
In this sense, we may conclude that we are living through the (gradual or sudden?) demise of the old world order and the (slow or sudden?) birth of a new one. Economically, this new order is based on an increased level of global economic integration and unison. Politically, however, it is premised on the need to translate grassroots participatory political action into increasingly popular democratic forms of governance at local, national, regional, and global levels (Gills 2000c; 2001). Moreover, it is also based on a real need to combine the peoples and social forces of North and South in new ways, bringing together new coalitions drawn from movements around the world. The governments and the corporations of the world must now listen to and accommodate the demands of the peoples of the whole world, who represent the voice of the governed. This new reality, which in my view is an objective one and not mere idealism, therefore requires a new [*169] paradigm. This new paradigm of world order must be based profoundly on multicivilizational dialogue and universal inclusion. Rather than a political order based on one nation, we are moving toward the need for a political order based on one humanity, and only democratic norms can accommodate such a form of governance.

Perm (DeLuca Specific)

Perm – do both – a coordination of local and global action avoids the disadvantages of solely local action

Retzinger, 99 – Professor at the University of California Berkley (Jean P.  “Making Connections: Examining Global and Local Activism in the Scholarship of Kevin Michael DeLuca and Tarla Rai Peterson”, http://www.esf.edu/ecn/downloads/ecd02_retzinger.pdf)

The second task DeLuca identifies for critical rhetoricians is to “make connections among local struggles”

(153). DeLuca again is engaged here in a debate with “sympathetic critics” (81) like Harvey and Jameson who

challenge the effectiveness of local activism. Harvey, for example, perceives community-based activism as

vulnerable to “parochialism, myopia, and self-referentiality” and in which “respect for others gets mutilated in the

fires of competition between the fragments” (Harvey 351). DeLuca cites Jameson’s claim that “’the crucial issue in

the politics of the postmodern’ is the inability to coordinate local and global struggles” (82). Yet rather than

questioning the very concept of a “global struggle” or Jameson’s assertion that such local and global coordination is either possible or necessary, DeLuca edges away from celebrating place-based, local activism towards privileging “larger-than-local discourses” (82).

The alternative fails – it leads to a denaturing of context and serves to obliterate groups

Retzinger, 99 – Professor at the University of California Berkley (Jean P.  “Making Connections: Examining Global and Local Activism in the Scholarship of Kevin Michael DeLuca and Tarla Rai Peterson”, http://www.esf.edu/ecn/downloads/ecd02_retzinger.pdf) // MDP

DeLuca specifically challenges Harvey’s concerns about the consequences of postmodernism for politics or social movements. In contrast to Harvey’s contention that “fetishizing locality and place lead to an incoherent politics that isolates and disempowers local resistances while aiding global corporate capitalism,” DeLuca instead wonders if the condition of postmodernity could instead “offer hope for a radical democratic politics” (64).Concurring that the re-conceptualization of space and time is a defining characteristic of postmodernism, DeLuca argues that the “postmodern social field” in which radical environmental groups operate offers significant advantages, most notably a “distrust of grand narratives like progress and the valorization of the local” (152). But these advantages are jeopardized by the “denaturing of context,” or, as Katherine Hayles puts it, a state in which “contemporary Americans live ‘within the context of no context” (quoted in DeLuca 152-53). DeLuca  himself points to the fact that “the postmodern compression of space . . . leads us to metaphorically conceive of our world as a ‘global village’ or ‘spaceship earth’” which serves to “obliterate particular places” (152). And the rhetoric of the global, DeLuca continues, “puts radical environmental groups at a distinct disadvantage” (152-53). But to support this point, he cites Harvey’s contention that environmental groups are “generally better at organizing in and dominating place than they are at commanding space” (Harvey quoted in DeLuca 152-53). Somewhat surprisingly, rather than directly questioning the merit of the goal implicit in this statement--or even critiquing the “enlightenment” language Harvey employs here—DeLuca repeats this statement twice on a single page before identifying “the needs to learn from history and to make connections among local struggles” (153) as the vital tasks for critical rhetoricians.

This recreates past failed movements

Esteva and Prakash, 98 – President of the 5th World Congress on Rural Sociology and Professor of Educational Theory at the University of Pennsylvania State (Gustavo and Madhu Suri, “Grassroots Post-Modernism – Remaking the Soil of Cultures”, Page 20)//MDP

Until now, however, it appears as if most of the social movements or campaigns trying to resist the new "global" phenomena have proven to be highly ineffective. Some of them are even counterproductive, getting the opposite of what they are looking for; rooting and deepening in people and society the very evils against which they are struggling. True, many workers' strikes do succeed in protecting Jobs or pension plans. At the same time, however, they also legitimize and consolidate the policies and orientations creating unemployment or dismantling the welfare state. Amongst the people struggling for some security in their lives, many assume that they have no more than one political option: that the best they can do is to protect their own situation; get some compensation for what they are losing; and hope that the promises offered in exchange for their sacrifices will one day be fulfilled. Such beliefs reinforce the "Global Project." 

**HARDT AND NEGRI/EMPIRE**

Globalization Good

Globalization increases world prosperity and freedom.

Balakrishnan, 2000 (Political Science Professor at University of Chicago and member of the editorial board of New Left Review, Gopal, “Hardt and Negri’s Empire”, New Left Review, September-October, http://newleftreview.org/A2275)

Inseparable from the failure to think politically, Hardt and Negri, like the rioters endlessly disrupting World Trade Organization meetings, offer no evidence to support their basic charge that economic globalization is causing wide–scale planetary misery. Predictably, this past summer, as the G–8 meeting got underway in Genoa, Italy, the New York Times chose these two “joyful” Communists to write a lengthy op–ed extolling the virtues of anti–globalization rioters. The truth about globalization is exactly the reverse of what Hardt and Negri assert. Globalization is dramatically increasing world prosperity and freedom. As the Economist’s John Micklethwait and Adrian Wooldridge point out, in the half century since the foundation of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), the world economy has expanded six–fold, in part because trade has increased 1,600 percent; nations open to trade grow nearly twice as fast as those that aren’t; and World Bank data show that during the past decade of accelerated economic globalization, approximately 800 million people escaped poverty.]

Globalization allows for justice, solidarity, and democracy. 

Gills –02 [Barry K, Chair of the World Historical Systems theory group of the International Studies Association and a faculty affiliate of the Globalization Research Center of the University of Hawaii, “Democratizing Globalization and Globalizing Democracy, May, Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, May]
If there is global capitalism, then the system gives rise to and in fact requires fundamental counterparts, including global justice, global solidarity, global democracy, and global citizenship, the last of these perhaps being especially significant. We need a credible political theory of global democracy based on the new concept of global citizenship rather than merely a pragmatic problem-solving approach. If democracy is a process of building countervailing powers, then the democratic theory we have at present, which is based on countries and their domestic political order, must be transposed to the global level. To do so, we must also elevate or transpose the classic enlightenment democratic ideals of equality, justice, solidarity (fraternity), and liberty to the global level. 

Globalization is inevitable and key to spreading democracy and community empowerment. 

Gills –02  [Barry K, Chair of the World Historical Systems theory group of the International Studies Association and a faculty affiliate of the Globalization Research Center of the University of Hawaii, “Democratizing Globalization and Globalizing Democracy, May, Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, May]
Thus, there is likewise a historical dialectic between globalization and democratization, a process that is unavoidable. I firmly believe, on both historical and moral grounds, that this historical dialectic leads strongly, even inexorably, toward the practices and theory of global democracy, that is, to the globalization of democracy and the democratization of globalization. Insofar as neoliberal economic globalization has succeeded, it creates the conditions for further critical social responses that lead to renewed struggles for democratic freedoms and participation by the ordinary people affected by these changes. In these processes of renewed democratic struggles, we may expect to see continued efforts at self-government by many peoples and also expanded representation. Globalization allows the transcending of old established and fixed territorial units and borders of political representation, thus allowing a more territorially diffuse pattern of political community to emerge, and to do so globally. This process deepens democracy by extending it to the global arena but moreover by also devolving power to self-constituting communities seeking self-government and representation in the political order, whether this be on a local, national, regional, or global level.

Cap Good

Capitalism is not perfect but is better than Hardt and Negri’s alternative—which would devolve into totalitarianism. 

Balakrishnan, 2000 (Political Science Professor at University of Chicago and member of the editorial board of New Left Review, Gopal, “Hardt and Negri’s Empire”, New Left Review, September-October, http://newleftreview.org/A2275)

Needless to say, economic globalization isn’t without its downside. As I’ve argued in these pages (see “Capitalism and the Suicide of Culture,” February 2000), it can—there’s no necessity at work—amplify and disseminate some of the less attractive aspects of today’s libertine culture. But on balance, as neoconservative sociologist Peter L. Berger has suggested, the empirical evidence proves it far preferable to any alternative economic order we know of. It has profoundly diminished human suffering. If Hardt and Negri’s depiction of global capitalism is mendacious, their hazy alternative to it—absolute democracy, open borders, equal compensation—is apolitical utopian nonsense. How would such schemes actually work? Hardt and Negri never say. Do they truly think that “annulling” private property and eliminating nations, if it were somehow possible, would be liberating? Wouldn’t it lead to a totalitarian increase in political power, as in the old Soviet Union? But then Hardt and Negri seem to look back fondly on Lenin and Stalin’s dark regime. “Cold war ideology called that society totalitarian,” they complain, “but in fact it was a society criss–crossed by extremely strong instances of creativity and freedom, just as strong as the rhythms of economic development and cultural modernization.” To which one can only respond: Have they never read a page of Solzhenitsyn? Moreover, as filled with admiration as Hardt and Negri are toward the Soviet Union, they are contemptuous toward the decencies and the humbleoften not so humble—freedoms of democratic capitalist societies. 

Authors = Unqualified

Hardt and Negri’s have no supporting data. 

Wolfe, 01 (Alan, director of the Boisi Center for Religion and American Public Life at Boston College, “The Snake”, The New Republic Online, October 4th, http://www.powells.com/review/2001_10_04)

Most of Empire is an exercise in nominalism, in the attempt to name, rather than to describe, to analyze, or even to condemn, the new order that its authors see emerging. Although it is presumably devoted to outlining the contours of a new mode of production, the book contains no data, offers no effort to demonstrate who owns what or holds power over whom, and provides no indicators of any of the deplorable conditions that it discusses. As if once again to distinguish itself from Marx, Empire, like the left Hegelians whom Marx once attacked, moves entirely at the level of ideas. Unlike the left Hegelians, however, Hardt and Negri handle ideas incompetently.
Nation State Strong

The nation state is not dying away—their economic analysis is superficial.  

Petras, 01 (James, Professor of Sociology at Binghamton University, “Empire With Imperialism”, Rebelion: Petras Essays in English, October 29, http://www.rebelion.org/petras/english/negri010102.htm)

Assumption 2: The old nation-state governments have been superseded by a new world government, made up of the heads of the IFI, the WTO, and the heads of the MNCs (p. 326). This is an argument that is based on a superficial discussion of epiphenomena, rather than a deeper analytical view of the structure of power. While it is true that the IFIs make many important decisions in a great many geographical locations affecting significant economic and social sectors, these decisions and the decision-makers are closely linked to the imperial states and the MNCs which influence them. All top IFI officials are appointed by their national/imperial governments. All their crucial policy guide lines that dictate their loans and conditions for lending are set by the finance, treasury and economy ministers of the imperial states. The vast majority of funds for the IFIs come from the imperial states. Representation on the executive board of the IFI is based on the proportion of funding by the imperial states. The IMF and the WB have always been led by individuals from the U.S. or E.U. Hardt and Negri's vision of IFI power is based on a discussion of derived power not its imperial states source. In this sense, international power is based in the imperial states not on supra-national entities. The latter concept grossly overestimates the autonomy of the IFIs and underestimates their subordination to the imperial states. The real significance of the IFIs is how they magnify, extend and deepen the power of the imperial states and how they become terrain for competition between rival imperial states. Far from superseding the old states, the IFIs have strengthened their positions. Assumption 3:  One of the common arguments of globalist theorists like Hardt and Negri is that an information revolution has taken place that has eliminated state borders, transformed capitalism and created a new epoch (p.145) by providing a new impetus to the development of the productive forces. The claims that information technologies have revolutionized economies and thus created a new global economy in which nation states and national economies have become superfluous is extremely dubious. A comparison of productivity growth in the U.S. over the past half century fails to support the globalist argument. Between 1953-72, before the so-called information revolution in the U.S. productivity grew an average 2.5%; with the introduction of computers, productivity growth between 1973-95 was less than half. Even in the so-called boom period of 1995-99, productivity growth was 2.5% about the same as the pre-computer period. Japan which makes the most extensive use of computers and robots has witnessed a decade of stagnation and crises. During the year 2000-01, the information sector went into a deep crises, tens of thousands were fired, hundreds of firms went bankrupt, stocks dropped in value some 80%. The speculative bubble, that defined the so-called information economy, burst. Moreover, the major source of growth of productivity claimed by the globalists was in the computerization of the area of computer manufacture. Studies have shown that computer use in offices is directed more toward personal use than to exchanging ideas. Estimates run up to 60% of computer time is spent in activity unrelated to the enterprise. Computer manufacturers account for 1.2% of the U.S. economy and less than 5% of capital stock.  Moreover, the U.S. population census provides another explanation for the higher productivity figures - the 5 million illegal immigrants who have flooded the U.S. labor market in the 1990s. Since productivity is measured by the output per estimated worker, the 5 million uncounted workers inflate the productivity data. If the 5 million are included the productivity figures would deflate.  With the decline of the information economy and its stock valuations it becomes clear that the "information revolution" is not the transcendent force defining the economies of the major imperial states, let alone defining a new world order. The fact that most people have computers and browse, that some firms have better control over their inventories does not mean that power has shifted beyond the nation-state. The publicists' claims about the "information revolution" ring hollow, as the investors in the world stock markets move funds toward the real economy and away from the high tech firms which show no profits and increasing losses. 

Hardt and Negri’s examples of globalization all ignore the crucial role of the nation-state in creating those trends—the nation is not dying away. 
Post, 02 (Charlie, member of Solidarity’s National Committee, “Review: Empire and Revolution”, International Viewpoint Magazine, http://www.internationalviewpoint.org/article.php3?id_article=435)

The result of the internationalisation of lean production over the past two decades has not been a ’smooth’ or ’decentred global network’ or ’empire’ that Hardt and Negri claim. Quite the opposite, the centres of accumulation and social power remain in the centres of advanced capitalism in Western Europe, the US and Japan. Global uneven and combined development - the growing gap in incomes, production and the like - between this global ’north’ and the global ’south’ has only grown wider. Some regions of the former ’third world’ have become centres of labour-intensive assembly and parts production (the ’Newly Industrialized Countries’ of Mexico, Brazil, South Africa, South Korea, Taiwan), becoming extensions of capitalist accumulation cantered in the ’north.’ However, vast expanses of the globe (sub-Saharan Africa) remain at best sites of raw material extraction, or at worst huge labour reserves, marked by extreme poverty and capitalist-created famine and natural disasters. Hardt and Negri’s claims that the nation-state and inter-imperialist rivalry have declined in importance with the rise of ’empire’ and various institutions of ’global governance’ (World Bank, IMF, WTO, G7, EU, NATO, etc) lack theoretical and even empirical plausibility. The ’declining effectiveness’ of the nation-state can be traced clearly through the evolution of a whole series of global juridico-economic bodies, such as GATT, the World Trade Organization, the World Bank, and the IMF. The globalisation of production and circulation, supported by this supranational juridical scaffolding, supersedes the effectiveness of national juridical structures (p 337). Clearly, this ’supranational juridical scaffolding’ has been crucial in changing the political environment for capitalist accumulation over the past two decades. Clearly, ’neo-liberalism’ - the dismantling of the rules that restrict corporations at home and abroad - would be impossible without these ’global juridico-economic bodies.’ However, the growing importance of these trans-national organizations does not mean that, in the words of Hardt and Negri ’state functions and constitutional elements have effectively been displaced to other levels and domains’ (p. 307). On the contrary, the ability of these global political bodies to operate effectively requires, in many ways, the strengthening of the national-capitalist state. [Kim Moody presents a compelling alternative analysis. The trans-national corporations (TNCs) have neither the desire nor ability to create a world state. They have opted instead for a system of multilateral agreements and institutions that they hope will provide coherence and order the world market. Through their ’home’ governments, the TNCs have attempted to negotiate forms of regulation through the GATT, the new WTO, and the various regional and multilateral trade agreements. They have also transformed some of the old Bretton Woods institutions, notably the World Bank and IMF. [9] To ensure the unhindered operations of the trans-nationals and protect private business property, these global political institutions require national capitalist states capable of denationalising industries, abolishing social welfare programs and labour regulations, generally deregulating their capital, labour and commodities markets, and containing challenges from below. Put simply, rather than representing a simple shift of political powers ’upward’ from the nation-state to the ’global juridico-economic bodies’, the development of the WTO, EU, and the like actually enhance the role of the nation-state. 

Turn – Kills Movements

Empire theory is theoretically indefensible and disabling to movements because they could misdirect their efforts.  Instead of a moment of transformation, we are faced with a dramatic consolidation of state power and capitalist hegemony. 

Steinmetz, 03 (George, Public Culture 15.2 (2003) 323-345, (Sociology Professor, Michigan),

The State of Emergency and the Revival of American Imperialism: Toward an Authoritarian Post-Fordism).  

Contra such theorists as Hardt and Negri, there is little support for arguments that capitalist history has entered its final phase, that with the coming of Empire the multitudes have reached a stage in which "pushing through to come out the other side" becomes a realistic possibility. These authors link the rise of Fordism to the "great economic crisis of 1929" (Hardt and Negri 2000: 241) and acknowledge the role of the economic crisis of the 1970s in creating the conditions for the transition to post-Fordism. Yet they do not entertain the possibility that Empire itself could enter into a political crisis, like the one we are currently witnessing, and give rise to a new imperialism. Nor do they consider the possibility that a more systemic economic crisis might give rise to a mode of regulation that is neither imperial nor imperialist, but protectionist and neocolonial.  Each period of core hegemony has nurtured the illusion among enthusiasts of capitalism that it has reached its apotheosis and the parallel fantasy among leftists that capitalism is on its last legs. Hugo Grotius ([1625] 1901), writing during the golden age of Dutch hegemony, believed that his own world was the ultimate one. (Not surprisingly, Grotius's name is often heard in current discussions of U.S. foreign policy.) The events leading up to the 1848 revolutions in Europe, during the era of British hegemony, famously led Marx and Engels in the Communist Manifesto to predict "an immediately following proletarian revolution." To take a more recent example, Ernest Mandel (1975: 125) believed that late capitalism—the title of his book, published in 1972 at the beginning of the death throes of Fordism but written at the end of the first era of postwar American hegemony—had entered a terminal period of "overall social crisis." The final sentence of Late Capitalism announced that "the final abolition of capitalism. . . is now approaching." Insisting that there is something ultimate about Empire is not only theoretically indefensible but could actually be disabling for movements of resistance, for such arguments may desensitize readers to the possibility of further mutations of capitalism and modes of social regulation. Without pushing for a cyclical view of history, which Hardt and Negri rightly reject, one need not fall back on its inverse, a teleological or truncated narrative.

Multitude Fails

The multitude will never be unified—“workers” stand for different objectives and never coordinate.

Wolfe, 01 (Alan, director of the Boisi Center for Religion and American Public Life at Boston College, “The Snake”, The New Republic Online, October 4th, http://www.powells.com/review/2001_10_04)

Never saying so explicitly, the authors of this book, in identifying their hopes with such disparate movements of protest whatever their targets or their political coloration, are throwing over the most central proposition of Marxism: class consciousness. Workers no longer need to be aware of themselves as workers in order to bring down capitalism. They need not develop a revolutionary strategy, for under contemporary conditions "it may no longer be useful to insist on the old distinction between strategy and tactics." They do not even need to be workers. All that is required is that they set themselves up against power, whatever and wherever power happens to be. Never mind that movements that do so can stand for wildly different objectives — an open society here, a closed society there; or that they are also, as Hardt and Negri point out, often unable or unwilling to communicate with each other. Indeed, as Hardt and Negri do not point out, they might, if they had the chance, prefer to kill one another. 
Hardt and Negri admit they have no idea how the multitude will rise up and over throw Empire.

Wolfe, 01 (Alan, director of the Boisi Center for Religion and American Public Life at Boston College, “The Snake”, The New Republic Online, October 4th, http://www.powells.com/review/2001_10_04)

And redemption will come from the multitude, who despite their oppression under empire — or Empire — remain pure in heart. In them, one can see the emergence of the new city that will put us at one with the world. Unlike Augustine's, of course, their city cannot be the divine one, since "the multitude today...resides on the imperial surfaces where there is no God the Father and no transcendence." Instead, they will create "the earthly city of the multitude," which the authors esoterically define as "the absolute constitution of labor and cooperation." About the practical question of how this can be done, Hardt and Negri have nothing significant to say. "The only response that we can give to these questions is that the action of the multitude becomes political primarily when it begins to confront directly and with an adequate consciousness the central repressive operations of Empire." This, too, is a Christian conception of revolution. We cannot know how we will be saved; we must recognize that if only we have faith, a way will be found.

Alt Justifies the Holocaust

Hardt and Negri argue that the state as always bad and resistance movements are always good – this ignores a critical distinction between democracy and totalitarianism that downplays the Holocaust.
Wolfe, 01 (Alan, director of the Boisi Center for Religion and American Public Life at Boston College, “The Snake”, The New Republic Online, October 4th, http://www.powells.com/review/2001_10_04)

Negri, when not in prison, has been a political philosopher, and he is the author of numerous books, manifestos, and theses on subjects ranging from Spinoza's metaphysics to the nature of insurgency under contemporary capitalism. In nearly all this work, as in Empire, he invariably associates violence with states in the exercise of their power, never with opposition groups and their tactics. For the latter, any action, no matter how insurrectionary, is justified. For the former, any action, no matter how peaceful, is terrorism in disguise.  From this warped perspective, all states are equally bad and all movements of opposition are equally good. Only the working of such a myopia can help the reader to understand why the authors of Empire are incapable of mustering any rigorous historical or moral consciousness of Nazism and its policy of Jewish extermination. In their view Nazism is capitalism, and that is the end of the story. Nazi Germany, Hardt and Negri write, far from a unique excursion into human evil, "is the ideal type of the transformation of modern sovereignty into national sovereignty and of its articulation into capitalist form...."  Since Nazism is merely normal capitalism — this point of view was once associated with the Frankfurt School, and it survives almost nowhere outside the pages of this book — there is no reason to single out the Nazis or their sympathizers for crimes against humanity. Astonishingly, Hardt and Negri are worse than neutral in their discussion of the Nazi period: they actually heap praise on the ordinary Germans who supported the regime. The obedience of these citizens is called "exemplary" in this book. The authors also celebrate "their military and civil valor in the service of the nation," before moving on to identify the victims whom they valorously helped to send to Buchenwald as "communists, homosexuals, Gypsies, and others," the latter, presumably, being the Jews (whom Hardt and Negri reserve for Auschwitz). I am not making this up. Lest anyone consider these apologetics for Nazism a misreading of my own — how can good leftists, after all, engage in a downplaying of the Holocaust? — Hardt and Negri twice acknowledge that they are completely fed up with the whole question of totalitarianism. 
Alt Causes Terrorism

Hardt and Negri’s alternative is an endorsement of terrorism – the multitude’s revolt against capitalism is empirically violent.

Balakrishnan, 2000 (Political Science Professor at University of Chicago and member of the editorial board of New Left Review , Gopal, “Hardt and Negri’s Empire”, New Left Review, September-October, http://newleftreview.org/A2275)

In addition to having a career as an influential political philosopher, with widely–translated books on Spinoza and Marx to his credit, Negri is a convicted terrorist. In 1979, the Italian government arrested Negri, at the time a political science professor at the University of Padua, and accused him of being the secret brains behind the Red Brigades, the Italian version of the Weathermen in the U.S. or the Baader–Meinhoff Gang in West Germany—left–wing groups that during the 1970s sought to overthrow capitalism through campaigns of terrorist violence. Italian authorities believed that Negri himself planned the infamous 1979 kidnapping and murder of Aldo Moro, the leader of Italy’s Christian Democratic Party. Just before Aldo’s execution, his distraught wife got a taunting phone call, telling her that her husband was about to die. The voice was allegedly Negri’s. Unable to build a strong enough case to try the philosopher for murder, Italian authorities convicted him on lesser charges of “armed insurrection against the state.” Negri’s theoretical work was in keeping with his terrorist activities. He had become the leading voice of Italy’s ultra–Left by advancing an inventive reinterpretation of Marx’s Grundrisse that located the agent of social revolution not among the industrial proletariat, largely co–opted as it was by capitalist wealth and bourgeois democratic freedoms, but among those marginalized from economic and political life: the criminal, the part–time worker, the unemployed. These dispossessed souls, Negri felt, would be far quicker to unleash the riotous confrontations with the state that he saw as necessary to destroying capitalism

Hardt and Negri’s alternative justifies terrorist attacks. 

Wolfe, 01 (Alan, director of the Boisi Center for Religion and American Public Life at Boston College, “The Snake”, The New Republic Online, October 4th, http://www.powells.com/review/2001_10_04)

We cannot know, of course, whether Hardt and Negri, in the light of the recent atrocities at the World Trade Center and the Pentagon, will want to change their minds about the progressive potential of Islamic fundamentalism. But their book gives no grounds on which such attacks can be condemned. For if being against the West is the sine qua non of good and effective protest, well, no one could accuse the murderers in New York and Washington of not being against Western hegemony. And if it is true, as Hardt and Negri blithely claim, that efforts to find legitimate reasons for intervening in world affairs are only a smokescreen for the exercise of hegemonic power, then the way is cleared for each and every illegitimate act of global intervention, since in the postmodern world of this book no justifiable distinctions between good and evil acts can ever be made.

Hardt and Negri are so eager to oppose capitalism that their alternative embraces terrorism and misogyny
Wolfe, 01 (Alan, director of the Boisi Center for Religion and American Public Life at Boston College, “The Snake”, The New Republic Online, October 4th, http://www.powells.com/review/2001_10_04)

The authors of Empire see no reason to exclude explicit reactionaries, including religious fundamentalists, from the catalogue of post-Fordist movements that they admire. Fundamentalists, they write, are often portrayed as anti-modernist, but this is Western propaganda. "It is more accurate and more useful...to understand the various fundamentalism [sic] not as the re-creation of a pre-modern world, but rather as a powerful refusal of the contemporary historical passage in course." Neglecting to mention the Taliban's treatment of women, Hardt and Negri go out of their way to reassure readers of the genuinely subversive nature of the Islamic version of fundamentalism. These movements are motivated not by nostalgic attempts to reconstruct the past, but by "original thought." They are anti-Western, which means that they are anti-capitalist. Properly understood, they are postmodern rather than premodern, since they engage in a refusal of Western hegemony, with the proviso that fundamentalism speaks to the losers in the globalization project and postmodernism to the winners. Hardt and Negri even leave the impression that, if they had to choose between the postmodernists in Western universities and the fundamentalists in Iran, they would prefer the latter: "The losers in the process of globalization might indeed be the ones who give us the strongest indication of the transformation in process."

Hardt and Negri support terrorists over democracy—it is political lunacy.
Balakrishnan, 2000 (Political Science Professor at University of Chicago and member of the editorial board of New Left Review, Gopal, “Hardt and Negri’s Empire”, New Left Review, September-October, http://newleftreview.org/A2275)

Apolitical abstraction and wild–eyed utopianism, a terroristic approach to political argument, hatred for flesh and blood human beings, nihilism: Empire is a poisonous brew of bad ideas. It belongs with Mein Kampf in the library of political madness. Do Empire’s many fans really believe their own praise? Does Time really think it’s “smart” to call for the eradication of private property, celebrate revolutionary violence, whitewash totalitarianism, and pour contempt on the genuine achievements of liberal democracies and capitalist economics? Would Frederic Jameson like to give up his big salary at Duke? To ask such questions is to answer them. The far left’s pleasure is in the adolescent thrill of perpetual rebellion. Too many who should know better refuse to grow up. The ghost of Marx haunts us still. For all its infantilism, the kind of hatred Hardt and Negri express for our flawed but decent democratic capitalist institutions—the best political and economic arrangements man has yet devised and the outcome of centuries of difficult trial and error—is dangerous, especially since it’s so common in the university and media. It seems to support Islamist revolutionary hopes, the increasingly violent anti–globalization movement, and kindred political lunacies. 

Empire anarchist rhetoric which praises terrorism and totalitarianism. 

Wolfe, 01 (Alan, director of the Boisi Center for Religion and American Public Life at Boston College, 

“The Snake”, The New Republic Online, October 4th, http://www.powells.com/review/2001_10_04)

The anarchist flavor of Empire is conveyed most strikingly by its romanticization of violence. Although by now everyone knows that there are terrorists in this world, there are no terrorists in Hardt and Negri's book. There are only people who are called terrorists, "a crude conception and terminological reduction that is rooted in a police mentality." Terms such as "ethnic terrorists" and "drug mafias" appear within quotation marks, as if no serious revolutionary could believe that there were such things. "Totalitarianism" is another pure construct, simply an invention of cold war ideology, that has been used to "denounce the destruction of the democratic sphere...." Certainly the term has little to do with actual life in the Soviet Union, which Hardt and Negri describe as "a society criss-crossed by extremely strong instances of creativity and freedom."

Alt Fails

The alternative fails: there are far too many fragmented cultures to form an effective multitude and social organization is needed to combat oppression. 

Angus, 04 (“Empire, Borders, Place: A Critique of Hardt and Negri’s Concept of Empire.” Theory & Event 7:3  Ian Angus, Project Muse, 2004) 

The “aspirations” of the multitude established as the constitutive force of the future are reduced to very little: freedom, particularly to emigrate, and the right to a socially guaranteed income. In the undoubted care not to venture outside what is permitted by American liberalism, the project deliberately ignores everything that could be qualified as the heritage of the workers’ and socialist movement, in particular the equality rejected by the political culture of the United States. It is difficult to believe in the transformative power of an emerging global (and European) citizenship while the policies implemented fundamentally deprive citizenship of its effectiveness.  The construction of a real alternative to the contemporary system of globalized liberal capitalism involves other requirements, in particular the recognition of the gigantic variety of needs and aspirations of the popular classes throughout the world. In fact, Hardt and Negri experience much difficulty in imagining the societies of the periphery (85 percent of the human population). The debates concerning the tactics and strategy of building a democratic and progressive alternative that would be effective in the concrete and specific conditions of the different countries and regions of the world never appear to have interested them. Would the “democracy” promoted by the intervention of the United States permit going beyond an electoral farce like the one in the Ukraine, for example? Can one reduce the rights of the “poor” who people the planet to the right to “emigrate” to the opulent West? A socially guaranteed income may be a justifiable demand. But can one have the naiveté to believe that its adoption would abolish the capitalist relation, which allows capital to employ labor (and, consequently, to exploit and oppress it), to the advantage of the worker who would from that point on be in a position to use capital freely and so be able to affirm the potential of his or her creativity?  The reduction of the subject of history to the “individual” and the uniting of such individuals into a “multitude” dispose of the true questions concerning the reconstruction of subjects of history equal to the challenges of our era. One could point to many other important contributions to oppose to the silence of Hardt and Negri on this subject. Undoubtedly, historic socialisms and communisms had a tendency to reduce the major subject of modern history to the “working class.” Moreover, this is a reproach that could be leveled at the Negri of workerism. In counterpoint, I have proposed an analysis of the subject of history as formed from particular social blocs capable, in successive phases of popular struggle, of effectively transforming the social relations of force to the advantage of the dominated classes and peoples.  At the present time, to take up the challenge implies that one is moving forward in the formation of democratic, popular, and national hegemonic blocs capable of overcoming the powers exercised by both the hegemonic imperialist blocs and the hegemonic comprador blocs. The formation of such blocs takes place in concrete conditions that are very different from one country to another so that no general model (whether in the style of the “multitude” or some other) makes sense. In this perspective, the combination of democratic advances and social progress will be part of the long transition to world socialism, just as the affirmation of the autonomy of peoples, nations, and states will make it possible to substitute a negotiated globalization for the unilateral globalization imposed by dominant capital (which Empire praises!) and thus gradually deconstruct the current imperialist system. 

AT: Biopower

Powerless people depend upon biopolitics to keep them alive—for example, those suffering from HIV/AIDS would be squeezed out of Hardt and Negri’s society because they would be non-productive workers. 
Bull, 01 (Malcolm, head of art history and theory at Oxford University, “You Can’t Build a New Society with a Stanley Knife”, London Review of Books, Vol. 23, No. 19, http://www.lrb.co.uk/v23/n19/bull01_.html)

It would, I think, be difficult for Hardt and Negri to turn their argument around in this way. Although they recognise the function of society in the production of individual subjectivities they barely acknowledge its role in the production of power. Using Foucault's model of biopower, they argue that power constitutes society, not the other way round: 'Power, as it produces, organises; as it organises, it speaks and expresses itself as authority.' In reply to Machiavelli's observation that the project of constructing a new society needs arms and money, they cite Spinoza and ask: 'Don't we already possess them? Don't the necessary weapons reside precisely within the creative and prophetic power of the multitude?' No one is powerless; even the old, the sick and the unemployed are engaged in the 'immaterial labour' that produces 'total social capital'. Sounding a bit like Ali G, they conclude: 'The poor itself is power. There is World Poverty, but there is above all World Possibility, and only the poor is capable of this.' It is difficult to see how this analysis comprehends the reality of powerlessness. You may be able to threaten the world with a Stanley knife, but you cannot build a new society with one. Insofar as the problems of the powerless have been addressed in recent years it is often through a dynamic that works in the opposite direction to the one Hardt and Negri suggest. Their response to globalisation is to maintain that since we have not contracted into global society, we still have all the power we need to change it. The alternative is to argue that a geographically boundless society must also be a totally inclusive society. The latter is an extension of what used to be called the politics of recognition. Globalisation may have replaced multiculturalism as the focus of contemporary political debate, but there is an underlying continuity: the concern of anti-globalisation protesters with remote regions of the world, with the lives of people unlike themselves, and with species of animals and plants that most have seen only on TV is predicated on an unparalleled imaginative identification with the Other. This totalisation of the politics of recognition from the local to the global is what has given momentum to campaigns such as the one for African Aids victims; here, it is a question of sympathy rather than sovereignty, of justice rather than power. In many cases, unless the powerful recognised some kinship with them, the powerless would just die. Capitalism has no need for the 'immaterial labour' of millions now living. For powerless human beings, as for other species, autonomy leads to extinction.

**HEIDEGGER**

Cede the Political

Heidegger’s over determined Being so strongly that free will is impossible. 
Wolin, 90 - Distinguished Professor of History at the City University of New York Graduate Center - 1990 (Richard Wolin, The Politics of Being, P. 153)

Consequently, the major problem with Heidegger's later philosophy is that the doctrine of Being, in its oppressive omnipotence, causes the conceptual space in which freedom can be meaningfully thought to all but disappear. In light of this fact, Jaspers' verdict concerning Heidegger's inability to grasp the nature of human freedom-"Heidegger doesn't know what freedom is"-becomes readily intelligible. For according to the theory of the "destining of Being," all the worldly events we experience undergo a prior, other-wordly, metaontological determination. Like a deus absconditus, Being "essences" or "comes to presence" in ways that are inscrutable to the human understanding. On this point, Heidegger is emphatically clear: "The history of Being-and not the decisions of man himself-"underlies and determines every situation et condition humaine." But if this description of the human condition is correct, then human action is essentially unfree, and the notion of persons as potentially autonomous actors becomes equally incoherent. For the very possibility of a meaningful correlation between human practice and its desired ends has been disqualified in advance: it is not we who are ultimately responsible for the outcome of our actions (for "the advent of beings"); rather, it is the "destiny of Being.  

The alternative life-denying – everything the Right stands for becomes evil – this prevents utopian possibilities and prevents political vision

Sokoloff 8—PhD candidate, UMass Amherst (William, Theory & Event, Volume 11, Issue 4, 2008, E-ISSN: 1092-311X, “Critique, Democracy, and Power,” Project MUSE, RBatra)

Critique plays a fundamental role in radical political theory, as well it should. The critical impulse helps us identify the injustices of a given political order. But critique can also paralyze the imagination, suspend the development of an alternative political vision, and engender despair. If leftist critique becomes hyper-critical, smelling power and injustice everywhere, it can lead to a politics of reaction where everything the Left stands for is posited as good while everything about the Right is evil. As Nietzsche claimed in his essay on the relationship between history and life, critique is an indispensable aspect of the regeneration of life but it must be held within strict limits lest it become life-denying: "it is difficult to set limits on this negating of the past." What is critique, how much of it is enough, and for what ends? Two new books contribute to the conversation about the future of radical political theory and how critique ties into this project. In Critique and Disclosure: Critical Theory between Past and Future (2006), Nikolas Kompridis wants to rescue the critical project from itself because it has exhausted its energies and placed us in a situation of normative disorientation and despair. He puts forth a bold vision of a new critical theory that promises to stimulate utopian energy and hopefulness. The fundamental goal of critical theory has always been to bring about "social conditions free from fear and domination…and conducive to human flourishing" (20). For Kompridis, this mission has been blocked by the thought of Jürgen Habermas, the current monarch of critical theory, whose reign must come to an end if the project of critical thought is to advance. Effective critique, for Kompridis, must "meet the challenge of reopening the future, enlarging the space of possibility and thereby restoring cultural confidence" (254). Habermas has failed on all three of these counts as a result of his narrow conception of reason and reformist politics. Similarly, the notion of critique as total unmasking has also "exhausted itself" (252) and failed to meet these challenges because it only unmasks power and lacks a sufficiently affirmative dimension. For Kompridis, an affirmative vision of a better political world must be articulated to restore hope. New meanings must be opened to renew both the past and future, new possibilities illuminated to enlarge the sphere of political options. Critique newly conceived must aim at the "self-decentering disclosure of meaning and possibility" (255). This will allow us to recover a joy for the world and renew our sense of freedom in the face of infinite possibilities.

Paralysis

Emphasis on releasement results in paralyzing passivity.
Wolin, 90 - Distinguished Professor of History at the City University of New York Graduate Center - 1990 (Richard Wolin, The Politics of Being, P. 147)

As we suggested earlier, the essential thinking of the later Heidegger promotes an "eclipse of practical reason." For his post-Kehre reformulation of the relation between Being and Dasein rebels so fervently against the voluntarist dimension of his own earlier thinking that the very concept of "meaningful human action" is seemingly rendered null and void. If the early Heidegger attempted to rally Dasein to "decisiveness" (Entschlossenheit), the thought of the later Heidegger appears at times to be a summary justification of human passivity and inaction (Gelassenheit)-so prejudicially is the balance between Sein and Mensch struck in favor of the former term. Thus, in the later Heidegger, the campaign against practical reason develops along a two-fold front: not only is the concept of Being grossly inflated, but the powers of human reason and will are correspondingly devalued. In the later writings, Being assumes the character of an omnipotent primal force, a "first unmoved mover," whose "presencing" proves to be the determinative, ultimate instance for events in the lowly world of human affairs. In its other-worldly supremacy, this force both withdraws from the tribunal of human reason and defies the meager capacities of human description: "A Being that not only surpasses all beings-and thus all men-but which like an unknown God rests and 'essences' in its own truth, in that it is sometimes present and sometimes absent, can never be explained like a being in existence; instead, it can only be 'evoked.' "

Heidegger is unable to translate ontological insights into the real world. 
Wolin, 90 - Distinguished Professor of History at the City University of New York Graduate Center - 1990 (Richard Wolin, The Politics of Being, P. 164)

Heidegger's inability to conceptualize the sociohistorical determinants and character of modern technology raises the oft-discussed question of the "pseudo-concreteness of his philosophy"; that is, its apparent incapacity to fulfill its original phenomenological promise as a philosophy of "existential concretion." The problem was already evident in the tension between the ontological and ontic levels of analysis that dominated the existential analytic of Being and Time. For there the sphere of ontic life seemed degraded a priori as a result of its monopolization by the "They" and its concomitant inauthentic modalities. As a result, both the desirability and possibility of effecting the transition from the metalevel of ontology to the "factical" realm of ontic concretion seemed problematical from the outset. Nowhere was this problem better illustrated than in the case of the category of historicity. And thus despite Heidegger's real insight into limitations of Dilthey's historicism, the inflexible elevation of ontology above the ontic plane virtually closes off the conceptual space wherein real history might be thought. In truth, it can only appear as an afterthought: as the material demonstration of conclusions already reached by the categories of existential ontology. Consequently, the "ontology of Being and Time is still bound to the metaphysics that it rejects. The conventional tension between existentia and essentia stands behind the difference between everyday (factical) and 'authentic historical existence.'  

Permutation

Action and reflection on consequences of that action are compatible. 
Padrutt, 92 – Psychiatrist and President of the Daseinsanalyse Gesellschaft – 1992 (Hanspeter Padrutt, Heidegger and the Earth, “Heidegger and Ecology,” ed. LaDelle McWhorter, P.31)

Once in a while the conceptual interplay of theory and praxis is put against this attempt.  From the philosophical point of view the so-called practical or political dimension of the attempt is rejected, whereas from the ecological point of view the so-called theoretical, philosophical dimension is rejected.  But deeper reflection and decisive action do not need to contradict each other.  Those who shield themselves from the political consequences might one day be confronted by the fact that no decision is still a decision that can have consequences.  And those who believe that they need not bother about thinking fail to recognize that no philosophy is also a philosophy – e.g., a cybernetic worldview – that also has consequences.

2AC: Ethics Precedes Ontology

An ethical obligation to prevent specific atrocities precedes ontology—the death of the "other" calls our very being into question

Bulley 04 (Dan, PhD Candidate @ Department of Politics and International Studies--University of Warwick, "Ethics and Negotiation," www.lancs.ac.uk/fss/politics/events/aber/ethics%20and%20negotiation%20-%20bulley.doc)

Crucially an openness to justice cannot be an a priori good thing. Indeed, like the future, one can say it can only be “anticipated in the form of an absolute danger.”  As incalculable and unknowable, an unconditional openness to the future-to-come of justice risks the coming of what he calls the “worst.” The most obvious figures of this “worst,” or, “perverse calculation,” are atrocities such as genocide, Nazism, xenophobia, so-called ‘ethnic cleansing.’ These we can and must oppose or prevent. But why? Why only these? Derrida states that what we can oppose is only those “events that we think obstruct the future or bring death,” those that close the future to the coming of the other.   We can oppose this future-present (a future that will be present) coming then on the basis of the future-to-come (a future with no expectation of presence). Or to put it in terms of the other, we can oppose those others who prevent our openness to other others. Such was the ideology of National Socialism in its desire to entirely negate the Jews. We have a duty to guard against the coming of such a theory or idea. Why? Because such an other closes us to the other; a future that closes the future. 

However, if, as Derrida says there is no ultimate way of judging between our responsibility for others, as “Every other (one) is every (bit) other,”  whose calculation can we say is perverse, or the ‘worst’? Why are we responsible to victims rather than the perpetrators of atrocities if both are equally ‘other’? Who makes this decision and how can it be justified? Levinas suggests that our “being-in-the-world” our being-as-we-are, is only conceivable in relation to, and because of, the other.  Thus the death of the other calls our very being into question.  Ethics in this sense precedes ontology as our responsibility to the other precedes our own being. We may say then that our commitment is to those that accept the other as other, that allow the other to be. There is a danger though that this becomes foundational, treated as a grounding principle outside traditional modernist ethics on which we can build a new ‘theory of ethics’. This is not the value of Derridean and Levinasian thinking however. What makes their different ways of thinking the other interesting is not that they are absolutely right or ‘true,’ but rather that they take traditional ethical thinking to its limit. Whether or not a Jewish tradition is privileged over Greek, they remain within the bounds of Western metaphysics. Derrida’s “responsibility [to the Other] without limits,”  does not escape this, establishing itself unproblematically as a ‘ground’ outside traditional thinking. Rather, his thinking of the ethical shows that we can think these things differently, while still accepting the exigency to prevent the ‘worst’. There can be no ultimate foundation for what we think is the worst. And such a foundation cannot come from outside Western metaphysics. Limit thinking is not an immovable basis for judgement of the worst, and this is why it is so dangerous and troubling. The non-basis of judgement is rather the desire to stay as open as possible, while recognising that a judgement necessarily closes. The goal is for our closure to have the character of an opening (closing the future-present to allow the future-to-come), but it nevertheless remains a closure. And every closure is problematic.

A more just politics requires the immediate decision to combat forms of domination—this ethical obligation precedes questions of ontology

Campbell 99 (David, Prof of Int’l Politics @ Univ. of Newcastle, Moral Spaces, p. 45)

In that essay, subsequent to making the case for the intrinsic deconstructibility of the law and noting how this is good news for politics and historical progress, Derrida argues that the law's deconstructibility is made possible by the undeconstructibility of justice. Justice is outside and beyond the law. "Justice is the experience of the impossible."" Justice is not a principle, or a foundation, or a guiding tradition. Justice is infinite, and-in a favorable comparison to Levinas's notion of justice-"the heteronomic relation to others, to the faces of otherness that govern me, whose infinity I cannot thematize and whose hostage I remain."' In these terms, justice is like the pre-original, an-archic relation to the other, and akin to the undecidable. It represents the domain of the impossible and the unrepresentable that lies outside and beyond the limit of the possible and the representable. But it cannot be understood as "utopian," at least insofar as that means the opposite of "realistic." It is not indeterminate. It is undecidable. It is that which marks the limit of the possible; indeed, it is that which brings the domain of the possible into being and gives it the ongoing chance for transformation and refiguration, that which is one of the conditions of possibility for ethics and politics.

In this context, justice enables the law, but the law is that which "is never exercised without a decision that cuts, that divides."" The law works from the unrepresentable and seeks to represent; it takes from the impossible and conceives the possible; it is embedded in the undecidable but nevertheless decides. Nonetheless, "the undecidable remains caught, lodged, at least as a ghost-but an essential ghost-in every decision, in every event of decision. Its ghostliness deconstructs from within any assurance of presence, any certitude or any supposed criteriology that would assure us of the justice of the decision, in truth of the very event of a decision. "89

The undecidable within the decision does not, however, prevent the decision or avoid its urgency. As Derrida observes, "a just decision is always required immediately, `right away.'" This necessary haste has unavoidable consequences because the pursuit of "infinite information and the unlimited knowledge of conditions, rules or hypothetical imperatives that could justify it" are unavailable in the crush of time. Nor can the crush of time be avoided, even by unlimited time, "because the moment of decision, as such, always remains a finite moment of urgency and precipitation." The decision is always "structurally finite," it "always marks the interruption of the juridico- or ethico- or politico-cognitive deliberation that precedes it, that must precede it." This is why, invoking Kierkegaard, Derrida declares that "the instant of decision is a madness.","The finite nature of the decision may be a "madness" in the way it renders possible the impossible, the infinite character of justice, but Derrida argues for the necessity of this madness. Most importantly, although Derrida's argument concerning the decision has, to this point, been concerned with an account of the procedure by which a decision is possible, it is with respect to the necessity of the decision that Derrida begins to formulate an account of the decision that bears upon the content of the decision. In so doing, Derrida's argument addresses more directly- more directly, I would argue, than is acknowledged by Critchley-the concern that for politics (at least for a progressive politics) one must provide an account of the decision to combat domination.

XT: Ethics Precede Ontology

Ethics precedes ontology—the criticism is an excuse to avoid action to combat suffering

Edkins 99 (Jenny, lecturer in the Department of International Politics at the University of Wales, Aberystwyth, Poststructuralism and International Relations: Bringing the Political Back In, p. 141)

To enact a repoliticization requires an acceptance of the impossibility of ontological fullness. 7 This ontological paradox appears in theoretical physics, where two complementary properties of a subatomic particle are mutually exclusive-it is only possible to know one or the other to the necessary degree of accuracy. This notion of complementarity is reflected in the way "the subject is forced to choose and accept a certain fundamental loss or impossibility" in a Lacanian act. As Zizek puts it, "My reflective awareness of all the circumstances which condition my act can never lead me to act: it cannot explain the fact of the act itself. By endlessly weighing the reasons for and against, I never manage to act-at a certain point I must decide to `strike out blindly.-''9 The act has to take place without justification, without foundation in knowledge, without guarantee or legitimacy. It cannot be grounded in ontology; it is this "crack" that gives rise to ethics: "There is ethics-that is to say, an injunction which cannot be grounded in ontology in so far as there is a crack in the ontological edifice of the universe: at its most elementary, ethics designates fidelity to this crack."90

Our ethical obligation to the other precedes ontology

Berg-Sørensen 00 (Anders, Univ. of Copenhagen, "“Democratie-à-venir” - the tragic political philosophy of Jacques Derrida," http://www.gradnet.de/papers/pomo2.archives/pomo2.papers/sorensen00.htm)

In "Force of Law", Specters of Marx and Adieu to Emmanuel Levinas Derrida defines justice as the ethical relation to "the other".14 The ethical relation is a face-to-face-relation, where you experience "the other" through his face. The face is what you can perceive of "the other". It means that the face is the trace of "the other", and that in the face-to-face-relation you also experience the infinity of "the other" who transcends yourself.15 "The other" is what you cannot comprehend, the specter, the infinity, death, or God. Therefore the face-to-face-relation is an experience of your own finitude. Even though the ethical relation is a relation, it is an experience of radical separation too. The radical separation between you and "the other" who transcends your horizon of knowledge.

In the relation to "the other" the ethical is the welcome of "the other" directed to the face of "the other".16 The welcome is an affirmative act towards "the other" or a saying yes to "the other". The welcome of "the other" denotes an objective as well as a subjective genitive. The welcome is directed to "the other" but it is "the other" that makes the welcome possible. Without "the other" whom to welcome there would not be any welcome. "The other" makes the possibility of subjectivity and receptivity into a capacity of reason. Subjectivity, intentionality and receptivity comes from "the other", not from oneself as in a cartesian cogito. The ethical self is not a just being in its essence, but in its capacity to do justice to "the other", a capacity given by "the other" in the face-to-face-relation.

In the light of this conception of ethics as being constitutive of subjectivity, intentionality and receptivity, Derrida refers to Levinas' thoughts on ethics as first philosophy. Ethics is constitutive of ontological thinking. Without the ethical relation to "the other" that interrupts our unreflected daily practices ontological thinking would be impossible even though an ontological closure is impossible too because of "the other". Derrida indicates this conception of ethics as first philosophy in his concepts of hauntology as constitutive of ontology. The specter that haunts us is "the other", and it haunts us because of our bad conscience that it makes possible.

Ethics precede ontology—only through our responsibility to the Other can a radical autonomy emerge

Cochran 99 (Molly, Asst Prof @ Sam Nunn School of International Affairs—Georgia Institute of Technology, Normative Theory in International Relations, p. 140)

Campbell, on the other hand, puts a different spin on beginning from our day to day practice, which potentially distances him from the 'radical autonomy' position that can result from Foucauldian poststructuralism. According to Campbell, what follows from a Levinasian position, with the help of Derrida, is a notion of 'radicalized interdependence': ethical conduct is a matter of 'how the interdependencies of our relations with Others are appreciated', such that 'what is transcendent is our embeddedness in a radically interdependent condition, where we are inescapably responsible to the Other' (Campbell 1996: 131 and 138). Such an ethics is generated from the philosophical implications of one overriding fact about our everyday experience: it is shaped by interdependence (Campbell 1996: 131). For Campbell, this interdependence is the most compelling aspect of a Levinasian-inspired ethics of responsibility because, in regard to conflicts such as the Balkan crisis, 'it maintains that there is no circumstance under which we could declare that it was not our concern' (1994: 462). Thus, the universal moment of this ethics has an absolute, sovereign quality as well, that we cannot escape this responsibility, no matter what the circumstances are; and, as a consequence, engagement with the other is ethically secured. The interdependence which connects our everyday experience is the ground for Campbell's ethics. While Campbell does not self-consciously acknowledge his own weak foundation, what his ground aims to establish are links or points of connection between persons - the many - which the radical autonomy position fails to do. 13 However, this ethics may still reflect an aspect of radical autonomy, since it is not located in normative structures that we share in local practices and regard as mutually constituting, but in the fact of our coexistence.

Ethics precede ontology—only through an ethical responsibility to the Other can current notions of ontology be questioned

Manning 93 (Robert, professor of theology and philosophy at Quincy University, Intepreting Otherwise than Heidegger, p. 118)

But what does Levinas mean by this statement? This is certainly an argument against Heidegger, an interpretation of first philosophy otherwise than Heidegger's establishment of ontology as first philosophy. For Levinas, ethics as first philosophy means that the social relation is that event in being that is not only irreducible to knowledge of being, but is something other than, more than, and better than comprehension of being. Ethics thus overthrows the supremacy of knowledge of being; it puts an end to the "domination of knowledge.""Ethics has nothing to do with epistemological power or weakness, but refers to the responsibility that is prior to and the condition of knowing."7 Ethics is not divorced from knowledge but cannot be reduced to knowledge, and it interrupts the project of knowledge both from within and from above, from the transcendence of the Other, "with a higher call, a more severe condition: responsibility.""' "It is not that the Other escapes knowing," Levinas asserts, "but that there is no meaning in speaking of knowledge or ignorance, for justice, the transcendence and condition for knowing, is nowise a noesis correlative of a noema."I I" Thus, it is ethics, which interrupts and conditions the adventure of knowledge, and not the adventure of knowledge itself, which is first philosophy.

2AC: Heidegger = Nazi 

Heidegger’s philosophy is Nazism—the rejection of technology and re-connection with Being offered by National Socialism fit with his arguments. 

Wolin 1 – Distinguished Professor of History at the City University of New York Graduate Center – 2001 (Richard Wolin, Heidegger’s Children, P. 32)

To say that Arendt's explanation was the more successful, despite its flaws, is hardly controversial. In many respects, Heidegger's own narrative was simply delusory, a retrospectively contrived psychological prophylaxis against his own enthusiastic support for the regime. In Heidegger's view, everything that came to pass-the war, the extermination camps, the German dictatorship (which he never renounced per se)-was merely a monumental instance of the "forgetting of Being," for which the Germans bore no special responsibility. After the war, he went so far as to insist that German fascism was unique among Western political movements in that, for one shining moment, it had come close to mastering the vexatious "relationship between planetary technology and modern man." In Heidegger's estimation, therein lay the "inner truth and greatness of National Socialism." But ultimately "these people [the Nazis] were far too limited in their thinking," he claimed.  Pathetically, Heidegger was left to replay in his own mind the way things might have been had Hitler (instead of party hacks) heeded the call of Being as relayed by Heidegger himself. Nazism might thereby have realized its genuine historical potential. Fortunately, the world was spared the outcome of this particular thought experiment.  

Heidegger’s blindness to Nazism’s consequences exposes the dangers of his abstract criticism 

Hayward 6 [Steven F, October, No. 5, AEI outlook series, “The Fate of the Earth in the Balance: The Metaphysics of Climate Change” http://www.aei.org/outlook/25033 MV]

From here it is possible to comprehend more dispassionately Heidegger’s attraction to the Nazi movement in the 1930s. He had no brief for fascism in general or National Socialism in particular, nor was he an anti-Semite.[33] What he expressed in his famous “Rector’s Address”[34] in 1934 was that the “inner truth and greatness” of the Nazi movement was its potential “encounter between technicity on the planetary level and modern man,” and that it “casts its net in these troubled waters of ‘values’ and ‘totalities,’” or, as he put it a 1948 letter to Herbert Marcuse, “a spiritual renewal of life in its entirety.”[35] In other words, the “wrenching transformation” of Germany that the Nazi revolution set in motion held the potential for reconnecting humankind with the essence of Being in a primal, pre-Socratic way. Heidegger’s moral blindness to the phenomenon in front of him exposes the hazard of an excessively abstract approach to human existence. As Heidegger’s example shows, the idea of transforming human consciousness through politics is likely an extremist--and potentially totalitarian--project.

XT: Heidegger = Nazi Extensions

Heidegger's Nazism corrupts his larger critiques of modernity and technology

Zimmerman 94 (Michael, Professor + Chair of Philosophy @ Tulane, Contesting Earth’s Future, p. 103)

HEIDEGGER AND DEEP ECOLOGY Given the fact that most French postmodern theorists have evinced such scant interest in ecological issues, direct comparisons between French postmodern theory and deep ecology would seem to have limited benefit. Moreover, the former regards the latter as naive and utopian, whereas the latter regards the former as anthropocentric and nihilistic. Comparisons between deep ecology and first-generation German postmodern theorists, especially Nietzsche and Heidegger, who were influenced by a long tradition of nature romanticism, prove to be more interesting. Recently, for instance, Max Hallman has interpreted Nietzsche as a deep ecological thinker.24 Reading Heidegger in the same vein, I once believed his thought would provide a way out of technological modernity's nihilistic disclosure of everything as raw material.25 Today, because I see that his total critique of modernity was in many ways consistent with the critique advanced by Nazism, I am more cautious about abandoning the political institutions of modernity, though I remain critical of its dark side.

Heidegger claimed that Nazism was at the heart of his philosophy and he was personally, deeply anti-Semitic.
Wolin 1 – Distinguished Professor of History at the City University of New York Graduate Center – 2001 (Richard Wolin, Heidegger’s Children, P. 10-11)

In May 1933, Heidegger sent a telltale telegram to Hitler expressing solidarity with recent Gleichschaltung legislation. There were instances of political denunciation and personal betrayal. Moreover, Heidegger remained a dues-paying member of the Nazi Party until the regime's bitter end. He continued to open his classes with the so-called "German greeting" of "Heil Hitler!" In 1936, he confided to Lowith that his 'partisanship for National Socialism lay in the essence of his philosophy"; it derived, he claimed, from the concept of "historicity" (which stressed the importance of authentic historical commitment) in Being and Time.'" As the rector of Freiburg University, Heidegger was charged with enforcing the anti-Semitic clauses of the so-called "Law for the Preservation of a Permanent Civil Service," which effectively banned Jews from all walks of government service, including university life. Despite his later disclaimers, in his capacity as rector Heidegger faithfully executed these laws, even though it meant banning Husserl, to whom he owed so much, from the philosophy faculty library. In the eyes of Hannah Arendt, this action, which had affected the septuagenarian phenomenologist so adversely, made Heidegger a "potential murderer."" At the time, Husserl complained bitterly in a letter to a former student about Heidegger's growing anti-Semitism: "In recent years [he] has allowed his anti-Semitism to come increasingly to the fore, even in his dealings with his groups of devoted Jewish students," observes Husserl. "The events of the last few weeks," he continued (referring to Heidegger's joining the Nazi Party as well as the recent university ban on Jews), "have struck at the deepest roots of my existence."'" In 1929, Heidegger had already complained that Germany was faced with a stark alternative: "the choice between sustaining our German intellectual life through a renewed infusion of genuine, native teachers and educators, or abandoning it once and for all to growing Jewish influence [Verjudung]-in both the wider and narrow sense."' 

Heidegger’s Nazism is inexcusable – his own philosophy stressed that thought can’t be divorced from action. 
Wolin, 90 - Distinguished Professor of History at the City University of New York Graduate Center - 1990 (Richard Wolin, The Politics of Being, P. 33-34)

Although an understanding of Heidegger's political thought should in no way be reduced to the concrete political choices made by the philosopher in the 1930s, neither is it entirely separable therefrom. And while the strategy of his apologists has been to dissociate the philosophy from the empirical person, thereby suggesting that Heidegger's Nazism was an unessential aberration in the hope of exempting the philosophy from political taint, this strategy will not wash for several reasons. To begin with, Heidegger's philosophy itself would seem to rule out the artificial, traditional philosophical separation between thought and action. In truth, much of Being and Time is concerned with overcoming the conventional philosophical division between theoretical and practical reason; a fact that is evident above all in the "pragmatic" point of departure of the analytic of Dasein: "Being-in- the-world" rather than the Cartesian "thinking substance." More importantly, though, what is perhaps the central category of Heidegger's existential ontology-the category of "authenticity''- automatically precludes such a facile separation between philosophical outlook and concrete life-choices. As a work of fundamental ontology, Being and Time aims at delineating the essential, existential determinants of human Being-in-the-world. Heidegger refers to these structures (e.g., "care," "fallenness," "thrownness," "Being-toward-death") as Existenzialien. The category of authenticity demands that the ontological structures of Being and Time receive practical or ontic fulfillment; that is, the realization of these categorial determinations in actual, concrete life contexts is essential to the coherence of the Heideggerian project. This conclusion follows of necessity from the nature of the category of authenticity itself: it would be nonsensical to speak of an "authentic Dasein" that was unrealized, existing in a state of mere potentiality. Authenticity requires that ontic or practical choices and involvements-concrete decisions, engagements, and political commitments-become an essential feature of an authentic existence. 

Heidegger’s Nazism was a logical consequence of his refusal of ethics. 
Wolin, 90 - Distinguished Professor of History at the City University of New York Graduate Center - 1990 (Richard Wolin, The Politics of Being, P. 65)

The consequences of this decisionistic "ethical vacuum," coupled with the prejudicial nature of Heidegger's conservative revolutionary degradation of the modern life-world, suggests an undeniable theoretical cogency behind Heidegger's ignominious life-choice of 1933. In its rejection of "moral convention-which qua convention, proves inimical to acts of heroic bravado-decisionism shows itself to be distinctly nihilistic vis-a-vis the totality of inherited ethical paradigms.118F or this reason, the implicit political theory of Being and Time-and in this respect, it proves a classical instance of the German conservative-authoritarian mentality of the period-remains devoid of fundamental "liberal convictions" that might have served as an ethicopolitical bulwark against the enticement of fascism. Freed of such bourgeois qualms, the National Socialist movement presented itself as a plausible material "filling" for the empty vessel of authentic decision and its categorical demand for existentiell-historical content. The summons toward an "authentic historical destiny" enunciated in Being and Time was thus provided with an ominously appropriate response by Germany's National Revolution. The latter, in effect, was viewed by Heidegger as 'the ontic fulfillment of the categorical demands of "historicity": it was Heidegger's own choice of a "hero," a "destiny," and a "community."  

Heidegger’s Dasein was easily translated into a German Dasein and an excuse for nationalism. 
Wolin, 01 – Distinguished Professor of History at the City University of New York Graduate Center – 2001 (Richard Wolin, Heidegger’s Children, P. 184-185)

What is troubling about Heidegger's standpoint is not that he judges but the basis on which he distinguishes. His lock-step identification with the "German ideology" risks settling in advance all questions of relative historical merit. "Capitalism," "peasant wars," "Negroes"-once the world has been neatly divided into "historical" and "unhistorical" peoples and events, history's gray zones fade from view. That the "Volk" that, in Heidegger's view, possessed "historicity" in the greatest abundance-the Germans-had as of 1934 abolished political pluralism, civil liberties, and the rule of law and was in the process of consolidating one of the most brutal dictatorships of all time, cannot help but raise additional doubts about the "existential" grounds of Heidegger's discernment. Here, one could reverse the terms and claim that Germany of the 1930s suffered from an excess of historicity. Conversely, the historical events and peoples that Heidegger slights could readily be incorporated into progressive historical narratives." That he fails to perceive these prospects is attributable to his renunciation of "cosmopolitan history" and his concomitant embrace of a philosophically embellished version of German particularism or socalled Sondenveg. From an epistemological standpoint, Heidegger's difficulties derive from his decision to base ethical and political judgments on factical rather than normative terms; that is, from the Jemeinigkeit or concrete particularity of German Existenz. The more one reconsiders Heidegger's philosophy of the 1930s, the more one sees that one of its guiding leitmotifs is a refashioning of Western metaphysics in keeping with the demands of the Germanic Dasein." He consistently rejects the "universals" that in the Western tradition occupied a position of preeminence in favor of ethnocentric notions derived from the annals of Germanic Being-in-the-world. The example of the airplane that brings the Fuhrer to Mussolini" is merely a paradigmatic instance of a more general trend.   

Heidegger thought that labor camps could be used to attack modernity. 
Wolin, 01 – Distinguished Professor of History at the City University of New York Graduate Center – 2001 (Richard Wolin, Heidegger’s Children, P. 191)

Heidegger's concern with the importance of labor in the new Reich was a matter of philosophical as well as political conviction. A longtime critic of the senescence and disorientation of German university life, he was of the opinion that the labor camps would serve to reintegrate knowledge with the life of the German Volk, whose simplicity and lack of sophistication he revered.*6A s Lijwith remarked, Heidegger "failed to notice the destructive radicalism of the whole [Nazi] movement and the petty bourgeois character of all its 'strength-through-joy' institutions, because he was a radical petty bourgeois himself."*' Heidegger, who hailed from the provincial lower classes, and who, despite his manifest brilliance, was denied a university chair until the age of thirty-nine, found much he could agree with in Nazism's dismantling of the old estates and commitment to upward social mobility." In his view, the value of labor camps as a vehicle of ideological reeducation for politically reticent scholars could hardly be overestimated.  

2AC: Heidegger = Totalitarianism 

Heidegger’s fascination with ontology is inherently totalizing and encourages a turn towards totalitarianism 

Gauthier 04 (David, Phd Candidate in Poly Sci @ Lousiana State, "MARTIN HEIDEGGER, EMMANUEL LEVINAS, AND THE POLITICS OF DWELLING," http://etd.lsu.edu/docs/available/etd-11052004-163310/unrestricted/Gauthier_dis.pdf)  

As this chapter has noted, Levinas’s emphasis on “the reality of persecuted people in the daily history of the world” informs his critique of Heidegger.  Levinas’s critique of Heideggerian ontology identifies how the ontological, anti-humanistic, and pagan cast of the latter’s thought is inherently totalizing.  This can be viewed as the first of Levinas’s two principal objections to fundamental ontology.  The second major objection, which I have ignored until now, relates to its political consequences.  In sum, fundamental ontology necessarily leads to tyranny:  “Even though it opposes the technological passion issued forth from the forgetting of Being hidden by the existent, Heideggerian ontology, which subordinates the relationship with the Other to the relationship with Being in general, remains under obedience to the anonymous and leads inevitably to another power, to imperialist domination, to tyranny.” 62 Viewed from the perspective of Levinas’ critique of the Occidental ontological tradition, such a conclusion is to be expected.  For Levinas, Heideggerian Being represents merely the latest arche utilized by Western ontologists to eliminate the alterity of the Other and promote the freedom of the self.  As the political manifestation of the totalization of the Other that ontology perpetrates in the realm of thought, tyranny represents the diluted essence of ontological politics.  Much as ontological thought facilitates the domination of the other person by the autonomous ego, so too does it enable the state to totalize its “Other”– its subjects – in a comparatively comprehensive manner:  “For the philosophical tradition the conflicts between the same and the other are resolved by theory whereby the other is reduced to the same – or, concretely, by the community of the state where by anonymous power, though it be intelligible, the I rediscovers war in the tyrannic oppression it undergoes from the totality.” 63   In this light, the tyrannical rule of the modern state extends into the political realm the violent, thematizing tendencies that characterize ontology generally.  Nor is this conclusion shocking in light of the anti-humanistic cast of Heidegger’s thought.  In the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, anti-humanistic thinkers often posited grandiose schemes designed to put an end to the alienation supposedly engendered by subjective humanism.  Much like earlier theoretical anti-humanists such as Marx and Nietzsche, Heidegger accuses past humanisms of contributing to modern estrangement by overlooking a pivotal aspect of the human condition. 64   A key difference between Heidegger and his anti-humanistic forebears lies in the fact that, for him, it is metaphysical inquiry into the Being of beings that engenders modern alienation rather than philosophical idealism or slave-morality.  Nonetheless, the comparison remains instructive:  like Marx, Heidegger anticipates a future historical epoch in which man will finally recover his original ontological unity free from the obfuscating effect of past philosophical distortions.  And like Marx and Nietzsche, Heidegger provides an ample supply of metaphysical pathos that unwittingly complements the violent political objectives of totalitarian political movements.  In this sense, Heidegger’s rectorship merely repeats the Marxist tragedy as farce.   

XT: Heidegger = Totalitarianism

Heidegger’s philosophy rejects democracy and justifies domination of those deemed “inauthentic.”
Wolin, 90 - Distinguished Professor of History at the City University of New York Graduate Center - 1990 (Richard Wolin, The Politics of Being, P. 46)

The political philosophical implications of this theory are as unequivocal as they are distasteful to a democratic sensibility. On the basis of the philosophical anthropology outlined by Heidegger, the modern conception of popular sovereignty becomes a sheer non sequitur: for those who dwell in the public sphere of everydayness are viewed as essentially incapable of self-rule. Instead, the only viable political philosophy that follows from this standpoint would be brazenly elitist: since the majority of citizens remain incapable of leading meaningful lives when left to their own devices, their only hope for "redemption" lies in the imposition of a "higher spiritual mission" from above. Indeed, this was the explicit political conclusion drawn by Heidegger in 1933. In this way, Heidegger's political thought moves precariously in the direction of the "Fuhrerprinzip" or "leadership principle." In essence, he reiterates, in keeping with a characteristic antimodern bias, a strategem drawn from Platonic political philosophy: since the majority of men and women are incapable of ruling themselves insofar as they are driven by the base part of their souls to seek after inferior satisfactions and amusements, we in effect do them a service by ruling them from above.77T o date, however, there has never been a satisfactory answer to the question Marx poses concerning such theories of educational dictatorship: "Who shall educate the educator?”  

Democracy solves extinction

Diamond 95 – Larry Diamond, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, co-director of the National Endowment for Democracy's International Forum for Democratic Studies, December 1995, “Promoting Democracy in the 1990s: Actors and Instruments, Issues and Imperatives,” http://www.wilsoncenter.org/subsites/ccpdc/pubs/di/1.htm

This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness.

LESSONS OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY

The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built.

The desire for “authentic” leaders justifies totalitarianism. 

Wolin, 90 - Distinguished Professor of History at the City University of New York Graduate Center - 1990 (Richard Wolin, The Politics of Being, P. 115-116)

There are many dangers lurking in the statist conception of politics advanced by Heidegger in the preceding citation. The specifically political danger of this theory of the polis/state is that it is latently totalitarian: when the state-and the "destiny of a historical Volk" that is its raison d'ttre-are accorded unchallenged ontological primacy as "the work for the works," the autonomy and integrity of the other spheres of life (social, cultural, religious) disappears: they are gleichgeschaltet or immediately subsumed within the political sphere. The Greeks could solve this potential danger via the institution of direct democracy: by virtue of this medium, political space was opened up to its maximum extent. But in Heidegger's contemporary pan-Germanic "repetition" of the ancient polis, the opposite is true: since his twentieth century polis/ state is integrally tied to the Fiihrerprinzip, it becomes a Fiihrerstaat, a new form of political tyranny, in which political space shrivels up into the person of the Fuhrer and his sycophantic entourage.6 As the remarks just cited suggest, for Heidegger, the concept of a Fiihrerstaat is unproblematical provided there be "rulers alone, but then really rulers." That is, the rulers must be "authentic" and not imposters. And as we will soon see, Heidegger develops a theory of world-historical "leader-creators" in order to ground his partisanship for the Fiihrerprinzip philosophically.  

Heidegger’s alt leads to totalitarianism/ fascism

Dreyfus 92—professor of philosophy at the University of California, Berkeley, PhD from Harvard (Hubert L, "Heidegger on the Connection between Nihilism, Technology, Art and Politics" Cambridge Companion to Heidegger, Charles Guignon, Ed., Cambridge University Press, 1992, RBatra)

Heidegger's personal mistake comes from having thought that Hitler or National Socialism was such a god. Yet, Heidegger had already, in "The Origin of the Work of Art," developed criteria that could serve to determine whether a charismatic leader or movement deserved our allegiance. He stresses there that a true work of art must set up a struggle between earth and world. That is, a true work of art does not make everything explicit and systematic. It generates and supports resistance to total mobilization. Yet, Heidegger chose to support a totalitarian leader who denied the truth of all conflicting views and was dedicated to bringing everything under control. Heidegger no doubt interpreted Hitler as setting up some sort of appropriate struggle. Unfortunately, there is no interpretation-free criterion for testing a new god, and such mistakes are always possible. Heidegger's philosophy, then, is dangerous because it seeks to convince us that only a god - a charismatic figure or some other culturally renewing event -- can save us from falling into contented nihilism. It exposes us to the risk of committing ourselves to some demonic renewing event or movement. 

2AC: Life = Prerequisite to Ontology

Pragmatic political action to prevent nuclear war is a prerequisite to ontological investigations 

Santoni 85 - Maria Theresa Barney Chair Emeritus of Philosophy at Denison University (Ronald, “Nuclear War: Philosophical Perspectives” p 156-157)
To be sure, Fox sees the need for our undergoing “certain fundamental changes” in our “thinking, beliefs, attitudes, values” and Zimmerman calls for a “paradigm shift” in our thinking about ourselves, other, and the Earth.  But it is not clear that what either offers as suggestions for what we can, must, or should do in the face of a runaway arms race are sufficient to “wind down” the arms race before it leads to omnicide.  In spite of the importance of Fox’s analysis and reminders it is not clear that “admitting our (nuclear) fear and anxiety” to ourselves and “identifying the mechanisms that dull or mask our emotional and other responses” represent much more than examples of basic, often. stated principles of psychotherapy. Being aware of the psychological maneuvers that keep us numb to nuclear reality may well be the road to transcending them but it must only be a “first step” (as Fox acknowledges), during which we Simultaneously act to eliminate nuclear threats, break our complicity with the ams race, get rid of arsenals of genocidal weaponry, and create conditions for international goodwill, mutual trust, and creative interdependence.  Similarly, in respect to Zimmerman: in spite of the challenging Heideggerian insights he brings out regarding what motivates the arms race, many questions may be raised about his prescribed “solutions.”  Given our need for a paradigm shift in our (distorted) understanding of ourselves and the rest of being, are we merely left “to prepare for a possible shift in our self-understanding? (italics mine)?  Is this all we can do?  Is it necessarily the case that such a shift “cannot come as a result of our own will?” – and work – but only from “a destiny outside our control?”  Does this mean we leave to God the matter of bringing about a paradigm shift?  Granted our fears and the importance of not being controlled by fears, as well as our “anthropocentric leanings,” should we be as cautious as Zimmerman suggests about out disposition “to want to do something” or “to act decisively in the face of the current threat?”  In spite of the importance of our taking on the anxiety of our finitude and our present limitation, does it follow that “we should be willing for the worst (i.e. an all-out nuclear war) to occur”?  Zimmerman wrongly, I contend, equates “resistance” with “denial” when he says that “as long as we resist and deny the possibility of nuclear war, that possibility will persist and grow stronger.”  He also wrongly perceives “resistance” as presupposing a clinging to the “order of things that now prevails.” Resistance connotes opposing, and striving to defeat a prevailing state of affairs that would allow or encourage the “worst to occur.”  I submit, against Zimmerman, that we should not, in any sense, be willing for nuclear war or omnicide to occur.  (This is not to suggest that we should be numb to the possibility of its occurrence.)  Despite Zimmerman’s elaborations and refinements his Heideggerian notion of “letting beings be” continues to be too permissive in this regard.  In my judgment, an individual’s decision not to act against and resist his or her government’s preparations for nuclear holocaust is, as I have argued elsewhere, to be an early accomplice to the most horrendous crime against life imaginable – its annihilation.  The Nuremburg tradition calls not only for a new way of thinking, a “new internationalism” in which we all become co-nurturers of the whole planet, but for resolute actions that will sever our complicity with nuclear criminality and the genocidal arms race, and work to achieve a future which we can no longer assume. We must not only “come face to face with the unthinkable in image and thought” (Fox) but must act now - with a “new consciousness” and conscience - to prevent the unthinkable, by cleansing the earth of nuclear weaponry. Only when that is achieved will ultimate violence be removed as the final arbiter of our planet’s fate.  
XT: Life = Prerequisite to Ontology

You can’t examine ontology knowing you are going to die --- the aff is a prerequisite

Elshtain 3 - Laura Spelman Rockefeller Professor of Social and Political Ethics at the University of Chicago Divinity School (Jean Bethke, “Just War Against Terrorism”, pg. 47)

That said, the civic peace that violence disrupts does offer intimations of the peaceable kingdom. If we live from day to day in fear of deadly attack, the goods we cherish become elusive. Human beings are fragile creatures. We cannot reveal the fullness of our being, including our deep sociality, if airplanes are flying into buildings or snipers are shooting at us randomly or deadly spores are being sent through the mail. As we have learned so shockingly, we can neither take this civic peace for granted nor shake off our responsibility to respect and promote the norms and rules that sustain civic peace.
2AC: Nuclear War O/W Ontology

Nuclear war outweighs ontology --- it’s a prerequisite to examination

Maccauley 96  (David Macauley, Minding Nature: The philosophers of ecology,  1996 p. 74)
We may approach the issue of what Heidegger may teach today's radical environmentalists by examining an issue about which they and Heidegger would profoundly disagree. I Heidegger claimed that there is a greater danger than the destruction of all life on earth by nuclear war.40 For radical environmentalists, it is hard to imagine anything more dangerous than the total destruction of the biosphere! Heidegger argued, however, that worse than such annihilation would he the totally technologized world in which material "happiness" for everyone is achieved, but in which humanity would be left with a radically constricted capacity for encountering the being of entities. This apparently exorbitant claim may be partially mitigated by the following consideration. If human existence lost all relationship to transcendent being, entities could no longer show themselves at all, and in this sense would no longer "be." Who needs nuclear war, Heidegger asked rhetorically, if entities have already ceased to be? For many environmentalists, such a question reveals the extent to which Heidegger remained part of the human-centered tradition that he wanted to overcome. By estimating so highly human Dasein's contribution to the manifesting of things, Heidegger may well have underestimated the contribution made by many other forms of life, for which the extinction of humankind's ontological awareness would be far preferable to their own extinction in nuclear war!

2AC: Paganism DA 

Heideggerian criticism exemplifies a form of paganist thought replicates oppressive dichotomies—this results in the cruelest forms of nationalism, chauvinism, and xenophobia 

Gauthier 04 (David, Phd Candidate in Poly Sci @ Lousiana State, "MARTIN HEIDEGGER, EMMANUEL LEVINAS, AND THE POLITICS OF DWELLING," http://etd.lsu.edu/docs/available/etd-11052004-163310/unrestricted/Gauthier_dis.pdf)

On Levinas’s account, the pagan cast of Heidegger’s thought derives from its persistent emphasis on the world (Welt):  “One would like man to rediscover the world.” 45 Heidegger’s conception of the world was prone to a certain flux.  In Being and Time, the world consisted of equipmental items-of-gear, while in the “Origin of the Work of Art” the world is the sparring partner of the earth in works of art.  In his later work, the world consisted of the fourfold (Geviert) of earth, sky, divinities, and mortals.  For Levinas, what is significant about Heidegger’s persistent focus on the world is that it contains a corresponding attempt to “rediscover” the ineffable mystery it contains.   The Heideggerian project of worldly rediscovery entails calling attention to the experiences of mystical transcendence that occasion our everyday use of things and our inhabitation of the natural environment.  As Levinas writes, to rediscover the world “means to follow a path that winds its way through fields, to feel the unity created by the bridge, the bridge that links the two river banks and by the architecture of buildings, the presence of a tree, the chiaroscuro, of the forests, the mystery of things, of a jug, of worn-out shoes of a peasant girl, the gleam from a carafe of wine sitting on a white tablecloth.” 46   In the Heideggerian world of whatever configuration, natural and man-made things possess a sacred aspect that is often obscured by the hustle-and-bustle cadence of modern life. Concomitant with the rediscovery of the holy aspect of things is a corresponding emphasis on the centrality of place.  Indeed, things are sacred because they are gathering places in which transcendence and immanence merge in harmonious oneness.  Insofar as  places in general admit the fourfold, they are to be treasured accordingly.  Man’s natural habitat is one such place that merits special consideration in that it contains an impenetrable mystery that demands respect, if not awe.  “To rediscover the world,” as Levinas writes, “is to attempt to recover a childhood mystery snuggled up inside the place, to open up to the light of great landscapes, the fascination with nature and the delight of camping in the mountains.” 47         What is wrong with Heidegger’s pagan call for worldly rediscovery?  The problem that afflicts Heidegger’s brand of pagan religiosity is the same problem that afflicts all past, present, and future varieties of paganism:  cruelty:  “The mystery of things is the source of all cruelty towards men.” 48    In its very radicalness, this point bears repeating:  paganism is not merely cruel but represents the ultimate “source” of “all cruelty.”  How can this be so?  How can a religion that has been, for most of Western history, displaced by the world’s great monotheistic faiths represent a perpetual source of human wickedness?  The answer, as it turns out, relates to the manner in which paganism complements a nationalistic political impulse.   On Levinas’s account, nationalism is the inevitable consequence of paganism’s overwhelming stress on the ontological significance of place. 49   As we have seen, paganism for Levinas represents a “putting down (of) roots, almost in the etymological sense of the term.” 50   In turn, the pagan stress on “enrootedness” engenders nationalism because it effectually constructs an ontological dichotomy between natives and strangers.  As Levinas writes, “One’s implementation in a landscape, one’s attachment to place, without which the universe would become insignificant and would hardly exist, is the very splitting of humanity into natives and strangers.  And in this light technology is less dangerous than the spirits (génies) of the place.” 51   Hence, the pagan sanctification of place draws an implicit distinction between the privileged insider who occupies the sacred hearth and the despised outsider who dwells outside of its purview. 

What renders this distinction uniquely “cruel” is its pure arbitrariness.  The baseless distinction between those rooted in the place and those who are placeless stigmatizes the latter on the basis of a wholly conventional distinction.  Despite its sheer artificiality, however, the native/foreigner dichotomy encouraged by paganism represents the toxic source from which the very real pathologies of nationalism, chauvinism, and xenophobia originate.  As Levinas writes, paganism is “a nationalism in terms of its cruelty and pitilessness – that is to say, in its immediate, naive, and unconscious sense.” 52 

XT: Paganism DA

Heideggerian concern for ontology epitomizes a forms of paganism that fosters violence, xenophobia, and tyranny 

Gauthier 04 (David, Phd Candidate in Poly Sci @ Lousiana State, "MARTIN HEIDEGGER, EMMANUEL LEVINAS, AND THE POLITICS OF DWELLING," http://etd.lsu.edu/docs/available/etd-11052004-163310/unrestricted/Gauthier_dis.pdf)  

Heidegger’s paganism, with its inherent capacity to engender nationalistic, xenophobic, and chauvinistic political tendencies, renders this danger even more acute.  Indeed, at times Levinas suggests that paganism is the ultimate source of tyranny: “Tyranny is not the pure and simple extension of technology to reified men.  Its origin lies in the pagan  ‘moods,’ in the adoration that enslaved men devote to their masters.”

66   Through its emphasis on human rootedness and autochthony, Heidegger’s thought encourages human beings to divide themselves into natives and foreigners, thus inviting political persecution of the perceived outsiders who threaten the sanctity of the homeland (Heimat).  Just as importantly, the pagan emphasis on place effectively closes off transcendence, leaving man powerless before the arbitrary exercise of worldly power.  In a milieu where immanence and transcendence have been collapsed into a monolithic worldly totality, there can be no appeal to justice, nor indeed to any other metaphysical standard capable of curbing the exercise of immanent power.  Because the homeland is the court of final appeal, the state that claims to act on its behalf possesses a blank check to dominate its subjects unhindered by external constraints. From a Levinasian standpoint, then, the banal consequence of Heideggerian ontology is not individual heroism, communal intimacy, or an enlivened relationship to things but quiet sanction to – if not encouragement of – the expansion of impersonal state power.  In the context of a philosophical schema that subordinates human beings to an ontological arche, refuses to posit an absolute source of human value and prizes place over people, such a conclusion is more than understandable.  A “philosophy of power” as much as “injustice,” Heidegger’s thought is tragically emblematic of the dangerous political tendencies attendant with the subordination of ethics to ontology. 67 

2AC: Space/Tech Good—Progressive/Liberating Force

Outer spaced-based technological modes of thought dissolve native/foreigner dichotomies of violence and transcend insular notions of pace—this serves as a progressive, liberating force for humanity 

Gauthier 04 (David, Phd Candidate in Poly Sci @ Lousiana State, "MARTIN HEIDEGGER, EMMANUEL LEVINAS, AND THE POLITICS OF DWELLING," http://etd.lsu.edu/docs/available/etd-11052004-163310/unrestricted/Gauthier_dis.pdf)  

In light of the cruelty that looms in the background of paganism’s call for roots – eventuating as it does in inflammatory nationalism – the spread of planetary technology is revealed to be a salutary, if not downright progressive, development.  For Levinas, modern technology uproots human beings from the earth.  In this sense, Levinas agrees with Heidegger.  However, whereas Heidegger laments the uprooting effect of modern technology, Levinas celebrates it for the same reason.  Insofar as “technology wrenches us out of the Heideggerian world and the superstitions regarding place,” Levinas recognizes, it likewise wrenches out of the native/foreigner dichotomy encouraged by the pagan emphasis on place.  As Levinas puts it, “Technology does away with the privilege of enrootedness and the related sense of exile. 54    By destroying the very distinction between native and foreigner, technology makes possible a novel global order free from the superfluous distinctions that have historically plagued relations among men.  Hence, the possibility of a new intimacy, one based on naked human fraternity:  “From this point on, an opportunity appears to us: to perceive men outside the situation in which they are placed, and let the human face shine in all its nudity.” 55   In rendering an undiluted face-to-face encounter with the Other possible, technology should be properly regarded as the positive phenomenon that it generally is. For Levinas, the “achievement” of the Russian astronaut Gagarin is emblematic of modern technology’s liberating potential.  Through the wonder of aeronautic technology, Gagarin was freed from the “superstition of place.”  Levinas’s ecstatic description of Gagarin’s feat is worth quoting in full:  “But what perhaps counts most of all is that he left the place.  For one hour, man existed beyond any horizon – everything around him was sky or, more exactly, everything around him was geometrical space.  A man existed in the horizon of homogenous space.” 56   The great hope of our age, for Levinas, is that all human beings will be enabled to enjoy the utter sense of placelessness that Gagarin briefly experienced.  For in existing outside of any geographical boundary, Gagarin was neither native nor foreigner, neither insider nor outsider, neither inhabitant nor exile.  Extended to the rest of humanity through technological advancement, such a placeless condition promises liberation from the arbitrary divisions that continually obstruct person-to-person relations. 

Being = Meaningless

Discourse on Being is so abstract that it renders us silent—it is nihilistic paralysis. 
Rosen, 69 - Borden Parker Bowne Professor of Philosophy at Boston University – 1969 (Stanley Rosen, Nihilism: A Philosophical Essay, P. 45-46)

I have been arguing that ontological speech, in the sense attributed to it by those who follow Heidegger’s distinction between the ontological and ontic, is in fact silence.  Ontologists of this type wish to talk about Being as distinct from beings, and speech will simply not permit this.  If this is a defect of speech, and the significance of speech is in the deepest and final sense relative to silence, then there is no reason for what we say or for whether we speak at all, other than the mere fact, although there is equally no reason to keep silent.  The result is absurdism or nihilism.  Therefore no reason can be given which would justify our falling into such desperate straits.  Every fundamental ontological speech of the type in question is not just self-refuting but self-canceling. 

No truth = nazism

Critique of the enlightenment justified Nazism.
Wolin, 90 - Distinguished Professor of History at the City University of New York Graduate Center - 1990 (Richard Wolin, The Politics of Being, P. 152)

And thus, if upon turning to the text of a 1953 lecture we find the observation: "Thinking begins only when we have come to know that reason, glorified for centuries, is the most stiff-necked adversary of thought" we cannot help but conclude that in his later work, Heidegger has only sunk more deeply into the bog of Logosvergessenheit. This verdict gives cause for dismay, for it suggests that the philosopher has drawn precisely the wrong conclusions from the political events of 1933-1945: instead of participating in the attempt to forge, out of the ravages of postwar Europe, a new conception of reason and truth, Heidegger himself has become an even greater "stiff-necked" advocate of counterenlightenment. His thought seeks refuge in the recrudescence of myth: "openness for the mystery," "the remembrance of Being," and "the mirror-play of the four-fold" (gods and mortals, heaven and earth) becomes the mystified categorial scheme around which his later thinking revolved.  The notion that analogous counterenlightenment attitudes and doctrines might have played a key role in the spiritual preparation for the German catastrophe is a thought that has obviously never crossed his mind.57  

Humanism k2 Stop Nazism

Their K has it backwards—ethical humanism is key to criticizing Nazism. 
Ferry and Renaut, 90 – Professor of Political Science at the Sorbonne and Professor of Philosophy at Nantes – 1990 (Luc Ferry and Alain Renaut, Heidegger and Modernity, trans. Franklin Philip, P. 107-108)

Whatever is true of this debate, which, it will be readily agreed, here remains open, one thing is still certain. Heidegger is not close to Nazism because he remained a prisoner of humanism, nor because of his deliberations about authenticity and the distinguishing property of man. For Heidegger, the distinguishing property of man is always transcendence, and on the contrary, it was in the name of this transcendence and thus because he was still a humanist that Heidegger could criticize the biologizing reifications of Nazi anti-Semitism. More generally, it is very much in the name of humanism thus understood, in the name of that strictly human capacity to wrench oneself free of natural determinations, that a criticism of the racist imaenation (in the Lacanian sense) is possible. When, however, Heidegger makes the destiny of Being the destiny of man, when he thus returns to the antihumanist idea of a traditional code (if only that of the history of Being), he founders in inauthenticity, and his fall makes possible the return of the nationalistic myth and the fanatical hatred of modernity.  

Alt Fails—Humans Inately Technological 

Heidegger’s critique is impossible to actualize – the rule of modern technology is fundamentally a part of humans

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,” RBatra)

Martin Heidegger’s radical critique of technology has fundamentally stigmatized modern technology and paved the way for a comprehensive critique of contemporary Western society. However, the following reassessment of Heidegger’s most elaborate and influential interpretation of technology, ‘‘The Question Concerning Technology,’’ sheds a very different light on his critique. In fact, Heidegger’s phenomenological line of thinking concerning technology also implies a radical critique of ancient technology and the fundamental being-in-the-world of humans. This revision of Heidegger’s arguments claims that ‘‘The Question Concerning Technology’’ indicates a previous unseen ambiguity with respect to the origin of the rule of das Gestell. The following inquiry departs from Heidegger’s critique of modern technology and connects it to a reassessment of ancient technology and Aristotle’s justification of slavery. The last part of the paper unfolds Heidegger’s underlying arguments in favor of continuity within the history of technology. According to these interpretations, humans have always strived to develop ‘‘modern’’ technology and to become truly ‘‘modern’’ in the Heideggerian sense. The danger stemming from the rule of das Gestell is thus not only transient and solely directed toward contemporary Western society, but also I will argue that humans can only be humans as the ones challenged by the rule of das Gestell.

The rule of modern technology is intrinsically tied to being human – the alternative cannot solve

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,” RBatra)

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. 

Trying to understand the various more-or-less explicit accounts of the origin of the rule of das Gestell in ‘‘The Question Concerning Technology’’ and the resulting ambiguity is not just an exercise, nor only a way to criticize Heidegger. Rather, it is a way to better understand the nuances and layers in Heidegger’s thinking concerning technology and to warn against a short-sighted ‘‘saving’’ from an alleged danger. If the challenging revealing of nature, which characterizes the rule of das Gestell is taken seriously, then we cannot avoid it just by revolutionizing our technology, instead, we must revise our very human existence. 

“Standing–reserve” isn’t a unique part of modernity – it’s inevitable

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,” RBatra)

In light of the pervasive use of slaves in silver mines,14 as well as in workshops and households,15 one could argue that the notion of standing-reserve goes even further in antiquity than modernity. A human being revealed as a slave was indeed treated as a flexible commodity and resource, which the master could make a challenging demand on.16 Translated into Heidegger’s phenomenological vocabulary, the slaves were one of the key energy resources in the antique Greek society and can be seen as the forerunner of modern machines.17 

Alt Fails—Tech Thought Inevitable

Technological thought is inevitable—Heidegger's idea of a saving remedy is useless

Kateb 97 (George, Prof of Philosophy @ Princeton, "Technology and Philosophy," Social Research, Fall, p. ebscohost)

But the question arises as to where a genuine principle of limitation on technological endeavor would come from. It is scarcely conceivable that Western humanity -- and by now most of humanity, because of their pleasures and interests and their own passions and desires and motives -- would halt the technological project. Even if, by some change of heart, Western humanity could adopt an altered relation to reality and human beings, how could it be enforced and allowed to yield its effects? The technological project can be stopped only by some global catastrophe that it had helped to cause or was powerless to avoid. Heidegger's teasing invocation of the idea that a saving remedy grows with the worst danger is useless. In any case, no one would want the technological project halted, if the only way was a global catastrophe. Perhaps even the survivors would not want to block its reemergence.

There's no alternative to the technological disclosure of beings—Heidegger himself concedes

Zimmerman 03 (Michael, Professor of Philosophy at Tulane University, Eco-phenomenology : back to the earth itself, p. 87-9)

Elsewhere, I have argued that Heidegger's lack of interest in cosmology, his antinaturalistic stance (including his insistence that humans are not animals), and his relation to National Socialism create obstacles to reading his thought as consistent with contemporary environmentalism and/or Green politics.46 Here, however, I focus attention on a possibility that would pose an even more fundamental problem. The possibility is that Heidegger's own thought-despite his own personal or political preferences-is consistent with modernity's project of the technological domination of nature.

At times, Heidegger indicated that humankind may undergo a transformation that will initiate a nondomineering way of disclosing beings. Some commentators, however, including Thomas J. Sheehan, contend that such a transformation would be inconsistent with the basic thrust of Heidegger's thought. According to Sheehan, Heidegger saw no escape from the nihilism of technological modernity.47 For Heidegger, nihilism has two senses: nihilism I and nihilism II. Nihilism I refers to technological modernity's attempt to disclose all beings as raw material. Nihilism II refers to a culture's obliviousness about the nihil, the clearing, Ereignis, which makes possible Dasein's interpretative and practical encounter with beings. Ereignis cannot be grasped by the human intellect, which is capable only of comprehending beings as beings. Allegedly, nihilism II makes possible nihilism I; that is, the obscuration of Ereignis makes Dasein blind to its ontologically unique endowment. Consequently, Dasein interprets itself merely as the clever animal seeking control of everything through modern science and technology. Sheehan argues, however, that in Heidegger's own view, Aristotle's thought-which is central to the entire Western tradition-ultimately leads to nihilism I. Moreover, even if a few philosophers point toward Ereignis, thereby minimally easing nihilism 11, this fact cannot in and of itself influence nihilism I. Whether or not Dasein catches a sideways glance of Ereignis, Western Dasein will inevitably increase its capacity for disclosing and manipulating beings. Given the reciprocal relation between the beings that tend toward manifesting themselves and the human Dasein that discloses them, total technological disclosure of beings cannot be avoided. Sheehan adds that the ethical, political, and social challenges posed by the looming possibility of the total disclosure of beings must be met with means other than those used by Heideggerians meditating on Ereignis.

At one time, Heidegger did seem to think that disclosing nihilism II could transform nihilism I. In fact, he defended his involvement with National Socialism as part of his own philosophical effort to overcome (iiherzwinden) nihilism. Later on, however, having abandoned this disastrous political engagement, he spoke not of Uherwindung, but rather of veruwindung. As Sheehan comments, Verzoinding involves not the overcoming of nihilism I, but instead of "a 'freeing' of oneself from social and cultural nihilism by seeing its rootedness in a deeper and unsurpassable 'nihilism that is in fact the human condition."4s If Sheehan is right, Heidegger's well-known utterance that "only a god can save us now" is best read ironically, given his views about the inevitability of Dasein interpreting beings ever more completely. Further, his talk of a dispensation (Geschick) that may enable Dasein to interpret beings in a nondomineering way is best read as an instance of mythologizing that has been described as Heidegger's "private religion." 49

Sheehan observes that understanding everything as raw material is possible only insofar as Dasein exists within the clearing that allows Dasein to encounter and to interpret beings as beings. Heidegger remarked: "Even if the contemporary and closest humankind, technologized and equipped to the utmost, is in a planetary condition for which the general distinction between 'war and peace' belongs to things gone by, even then humanity still lives 'poetically' on this earth...." Immediately, however, he adds the following: ". . . but he lives in essential opposition (Gegenwesen) to poetry and hence without need and therefore [is] inaccessible for its essence."50 Here, Heidegger gives with one hand what he takes away with another. True, modernity does disclose the being of beings, but not the poetizing mode of being heralded by Holderlin, nor the self-blossoming mode of being physis-revealed by Aristotle. To experience an alternative way of disclosing beings, Heidegger maintained, humankind must become attuned to its own profound lack, its ontological need. Self-assertive humankind discloses all beings as flexible raw material without any internal limits. Such disclosure is a nihilism that correlates with humanism, "the ideology which asserts that human being is fulfilled in abetting the limitless availability and intelligibility of every thing that is."51

At times, Heidegger suggested that humankind reject modernity and become open for a new mode of ontological understanding that enables Dasein to become rooted again in the earth. Elsewhere, however, he indicated-for example, in his essay "On the Question of Being," dedicated to Ernst Jiinger that there is no alternative to the technological disclosure of being, which involves the correlation between nature as raw material and Dasein as the Gestalt of the worker-soldier who uses such raw material for gaining ever greater power.-52 Many commentators on Heidegger conclude that the technological disclosure of beings decreases Dasein's overall capacity for ontological disclosure. Sheehan maintains, however, that far from offering a constricted disclosure of beings, modern science reveals them more thoroughly than ever before. Hence, he asks: "Why are they [technological disclosure and Ereignis] correlative in an apparently zero-sum way, such that the increase in the power and domination of the Gestalt of the worker would necessarily entail the decrease in the Power of appropriation [Ereignis]?"53 The scientific-technological disclosure of beings has made possible extraordinary improvements in human wellbeing, but that same disclosure also poses enormous social, ethical, and political problems associated with nihilism I. Nevertheless, according to Sheehan, the technological disclosure of beings does not arise from the historical constriction in or human obliviousness to the clearing/ Ereignis. Humankind has always been and remains oblivious to the clearing. The technological disclosure of beings is the perhaps inevitable result of humankind exploiting its capacity for uncovering, understanding, and manipulating beings.

Alt Fails—Causes Passivity 

Emphasis on releasement results in paralyzing passivity.
Wolin 90 - Distinguished Professor of History at the City University of New York Graduate Center - 1990 (Richard Wolin, The Politics of Being, P. 147)

As we suggested earlier, the essential thinking of the later Heidegger promotes an "eclipse of practical reason." For his post-Kehre reformulation of the relation between Being and Dasein rebels so fervently against the voluntarist dimension of his own earlier thinking that the very concept of "meaningful human action" is seemingly rendered null and void. If the early Heidegger attempted to rally Dasein to "decisiveness" (Entschlossenheit), the thought of the later Heidegger appears at times to be a summary justification of human passivity and inaction (Gelassenheit)-so prejudicially is the balance between Sein and Mensch struck in favor of the former term. Thus, in the later Heidegger, the campaign against practical reason develops along a two-fold front: not only is the concept of Being grossly inflated, but the powers of human reason and will are correspondingly devalued. In the later writings, Being assumes the character of an omnipotent primal force, a "first unmoved mover," whose "presencing" proves to be the determinative, ultimate instance for events in the lowly world of human affairs. In its other-worldly supremacy, this force both withdraws from the tribunal of human reason and defies the meager capacities of human description: "A Being that not only surpasses all beings-and thus all men-but which like an unknown God rests and 'essences' in its own truth, in that it is sometimes present and sometimes absent, can never be explained like a being in existence; instead, it can only be 'evoked.' "
Alt Fails—Not Real World

Heidegger is unable to translate ontological insights into the real world. 
Wolin, 90 - Distinguished Professor of History at the City University of New York Graduate Center - 1990 (Richard Wolin, The Politics of Being, P. 164)

Heidegger's inability to conceptualize the sociohistorical determinants and character of modern technology raises the oft-discussed question of the "pseudo-concreteness of his philosophy"; that is, its apparent incapacity to fulfill its original phenomenological promise as a philosophy of "existential concretion." The problem was already evident in the tension between the ontological and ontic levels of analysis that dominated the existential analytic of Being and Time. For there the sphere of ontic life seemed degraded a priori as a result of its monopolization by the "They" and its concomitant inauthentic modalities. As a result, both the desirability and possibility of effecting the transition from the metalevel of ontology to the "factical" realm of ontic concretion seemed problematical from the outset. Nowhere was this problem better illustrated than in the case of the category of historicity. And thus despite Heidegger's real insight into limitations of Dilthey's historicism, the inflexible elevation of ontology above the ontic plane virtually closes off the conceptual space wherein real history might be thought. In truth, it can only appear as an afterthought: as the material demonstration of conclusions already reached by the categories of existential ontology. Consequently, the "ontology of Being and Time is still bound to the metaphysics that it rejects. The conventional tension between existentia and essentia stands behind the difference between everyday (factical) and 'authentic historical existence.'  

Alt Fails—Lacks Ethical Framework 

Heidegger's failure to develop an ethical framework for compassion undercuts his thought as environmental philosophy

Zimmerman 03 (Michael, Professor of Philosophy at Tulane University, Eco-phenomenology : back to the earth itself, p. 95-6)

Some of the difficulty involved in reading Heidegger as an ecofriendly thinker may be traced to his abandonment of the moral dimensions of esoteric Christian theology and Greek philosophy, particularly Platonism. Among other things, esoteric Christians and Platonists share the view-mutatis mutandi-that beyond the realm of creatures or beings, and even beyond the plane of being itself, one may discern an ultimate that cannot be designated as a creature, being, or phenomenon. Mystical Christians describe the Godhead beyond the historical divinity as an abyss, an Ab-grand, a nothingness. Plato speaks of the agathon as lying beyond the being of beings. For both mystical Christianity and Platonism, the Ultimate lies beyond good and evil, at least in respect to how these are understood by mortals. Both mystical Christians and Platonists, however, acknowledge that both before and after those rare moments of insight into the Ultimate, humans exist within societies governed by moral codes that are not merely arbitrary, at least insofar as a serious degree of moral goodness is typically a prerequisite for someone seeking to move beyond beings and being to the Ultimate. In other words, Christian and Greek mysticism presupposed the validity of ethical strictures in everyday life. Furthermore, one may discern in Christian and Greek mysticism an element also presupposed by esoteric Buddhism; namely, that ever greater wisdom-including the extremely demanding and terrifying truth about ultimate no-thingness-spontaneously generates ever greater compassion. Jesus called upon his followers to care for the needy, hungry, and oppressed; Plato indicates that the prisoner who leaves the cave and discovers the Ultimate is bound to return to the cave in order to assist others to know the liberating truth; and Mahayana Buddhism indicates that the Bodhisattva vows to renounce ultimate enlightenment-even after having tasted it-until all sentient beings are saved from suffering. Typically absent from Heidegger's thought, despite occasional remarks to the contrary, is this theme of the reciprocal relation between ontological wisdom and ontical compassion. Perhaps Heidegger's encounter with Nietzsche helps to explain this lacuna. In any event, insofar as Heidegger developed no ethics, and insofar as compassion is not explicitly included in his discussion of insight into Ereignis, the central core of his thought provides inadequate guidance for environmental philosophy, even though-due to motives that lie outside the core of his thought-Heidegger certainly did exhibit concern about the destruction of nature by modern technology.

Ethics too vague

Heidegger’s “call of conscience” is hopelessly vague
Wolin, 90 - Distinguished Professor of History at the City University of New York Graduate Center - 1990 (Richard Wolin, The Politics of Being, P. 40)

In the thought of Heidegger, it is the category of the "call of conscience" (Ruf des Gewissens) that paves the way for authentic decision or Entschlossenheit, thereby elevating Dasein above the fallenness of the They. Yet, the discussion of the "call of conscience" is disappointingly vague. When the question is posed as to whence the call emanates, the specific content of the call, or how it might be recognized, we are provided with only the most roundabout and tenuous hints. Indeed, Heidegger seems to treat the nebulousness of the call as a virtue. In part, this evasiveness is an honest reflection of the requirements of existential analysis, which should in principle bear no responsibility for supplying "existentiell" particulars. For were specific "ontic" directives provided, the whole question of the "decision" at issue-the Wozu of resolve-would become superfluous. In a very real sense, it is not up to fundamental ontology to make our choices for us. It is "we" who must decide, in accordance with what Heidegger is fond of calling our "ownmost potentiality-for- Being." Nevertheless, these caveats should by no means exonerate existential analysis from the charge of vacuity or insufficient concreteness.  

Unconcealment Bad

The alternative of treating truth as unconcealment makes it impossible to judge true from false—this is the sort of error that allowed Hitler to join the Nazis. 
Wolin, 90 - Distinguished Professor of History at the City University of New York Graduate Center - 1990 (Richard Wolin, The Politics of Being, P. 121-122)

Ultimately Heidegger's theory of truth succumbs to the same problem of criterionlessness that was at issue in the decisionistic approach to human action in Being and Time. On the one hand, Heidegger seems at first to be claiming that unconcealment is merely an ontological precondition of truth-which is, as far as it goes, certainly a plausible and valuable insight. In point of fact, however, the nature of truth is conceptualized in terms of the dialectic of concealment and unconcealment that occurs within the phenomenological horizon that has been opened up by a work, a world, etc. In the end, his thoroughgoing antisubjectivism, which is radicalized in the "Turn," results in a type of ineffectual positivism: objects (beings) are no longer to be "judged" (for this would be to subject them to subjective criteria, or, worse still, to "values"), but "disclosed" or "unveiled." Yet, once the lines between truth and error become blurred, the distinction between authentic and inauthentic unveiling essentially evaporates: both are victimized by error in an unspecifiable way. Heidegger could conceivably redeem his theory of truth by an attempt, however minimal, to distinguish a true from an untrue act of unconcealment. A true unconcealment would thus unveil a being "essentially" or as it is "in itself." But no such distinction between genuine and non-genuine unveiling is forthcoming in his work. Instead, error (Irrnis) is paradoxically deemed a mode of unconcealment that is valid in its own right and thus "equiprimordial" with truth. Or again, Heidegger might have claimed that unconcealment presents a type of privileged or exemplary disclosure of beings; and judgments of truth, in turn, could have been predicated on this exemplary mode of disclosure. But no such claim is made. Instead, all we are left with is an unexalted, positivistic affirmation of "givenness," "beings in their immediacy," "disclosure as such." In this respect, Heidegger's theory of Seinsgeschichte regresses behind both the Husserlian and the ancient Greek conceptions of truth. For in both cases, truth resides not in the "givenness" of beings as such, but in a supramundane or superior mode of givenness?* As a result of his obsession with providing a "topography" of truth-with defining the clearing or openness as a sufficient condition for the appearance of truth as "untruth"-to the wholesale exclusion of all traditional predicative considerations, Heidegger lays himself open to extreme judgmental incapacities. And it was this philosophically induced lack of discernment that would lead to his fatal misapprehension of the intellectual as well as the political essence of National Socialism.  

No VTL

Heidegger’s theory reduces the value to life—he forces joyless disconnection from the real world. 
Wolin, 90 - Distinguished Professor of History at the City University of New York Graduate Center - 1990 (Richard Wolin, The Politics of Being, P. 49-50)


Heidegger's characterization of everydayness is so disproportionately negative that we are seemingly left with no immanent prospects for realizing our authentic natures in the domain of ontic life as such. For on the basis of his phenomenological descriptions, it would seem that the ontic sphere in general- "worldliness" in its entirety-has been "colonized" by the They. Here, we see that Heidegger's pessimistic philosophical anthropology and his "joyless" social ontology ultimately join forces. The result is a radical devaluation of the life-world, that delicate substratum of everyday human sociation which existential phenomenology claims to redeem. At this point, one might raise against Heidegger's social ontology the same charge he levels against Husserl's theory of the pure, transcendental ego: it suffers from an impoverishment of world-relations-a fact clearly evinced in Heidegger's self-defeating celebration of the "non-relational" character of authentic Dasein cited above. For how can the authenticity of a Dasein that is essentially "non -relational" ever attain realization in the sphere of ontic life?  

Calculations good

Calculative and technological thought is the only way to build ethical responsibility – it determines our actions and should be embraced even if it involves body counts and number crunching

Paul C. Santilli, Professor of Philosophy @ Siena College, 5/22/2003 (“Radical Evil, Subjection, and Alain Badiou’s Ethic of the Truth Event” – World Congress of the International Society for Universal Dialogue”) http://www.isud.org/papers/pdfs/Santilli.pdf

From the standpoint of an ethics of subjection there is even something unnecessary or superfluous about the void of suffering in the subject bearers of evil. For Levinas, the return to being from the ethical encounter with the face and its infinite depths is fraught with the danger the subject will reduce the other to a "like-me," totalizing and violating the space of absolute alterity. As Chalier puts it, "Levinas conceives of the moral subject's awakening, or the emergence of the human in being, as a response to that pre-originary subjection which is not a happenstance of being." But if there really is something inaccessible about suffering itself, about the 'other' side of what is manifestly finite, subjected, and damaged, then to a certain extent it is irrelevant to ethics, as irrelevant as the judgment of moral progress in the subject-agent. Let me take the parent-child relation again as an example. Suppose the child to exhibit the symptoms of an illness. Are not the proper "ethical" questions for the parent to ask questions of measure and mathematical multiples: How high is the fever? How long has it lasted? How far is the hospital? Can she get out of bed? Has this happened before? These are the questions of the doctor, the rescue squads and the police. They are questions about being, about detail, causes and effects. Ethically our response to the needs of must be reduced to a positivity simply because we have access to nothing but the symptoms, which are like mine. Our primary moral responsibility is to treat the symptoms that show up in being, not the radically other with whom I cannot identify. Say we observe someone whose hands have been chopped off with a machete. How would we characterize this? Would it not be slightly absurd to say, "He had his limbs severed and he suffered," as though the cruel amputation were not horror enough. Think of the idiocy in the common platitude: "She died of cancer, but thank God, she did not suffer", as though the devastating annihilation of the human by a tumor were not evil itself. For ethics, then, the only suffering that matters are the visible effects of the onslaught of the world. All other suffering is excessive and inaccessible. Therefore, it is in being, indeed in the midst of the most elemental facts about ourselves and other people, that we ethically encounter others by responding to their needs and helping them as best we can It is precisely by identifying being and not pretending that we know any thing about suffering, other than it is a hollow in the midst of being, that we can act responsibly. What worries me about Levinas is that by going beyond being to what he regards as the ethics of absolute alterity, he risks allowing the sheer, almost banal facticity of suffering to be swallowed in the infinite depths of transcendence. Indeed, it seems to me that Levinas too often over emphasizes the importance of the emergence of the subject and the inner good in the ethical encounter, as though the point of meeting the suffering human being was to come to an awareness of the good within oneself and not to heal and repair. I agree with Chalier's observation that Levinas's "analyses adopt the point of view of the moral subject, not that of a person who might be the object of its solicitude." Ethics has limits; there are situations like the Holocaust where to speak of a moral responsibility to heal and repair seems pathetic. But an ethics that would be oriented to the vulnerabilities of the subjected (which are others, of course, but also myself) needs to address the mutilation, dismemberment, the chronology of torture, the numbers incarcerated, the look of the bodies, the narratives, the blood counts, the mines knives, machetes, and poisons. Evil really is all that. When the mind does its work, it plunges into being, into mathematical multiples and starts counting the cells, the graveyards, and bullet wounds. Rational practical deliberation is always about the facts that encircle the void inaccessible to deliberation and practical reason.

Calculation and technical control is key to preserving life and an ethical obligation to the other
David Campbell, Professor of International Politics, University of Newcastle, 1999 (Moral Spaces: Rethinking Ethics and World Politics) p. 56

104. Ibid., 76-79. Levinas has also argued for a politics that respects a double injunction. When asked "Is not ethical obligation to the other a purely negative ideal, impossible to realize in our everyday being-in-the-world," which is governed by "ontological drives and practices"; and "Is ethics practicable in human society as we know it? Or is it merely an invitation to apolitical acquiescence?" Levinas's response was that "of course we inhabit an ontological world of technological mastery and political self-preservation. Indeed, without these political and technological structures of organization we would not be able to feed mankind. This is the greatest paradox of human existence: we must use the ontological for the sake of the other, to ensure the survival of the other we must resort to the technico-political systems of means and ends." Kearney and Levinas, "Dialogue with Emmanuel Levinas," 28.

Calculative thought is necessary in order to secure justice in the face of specific forms of oppression that deny “being” or “alterity”

Campbell 99 (David, Prof of Int’l Politics @ Univ. of Newcastle, Moral Spaces, p. 50-51)

In pursuing Derrida on the question of the decision, a pursuit that ends up in the supplementing of Derridean deconstruction with Levinasian ethics, Critchley was concerned to ground political decisions in something other than the "madness" of a decision, and worried that there could be a "refusal of politics in Derrida's work" because the emphasis upon undecidability as the condition of responsibility contained an implicit rejection of politics as "the field of antagonism, decision, dissension, and struggle," the "domain of questioning s Yet from the above discussion, I would argue that Derrida's account of the procedure of the decision also contains within it an account of the duty, obligation, and responsibility of the decision within deconstruction. Moreover, the undecidable and infinite character of justice that fosters that duty is precisely what guarantees that the domain of politics bears the characteristics of contestation rightly prized by Critchley. Were everything to be within the purview of the decidable, and devoid of the undecidable, then (as Derrida constantly reminds us) there would be no ethics, politics, or responsibility, only a program, technology, and its irresponsible application. Of course, for many (though Critchley is clearly not among them), the certainties of the program are synonymous with the desires of politics. But if we seek to encourage recognition of the radical interdependence of being that flows from our responsibility to the other, then the provocations give rise to a different figuration of politics, one in which its purpose is the struggle for-or on behalf of-alterity, and not a struggle to efface, erase, or eradicate alterity. Such a principle -one that is ethically transcendent if not classically universal-is a powerful starting point for rethinking, for example, the question of responsibility vis-avis "ethnic" and "nationalist" conflicts.'°6

But the concern about politics in Derrida articulated by Critchley is not about politics per se, nor about the possibilities of political analysis, but about the prospects for a progressive, radical politics, one that will demand-and thus do more than simply permit-the decision to resist domination, exploitation, oppression, and all other conditions that seek to contain or eliminate alterity. Yet, again, I would argue that the above discussion demonstrates that not only does Derridean deconstruction address the question of politics, especially when Levinasian ethics draws out its political qualities, it does so in an affirmative antitotalitarian manner that gives its politics a particular quality, which is what Critchley and others like him most want (and rightly so, in my view). We may still be dissatisfied with the prospect that Derrida's account cannot rule out forever perverse calculations and unjust laws. But to aspire to such a guarantee would be to wish for the demise of politics, for it would install a new technology, even if it was a technology that began life with the markings of progressivism and radicalism. Such dissatisfaction, then, is not with a Derridean politics, but with the necessities of politics per se, necessities that can be contested and negotiated, but not escaped or transcended.

Our ethical obligation to secure justice demands calculative thought—the alternative is the continuation of violence and oppression

Campbell 99 (David, Prof of Int’l Politics @ Univ. of Newcastle, Moral Spaces, p. 46-7)

That undecidability resides within the decision, Derrida argues, "that justice exceeds law and calculation, that the unpresentable exceeds the determinable cannot and should not serve as alibi for staying out of juridico-political battles, within an institution or a state, or between institutions or states and others."9' Indeed, "incalculable justice requires us to calculate." From where does this insistence come? What is behind, what is animating, these imperatives? It is both the character of infinite justice as a heteronomic relationship to the other, a relationship that because of its undecidability multiplies responsibility, and the fact that "left to itself, the incalculable and giving (donatrice) idea of justice is always very close to the bad, even to the worst, for it can always be reappropriated by the most perverse calculation."92 The necessity of calculating the incalculable thus responds to a duty, a duty that inhabits the instant of madness and compels the decision to avoid "the bad," the "perverse calculation," even "the worst." This is the duty that also dwells with deconstruction and makes it the starting point, the "at least necessary condition," for the organization of resistance to totalitarianism in all its forms. And it is a duty that responds to practical political concerns when we recognize that Derrida names the bad, the perverse, and the worst as those violences "we recognize all too well without yet having thought them through, the crimes of xenophobia, racism, anti-Semitism, religious or nationalist fanaticism."

Furthermore, the duty within the decision, the obligation that recognizes the necessity of negotiating the possibilities provided by the impossibilities of justice, is not content with simply avoiding, containing, combating, or negating the worst violence-though it could certainly begin with those strategies. Instead, this responsibility, which is the responsibility of responsibility, commissions a "utopian" strategy. Not a strategy that is beyond all bounds of possibility so as to be considered "unrealistic," but one which in respecting the necessity of calculation, takes the possibility summoned by the calculation as far as possible, "must take it as far as possible, beyond the place we find ourselves and beyond the already identifiable zones of morality or politics or law, beyond the distinction between national and international, public and private, and so on."94 As Derrida declares, "The condition of possibility of this thing called responsibility is a certain experience and experiment of the possibility of the impossible: the testing of the aporia from which one may invent the only possible invention, the impossible invention."95 This leads Derrida to enunciate a proposition that many, not the least of whom are his Habermasian critics, could hardly have expected: "Nothing seems to me less outdated than the classical emancipatory ideal. We cannot attempt to disqualify it today, whether crudely or with sophistication, at least not without treating it too lightly and forming the worst complicities." 6

Old flaws in calculative thought require expanding the reasoning process, not rejecting it. 

Wolin, 90 - Distinguished Professor of History at the City University of New York Graduate Center - 1990 (Richard Wolin, The Politics of Being, P. 167)

Heidegger's theory of technology ultimately collapses under the weight of its own self-imposed conceptual limitations. And thus, the intrinsic shortcomings of his theoretical framework prevent him from entertaining the prospect that the problem of technological domination owes more to the dearth of reason in the modern world rather than an excess. For in modern life, the parameters of rationality have been prematurely restricted: formal or instrumental reason has attained de facto hegemony; practical reason-reflection on ends-has been effectively marginalized. Instead of the "overcoming" of reason recommended by Heidegger, what is needed is an expansion of reason's boundaries, such that the autonomous logic of instrumental rationality is subordinated to a rational reflection on ends. Similarly, Heidegger's incessant lamentations concerning the "will to will-the theoretical prism through which he views the modern project of human self-assertion in its entirety- only serve to confuse the problem at issue?7 That the forces of technology and industry follow an independent logic.

Universal Thought Good

Their k of universality allows tyranny and relativism

Tony Tinker, Professor of Accountancy at Baruch College. July 1986. (“METAPHOR OR REIFICATION: ARE RADICAL HUMANISTS REALLY LIBERTARIAN ANARCHISTS?” Wiley InterScience. Journal of Management Studies 23:4.)

The critique developed here is composed of two strands: first, Morgan treats the processes by which metaphors are generated as though they were socially unstructured; thereby underrating the ideological roots of metaphor. These asocial proclivities in his analysis render his pleas for diversity in metaphorical usage as little more than political voluntarism. Second, and relatedly, Morgan’s advocacy of metaphorical diversity at the scientific (organizational theory) level, is supported by, what Edgely describes as, ‘the unshaken conviction of liberal dogmatism’ at the epistemological level (Edgely , 1984). In opposing tyrannical forms of positivism, Morgan paints himself into a philosophical corner (of Relativism): he finds himself in the epistemological quandary of opposing rationalistic science (which he equates with positivism), yet having to prosecute his case without appearing to impose his own rationale on another subjective viewpoint (the very ‘crime’ of which positivism stands accused). Morgan’s policy proposals are seriously weakened because of the shortcomings in his analysis, referred to above. He deplores authoritarian interference in scientific processes, and proposes that we institutionalize a kind of supportive, tolerant, uncritical, scientific free-for-all. Unfortunately, the suggestion that we are ‘free to institutionalize’ in any manner we choose, treats scientific processes as though they were independent of any social and historical background. The above criticisms of Morgan’s position are developed more fully in the third section of the paper. First, however, we need to examine, in greater detail, his rationale for proposing a more diverse metaphorical usage, and how he supports these proposals with his antifundamentalist (antipositivistic) epistemology (Morgan, 1983c, pp. 392-404). Morgan questions whether a ‘synthesis of perspectives’ about management is either possible or desirable, and he doubts the value of constructing an integrated theory of management science (Morgan, 1983a, p. 6). He notes that ‘Coherence in discipline is only really a problem if one believes that coherence is possible. I do not since coherence involves the selection of a fmed and unnecessarily narrow point of view.. .I favor an approach to management science that encourages diversity and seeks to cope with this diversity in an active and constructive way’ (ibid., p. 8). Morgan underscores his argument by pointing to a variety of views that exist about management (e.g., those of the manager, and those of the managed) and argues that the scientific choice of a viewpoint is all too often a choice by default - an inherited perspective - that has not benefited from the plurality of views of the subject. Morgan claims he is not seeking a synthesis of this plurality, or any one global perspective to subsume all others; rather he wants to ‘ . . . enhance the capacity for intelligent understanding and choice on the part of the management scientist’ (ibid., p. 9). His aversion to ‘a global perspective’, or single set of scientific standards, is best understood in terms of his opposition to the tyranny of positivistic epistemology in organizational studies (Morgan, 1983c, pp. 393-5). For Morgan, positivism is distinguished by: its emphasis on empiricism; its ‘rigour’; its quest for generalizability; its implicit acceptance of the subject-object split; and, most important, its appeal to a fundamentalist epistemological For Morgan, Fundamentalism (more usually termed Rationalism) consists of, ‘those epistemological stances that are ultimately trying to find the best way to do research‘ (Morgan, 1983c, p. 381). All rationalistic or fundamentalist epistemologies - not just those which authenticate positivism - pursue an ‘unattainable ideal’ in Morgan’s view, because ‘no single set of scientific standards can claim a monopoly over decisions as to what counts as valid knowledge’ (ibid., pp. 381, 393). Morgan’s motivation for opposing the universalistic pretensions of an imperialistic positivist epistemology are both clear and laudable. He is trying to create ‘houseroom’ for hermeneutic, humanistic, interpretative, and other nonpositivistic approaches to organizational research (Morgan, 1983c, p. 403, pussim). What is less clear is why - in opposing positivism - he chooses to oppose all forms of rationalism and, at times, adopt an extreme relativist position (ibid.). As we will see, relativism undercuts Morgan’s own arguments for the constructive use of metaphors, and weakens his challenge to positivism in management studies. I do not mean to imply that all metaphors are flawed as theoretical tools; what this paper contends is that certain metaphors transport especially powerful biases, because of the way they camouflage the social underpinnings of the reality to which they refer. It would be inaccurate to suggest that Morgan is unaware of the ambiguities in his epistemological position. In Beyond Method, he acknowledges the difficulties inherent in adopting a relativistic stance. Even dialectical, synthetic, and other nonpositivistic approaches, are ‘ultimately trying to find the one best way to do research‘; and that with relativism, we give up hope of finding, ‘an independent point of evaluation for judging the merits of different research approaches’ (ibid., p. 380). But having offered a spirited case ‘Against Relativism’, Morgan recoils from embracing rationalism: ‘there are no grounds for saying a research perspective. . .is not worthwhile’ (ibid., p. 381). In the end, Morgan rejects fundamentalist viewpoints in favour of relativism because, ‘A more relativistic view of the research process encourages us to see these different approaches as doing different things. . .’ (ibid., p. 397). Ultimately, for Morgan, it is the obligation to each individual researcher, ‘to reflect on the nature of his or her activity as a means of choosing an appropriate path of action’ (Morgan, 1983c, p. 374). Unfortunately, in opposing Rationalism, Morgan abdicates the epistemological task of trying to help researchers choose the ‘appropriate path’. Indeed, the term ‘appropriate’ is meaningless in Morgan’s relativistic perspective because different research paradigms are (to use Kuhn’s term) ‘incommensurable’. Morgan explicitly favours the relativism of Kuhn and Feyerabend in his epistemological sympathies, with some minor modifications. He notes that ‘ . . .we are obliged to recognize that no one research strategy or inquiring system can be authoritive or complete and that there is at least some merit in Feyerabend’s claim that “anything goes’” (Morgan, 1983c, p. 381). On examination, Feyerabend‘s and Kuhn’s relativism suffers from some serious drawbacks. It was Feyerabend who mischievously quipped that Kuhn’s notion that normal science was puzzle solving with paradigms, failed to provide a way of distinguishing research from other activities - including organized crime (Feyerabend, 1970). Kuhn’s reply was that he never intended to mark out science from other activities (Kuhn, 1970). In Kuhn’s and Feyerabend’s view, there is no justification for revering scientific knowledge as though it were a superior and ‘objective’ form of social knowledge (Feyerabend, 1975). There are many historical instances where the elevation and deification of science has been linked with its misuse by partisan interests; much in the same way as the god-kings of ancient Egypt and chiefs of primitive tribes bolstered their power using religion and claims of supernatural affiliation (Hoogvelt, 1975).L6] Ironically, it is precisely because of such abuses that Kuhn’s and Feyerabend’s relativism is potentially so dangerous. They mistakenly equate all rationalism with oppression, and fail to acknowledge the possibility of a radical rationalism that could oppose repression and contribute to human emancipation. Radical rationalism opposes the misuse of science by developing criteria for distinguishing ‘good’ science from ‘bad’, and thereby seeking to prevent science from being reduced to the status of ‘organized crime’, or, more relevantly, to the activities of the ‘thought police’ (Edgely, 1984). 

AT: Action/Solution Link 

There is an urgency to act in response to environmental problems—even if ontological concerns are raised, we must still must act rather than remain descriptive

Langer 03 (Monika, Associate Professor of Philosophy at the University of Victoria, Eco-phenomenology : back to the earth itself, p. 117-8)

Finally, environmentalism can draw attention to the inherent limitations of a purely descriptive approach. In reflecting on Heidegger, I noted the importance of withstanding pressures to provide a quick fix for environmental problems. Nietzsche's, Heidegger's, and Merleau-Ponty's phenomenological descriptions show that such environmental problems arise from a fundamentally flawed ontology and involve an entire way of life. The question at hand is whether descriptive critiques and the development of new ontologies suffice, given the evident urgency of the environmental problems. Of course, there cannot be any "recipes" for action, and it would be misguided to try to supply them. Nonetheless, there is perhaps a need to go beyond description to a thoughtful discussion of how one might best respond to the timely concerns raised by environmentalists.

In conclusion, I suggest that phenomenology and environmentalism have much to offer each other. Today, the distinction between these two is perhaps somewhat artificial, since many phenomenologists also consider themselves to be environmentalists. In reflecting on how their phenomenological research informs their environmentalism, and how their environmentalism informs their phenomenological research, they initiate an open-ended, mutually enriching dialogue between these two endeavors.

AT: Heidegger Says Reject All Calc Thought

Heidegger doesn't categorically reject calculative thought—even he concedes that such thought has its place

Langer 03 (Monika, Associate Professor of Philosophy at the University of Victoria, Eco-phenomenology : back to the earth itself, p. 113)

It is worth pondering whether so-called environmental issues require an approach that is entirely different, and more original than disciplinarity or interdisciplinarity. What Heidegger means by "original thinking" is helpful here. In his "Memorial Address," Heidegger calls such genuine thinking "meditative," and contrasts it with the dominant mode of thinking. Calling the latter "calculative thinking," he traces its rise to the seventeenth-century scientific-philosophic revolution in major concepts. (As is well known, Descartes played a key role in bringing that revolution about.) Heidegger describes "calculative thinking" as a reductionistic, coercive, means/ends-oriented thinking. It is concerned with productivity, efficiency, utility, management, regulation, planning, prediction, and control. Calculative thinking attacks and grasps an operationally defined "reality" and regards language as merely a container for its preoccupations. Heidegger acknowledges that such thinking has its place; but he is concerned that it has become the predominant way of thinking and may soon be the sole way of thinking. He notes that "[t]he world now appears as an object open to the attacks of calculative thought.... Nature becomes a gigantic gasoline station, an energy source for modern technology and industry."21

AT: Objectivity Impossible

“Objectivity” being impossible isn’t true in the conventional sense, only in a perverse Heideggerian sense

Tim 6—Professor/ Blog commentor (comment on http://heideggerian.blogspot.com/2006/06/presencing-and-essencing.html, RBatra)

Here's my problem: I don't recognize "objectivity" in Heidegger's sense as having anything to do with objectivity in the sense in which that term is traditionally understood. Rather, it seems to me that Heidegger has become absorbed in the etymology of terms and then goes off chasing hares of his own making. This doesn't have to be a bad thing; but it is bad when he claims that it reveals something of significance about philosophical topics that are discussed by others using some of the same terms.

**HILLMAN**

Framework

Language is severed from the truth, what we represent doesn’t mean anything

Hillman 1990 ( Former Director of the Jung Institute, James “Blue Fire” pg 28 HDG)
 In the modern language games of Wittgenstein, words are the very fundamentals of conscience existence, yet they are also severed from things and from truth. They exist in a world of their own. In modern structural linguistics, words have no inherent sense, for they can be reduced, every single one of them, to basic quasi-mathematical units. The fantasy of a basic number of irreducible elements out of which all speech can be constituted is a dissecting technique of the analytic mind which applies logical atomism to logos itself—a suicide of the word. Of course there is a credibility gap, since we no longer trust words of any sort as true carriers of meaning. Of course, in psychiatry, words have become schizogenetic, themselves a cause and source of mental disease. Of course we live in a world of slogan, jargon, and press releases, approximating the “newspeak” of Orwell’s ¡984. As one art and academic field after another falls into the paralyzing coils of obsession with language and communication, speech succumbs to a new semantic anxiety. Even psychotherapy, which began as a talking cure—the rediscovery of the oral tradition of telling one’s story—is abandoning language for touch, cry, and gesture. We dare not be eloquent. To be passionate, psychotherapy now says we must be physical or primitive. Such psychotherapy promotes a new barbarism. Our semantic anxiety has made us forget that words, too, burn and become flesh as we speak. A new angelology of words is needed so that we may once again have faith in them. Without the inherence of the angel in the word—and angel means originally “emissary,” “message-bearer” how can we utter anything but personal opinions, things made up in our subjective minds? How can anything of worth and soul be conveyed from one psyche to another, as in a conversation, a letter, or a book, if archetypal significances are not carried in the depths of our words? We need to recall the angel aspect of the word, recognizing words as independent carriers of soul between people. We need to recall that we do not just make words up or learn them in school, or ever have them fully under control. Words, like angels, are powers which have invisible power over us. They are personal presences which have whole mythologies: genders, genealogies (etymologies :oncerning origins and creations), histories, and vogues; and their )Wfl guarding, blaspheming, creating, and annihilating effects. For words are persons. This aspect of the word transcends their nominalistic definitions and contexts and evokes in our souls a universal
Perm

The permutation solves best-stepping completely out of our mindset is worse than the status quo

Lifton 03 (Robert  “Superpower syndrome”196-197 HDG)

Stepping out of that syndrome would also include surrendering the claim of certainty, of ownership of truth and reality. That ownership gives rise to deadly righteousness, with a claim to illumination so absolute as to transcend ordinary restraints against mass violence. The healthier alternative is an acceptance of some measure of ambiguity, of inevitable elements of confusion and contradiction, whether in relation to large historical events or in matters of personal experience. This would include a more nuanced approach to Islam and Islamist thought and behavior that allows for the possibility of evolution and change. It is often claimed that no such acceptance of ambiguity is possible because superpowers, like nations, like people, are uncomfortable with it, that the tendency is always to seek clarity and something close to certainty. But this assumption may well underestimate our psychological capabilities. Ambiguity, in fact, is central to human function, recognized and provided for by cultural institutions and practices everyv.,here. American society in particular has cultivated the kinds of ambiguity that go with multiplicity and with shifting populations and frontiers.
2AC: Vampires Turn

Hillman’s psychologies reduces people to vampires 

Winther 1999 (Psychology major from Sweden, Mats “Critique of James Hillman Archetypal Psychology” http://home.swipnet.se/~w-73784/hillmcrit.html) Hillman rejects Jungian psychoanalysis. He even wrote a book called "We've Had A Hundred Years of Psychotherapy and the World's Getting Worse." He says that we must stop talking about growing up and instead grow down (a well-known puer aeternus device). H. says that other psychologists are deterministic, i.e., that they always talk about the inborn qualities that shape the future of the individual, attaching weight to the acquired complexes from childhood, et cetera. Hillman abolishes all this and wants to exchange it with imagination. Allegedly, the individual ought to live by creating phantasies and avoid the moral trial of strength involving the encounter with the unconscious. H. takes every chance to denounce Christianity. He wants to revert to a deified world; a polytheistic world, and rejects the psychological necessity of the growth of ego consciousness. The individual should remain a child, a collective being. H. says: "when the idea of progress through hierarchical stages is suspended, there will be more tolerance for the non-growth, non-upward and non-ordered components of the psyche....We may then discover that many of the judgements which have previously been called psychological were rather theological" (Hillman, Psychology: Monotheistic or Polytheistic?, p.198). "when the monotheism of consciousness is no longer able to deny the existence of fragmentary autonomous systems and no longer able to deal with our actual psychic state, then there arises the fantasy of returning to Greek polytheism" (Hillman, Re-Visioning Psychology, p.27). "Growth offers salvation from what developmental theory has dogmatically declared to be our basic nature, the helpless and hope-filled state called 'my inner child'...Growth equals secular salvation" (Hillman & Ventura, Hundred Years of Psychotherapy, p.70). However, individuation, in the true Jungian sense, hinges upon detachment from collective consciousness. From this follows also a freeing from the collective shadow that today, figuratively speaking, can be envisaged as a vampire; an imitator of life who has no inner life source but must derive energy (blood) from the surrounding, including other people. The popularity and topicality of the vampire-myth is due to the actual nature of the collective shadow of today. The attitude of life-imitation is championed by James Hillman who professes an outgoing personality who is to be wholly subjectivistic when interacting with the environment. The surroundings is to be subjected to one's own subjectivistic views and desires, disregarding other people's objective postures. Even words and sentences are unacceptable if they aren't beautiful. H. says: "..."case material", "ego development", "psychotherapy", even "animus-ridden" and "negative mother" -- die on our lips. We can no longer give them belief; they have lost conviction; they no longer are speech that carries soul. This language is dead [...] Because of its own language, psychology becomes anti therapeutic, an instrument of a new philistinism called 'community mental health,' spreading its kind of mental illness [...] Where is dialogue? Especially, where is psychological dialogue? We long for psychic experiences yet doubt psychological language. What has happened to this language of psychology in a time of superb communication techniques and democratic education? Why has its language game departed from the soul's play? We no longer believe that psychology speaks for the soul" (Hillman, The Myth of Analysis). Allegedly, according to Hillman, one must draw energy from words and exterior reality, and if one doesn't get a "kick" from them, then they are useless. If one cannot extract feeling from Jung's or M-L von Franz's words anymore, then, allegedly, they are of no value. He continually professes the subjectivistic aesthetic paradigm whereby the world is painted in subjective colours so that one can enjoy oneself at others' expense. But such a person has no inner sun. He is a living dead; figuratively speaking, a vampire. This dark figure is the horrendous shadow of Hillman's puer aeternus.

Aff- War= social construct

War is captured by the media to look more understandable and natural then it is.

Hedges 2006 (Chris, author, journalist and war correspondent, “War Is A Force That Give Us Meaning”, http://www.allsaints-pas.org/transcripts/Chris%20Hedges%203-4-06%20War%20is%20a%20Force%20That%20Gives%20Us%20Meaning.pdf, page 1-2)

The current coverage of the war in Iraq does not expose the pathology of war. We see the war from the perspective of the troops who fight the war or the equally skewed perspective of the foreign reporters, holed up in hotels, hemmed in by drivers and translators and official minders. There are moments when war's face appears to these voyeurs and professional killers, perhaps from the back seat of a car where a small child, her brains oozing out of her head, lies dying, but mostly it remains hidden. And all our knowledge of the war in Iraq has to be viewed as lacking the sweep and depth that will come one day, perhaps years from now, when a small Iraqi boy or girl reaches adulthood and unfolds for us the sad and tragic story of the invasion and bloody occupation of their nation. War, for now, is presented primarily through the distorted prism of the occupiers. The embedded reporters, dependent on the military for food and transportation as well as security, have a natural and understandable tendency, one I have myself felt, to protect those who are protecting them. They are not allowed to report outside of the unit and are, in effect, captives. They have no relationships with the victims, essential to all balanced reporting of conflicts, but only with the Marines and soldiers who drive through desolate mud-walled towns and pump grenades and machine-gun bullets into houses, leaving scores of nameless dead and wounded in their wake. The reporters admire and laud these fighters for their physical courage. They feel protected as well by the jet fighters and heavy artillery and throaty rattle of machine guns. And the reporting, even among those who struggle to keep some distance, usually descends into a shameful cheerleading. Those who cover war also dine out on the myth about war and the myth about themselves as war correspondents. Yes, they say, it is horrible, and dirty and ugly; for many of them it is also glamorous and exciting and empowering. They look out from the windows of Humvees for a few seconds at Iraqi families, cowering in fear, and only rarely see the effects of the firepower. When they are forced to examine what bullets, grenades, and shells do to human bodies they turn away in disgust or resort to black humor to dehumanize the corpses. They cannot stay long, in any event, since they must leave the depressing scene behind for the next mission. The tragedy is replaced, as it is for us at home who watch it on television screens, by a light moment or another story. It becomes easier to forget that another human life has been ruined beyond repair, that what is unfolding is not only tragic for tens of thousands of Iraqis but for the United States. And as the war sours, as it no longer fits into the mythical narrative of us as liberators and victors, it is fading from view. The very cable news shows that packaged and sold us the war as a heroic battle for freedom and liberation prefer the soap opera sagas of Brad and Jen or Michael Jackson to the carnage gripping the streets of Baghdad. Average monthly coverage of the war in Iraq on the ABC, NBC and CBS newscast combined has been cut in half, falling from 388 minutes in 2003, to 274 in 2004, to 166 in 2005. And major newspapers, the Boston Globe, are shutting down their bureaus.

Can’t Imagine War

His notion of imagining war is wrong because it cannot be fully grasped
Winther 1999 (Psychology major from Sweden, Mats “Critique of James Hillman Archetypal Psychology” http://home.swipnet.se/~w-73784/hillmcrit.html) 
 H. is said to reduce the importance of conscious understanding. But Hillman's reduction of the psychic content to a metaphorical image actually causes the reverse since a metaphorical image is entirely comprehensible by consciousness. Contrary to this, the Jungian notion of the symbol is much more profound. A symbol cannot be fully grasped by way of abstract conscious categories. It ought to be experienced and differentiated, using active imagination and amplification. A content is never merely an image, like H. says. A content can be expressed symbolically and the image is always connected to other contents that lie beyond consciousness. Hillman's phenomenology implies a devaluation of the unconscious. Today, there are very many people who have experienced the unconscious and who can verify that images are amplifiable and that they have consciousness-transcending symbolic properties.

War Not Inevitable

War isn’t inevitable-it’s a cultural phenomenon 

Fry 2007 (Assistant Professor, Department of Anthropology, Eckerd College, St. Petersburg, Douglas P. Fry, "Beyond war", p 220)

Anthropology suggests that replacing violent competition with cooperation is facilitated when individuals clearly perceive their interdependence.8 Interdependence in and of itself may not promote cooperation.9 The realization of interdependence is a critical variable. Thus one step toward doing away with war is to increase awareness, among leaders and citizens alike, that the current war system provides only a shallow illusion of safety and security. In actually, the continued acceptance of war imperils all people living on an interdependent planet. The rising awareness that all humans share the threat posed by terrorists with weapons of mass destruction, global environmental degradation, global warming, oceanic pollution, the worldwide loss of biodiversity, coupled with the realization that all of us on the planet are increasingly linked within an interdependent global economic system, leads to a rationale for resolving conflicts without war and for cooperatively addressing shared problems. It is in every person’s and nation’s self-interest to move humanity beyond war. In today’s world, the institution called war can no longer provide the safety and security that people desire. The most pressing challenges to human survival in the twenty-first century simply are not amenable to military solutions. Anthropological research clearly demonstrates the importance of cultural values, attitudes, and beliefs in influencing how conflicts arc handled. Values, attitudes, and beliefs are internalized during socialization and reinforced in daily life. The nonviolent Semai and Paliyan, for instance, simultaneously shun violence and value harmony. The anthropological observation that attitudes, values, and beliefs can either promote peaceful, nonviolent behavior or, to the contrary, facilitate aggression and warfare has implications for abolishing war. A prevalent belief among national leaders and citizens is that the institution of warfare is permissible and at times necessary.” Such beliefs facilitate the waging of war. As David Adams and Sarah Bosch demonstrate, holding such beliefs also discourages people from taking action for peace.’2 This pattern contributes to a self-fulfilling prophecy wherein the war institution continues in part because large numbers of people, believing that war is natural, even inevitable, and necessary, do not insist that intergroup conflicts be handled in new ways. Albert Einstein noted that in the nuclear age “everything has changed, save our modes of thinking,’3 New attitudes, values, and beliefs—new modes of thinking—are critical for replacing war with other approaches to seeking security. The tremendous variation in cultural belief systems apparent in the ethnographic record, including those in peaceful societies, suggests that shifting to beliefs that favor nonviolent forms of conflict management instead of war are certainly within the range of human possibilities. A new belief system should embrace common security and comprehensive security, placing cooperation over competition, in dealing with the shared threats to human safety and well being. A new belief system should highlight how all nations, all humans, share a common fate. A new belief system should acknowledge that warfare is an obsolete social institution. In short, “warfare must be de-legitimized as a means of settling disputes. It is possible to imagine a new global system that settles disputes without warfare and provides justice without violence. It is possible to imagine a global system that effectively addresses common environmental, developmental, and security concerns cooperatively, It is possible to imagine a global system based on law, not war, wherein effective judicial institutions provide the security that people in every society desjre.” If implementing changes of this magnitude seems impossible, then a macroscopic time perspective may help to put the truly immense human potential 

War Bad – Heg

United States engagement in war could destroy US hegemony

Jervis April 2004 (Robert, Political Psychology, The Implications of Prospect Theory for Human Nature and Values, http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/3792560.pdf, Vol.25, No.2, page 166-167, Jstor)

As such, loss aversion is an important part of our nature that can explain many otherwise puzzling features of political and social life. As indicated, it renders intelligible the propensity of people and organizations to pursue failing ventures and take unusual risks in the face of losses. Similarly, at first glance it seems puzzling that despite the United States' position of dominance in the world, its present administration would feel the need to engage in preventive wars that seem designed to further increase its power. But the very fact that the United States is now in such an advantageous position means that a great many developments could leave it worse off. The pressures to take risky action are then quite great because the alternative is seen as the acceptance of a sure loss. Of course, in some cases these efforts are rewarded and the gamble pays off; in other cases, the unreasonableness of the behavior only becomes apparent in retrospect. For example, we still debate whether the United States was foolish to keep sending troops to Vietnam or whether a bit more perseverance would have produced a much more favorable settlement. But cases like this look quite different if we take loss aver-sion as what Toulmin (1961) called the "normal order"-that is, the situation that will hold if nothing special intervenes. Although this does not mean that we should not search for the particular circumstances at work in each case, it does mean that such an outcome may occur without unusual pig-headedness, fear of humiliation and failure, or inability to calculate. Indeed, loss aversion may lead us to focus more on cases in which people accept losses rather than run risks to try to recoup. If people are aware of the danger of loss aversion, we would expect not only the maxims quoted earlier, but also that societies would have developed structures that would correct or compensate or the impulse to take unwarranted risks in the face of failure. One common rebuttal to prospect theory is that the deviations from rationality that have been noted in the laboratory are not nearly as important outside it because societies have developed ways to counteract them. It would be worthwhile to examine many of our habits and institutions to see whether they are well designed to serve this function. If they are, it would mean that loss aversion plays a smaller role in outcomes than prospect theory would lead us to expect, but that the theory explains why these institutions have developed as they have. More broadly, many structures and institutions may reflect both human nature and the desire to correct problems that otherwise would appear under modem circumstances if human nature were given free rein.

War Bad – Imperialist Backlash

War is accepted as something natural and glorified in American culture and other countries view us as tyrannical.

Hedges 2006 (Chris, author, journalist and war correspondent, “War Is A Force That Give Us Meaning”, http://www.allsaints-pas.org/transcripts/Chris%20Hedges%203-4-06%20War%20is%20a%20Force%20That%20Gives%20Us%20Meaning.pdf, page 2-3)

War, when it is shown to us, is presented as a game, as entertainment. Commentators on the cable news channels revel in the power and might of our weaponry and by extension our own power. We watch neatly packaged video clips fed to the press by the war makers. We are spared the pools of blood, the agony of the dying on the other end. It is clean and neat and tidy and wildly out of context. There is the technological capacity to show us war. We could watch live footage of a young Iraqi soldier with his legs blown off by an anti-tank mine dying in the sand – something I witnessed in the Persian Gulf War -- but such coverage would hardly boost ratings, hardly make us want to wage war. And so we are fed the myth, the myth the press almost always feeds us in wartime, and kept from seeing. And when the myth cannot be sustained, when the lie is palpable, the war is shunted to the sidelines, its daily brutality replaced by trivia and gossip. There is no more candor in Iraq or Afghanistan than there was in Vietnam, but in the age of live satellite feeds the military has perfected the appearance of candor. For the myth of war, the myth of glory and honor sells newspapers and boosts ratings, real reporting does not. Nearly every embedded war correspondent sees his or her mission as sustaining civilian and army morale. The identification of reporters with the units they cover is insipid and dangerous, but also usual. In war the press is always part of the problem. In wartime, as Senator Hiram Johnson reminded us in 1917, “truth is the first casualty.”  We have blundered into nations we know little about, caught between bitter rivalries between competing ethnic and religious groups. We have embarked on an occupation in Iraq that is as damaging to our souls as it is to our prestige and power and security. We have become tyrants to others weaker than ourselves. And we believe, falsely, that because we have the capacity to wage war we have the right to wage war. Once you master a people by force you depend on force for control. Isolation always impairs judgment. And we are very isolated now. In Antigone the king imposes his will without listening to those he rules and dooms himself. Thucydides wrote of how Athens expanding empire led it to become a tyrant aboard and then a tyrant at home. The tyranny Athens imposed on others it finally imposed on itself. The lust for war, the desire for profits, saw the Athenians lose sight of the ideas that were their great gift to us, ideals that should be our legacy to others. We live on images and slogans that perpetuate fantasies about our own invulnerability, our own might, our own goodness. These illusions blind us. We cannot see ourselves as others see us.

War Bad – Laundry List

War leads to self destruction of soldiers, environment, and economy.

Hedges 2006 (Chris, author, journalist and war correspondent, “War Is A Force That Give Us Meaning”, http://www.allsaints-pas.org/transcripts/Chris%20Hedges%203-4-06%20War%20is%20a%20Force%20That%20Gives%20Us%20Meaning.pdf, page 7-8)

The rebels launched an attack to take the town. A convoy of reporters in cars marked with “TV” in masking tape on the windshields hightailed it to the small bridge that led to the lonely stretch of road into Suchitoto. Then we moved slowly down the road, the odd round fired ahead or behind us. We made it to the edge of town where we ran into rebel units, now accustomed to the follies of the press. On foot we moved through the deserted streets. The firing from the garrison became louder as we weaved our way with rebel units to the siege that had been set up. Then, as I rounded a corner, several full bursts of automatic fire rent the air. Bullets hit the mud wall behind me. We dove into the dirt. The rebels I was with began to fire noisy rounds from their M-16 assault rifles. The scent of cordite filled the air. Rebels around me were wounded and crying out in pain. One died yelling out in a sad cadence for his mother. The firefight seemed to go on for an eternity. I cannot say how long I lay there. It could have been a few minutes. It could have been an hour. Here was war – real war, sensory war, not the war of the movies and novels I had consumed in my youth. It was horrifying, confusing, numbing and nothing like the myth I had been peddled. I realized at once that it controlled me. I would never control it. In a lull, I made a dash across an empty square to find shelter behind a house. My heart was racing. Adrenaline coursed through my bloodstream. I was safe. I made it back to the capital. Like most war correspondents, I soon considered the experience a great cosmic joke. I drank away the fear in a seedy bar in downtown San Salvador that night. Most people, after such an experience, would learn to stay away. I was hooked. Drawn into the world of war, it becomes hard to escape. It perverts and destroys you. It pushes you closer and closer to your own annihilation – spiritual, emotional and finally physical. It destroys the continuity of life, tearing apart all systems, economic, social, environmental and political, that make life possible, that sustain us as human beings. This fragile web of interconnectedness gives life. War is about death. I covered the war in El Salvador from 1983 to 1988. By the end, I had a nervous twitch in my face. I was evacuated three times by the US Embassy because of tips that the death squads planned to kill me. Yet each time, I came back. I accepted with a grim fatalism that I would be killed in El Salvador. I could not articulate why I accepted my own destruction and cannot now. There came to be a part of me, maybe it is a part of all of us, which decided I would rather die like this than go back to the dull routine.

War Bad – Nihilism

The belief that war is natural is a justification; death inevitably leads to nihilism and no value to life.

Hedges 2006 (Chris, author, journalist and war correspondent, “War Is A Force That Give Us Meaning”, http://www.allsaints-pas.org/transcripts/Chris%20Hedges%203-4-06%20War%20is%20a%20Force%20That%20Gives%20Us%20Meaning.pdf, page 1)

 The vanquished know war. They see through the empty jingoism of those who use the abstract words of glory, honor, and patriotism to mask the cries of the wounded, the senseless killing, war profiteering, and chest-pounding grief. They know the lies the victors often do not acknowledge, the lies covered up in stately war memorials and mythic war narratives, filled with stories of courage and comradeship. They know the lies that permeate the thick, self-important memoirs by amoral statesmen who make wars but do not know war. The vanquished know the essence of war — death. They see that war is a state of almost pure sin with its goals of hatred and destruction. They know how war fosters alienation, leads inevitably to nihilism, and is a turning away from the sanctity and preservation of life. All other narratives about war too easily fall prey to the allure and seductiveness of violence, as well as the attraction of the godlike power that comes with the license to kill with impunity.

War Bad – Objectification 

War leads to human objectification.

Hedges 2006 (Chris, author, journalist and war correspondent, “War Is A Force That Give Us Meaning”, http://www.allsaints-pas.org/transcripts/Chris%20Hedges%203-4-06%20War%20is%20a%20Force%20That%20Gives%20Us%20Meaning.pdf, page 4-5)

War is the pornography of violence. It has a dark beauty, filled with the monstrous and the grotesque. The Bible calls it “the lust of the eye” and warns believers against it. War gives us a distorted sense of self. It gives us meaning. It creates a feeling of comradeship that obliterates our alienation and makes us feel, for perhaps the first time in our lives that we belong. War allows us to rise above our small stations in life. We find nobility in the cause, feelings of selflessness, even bliss. Once in a conflict the shallowness of much of our lives becomes apparent. The fruitless search to find fulfillment in the acquisition of things and wealth and power is laid bare. The trivia that dominates our airwaves is exposed as empty chatter. War allows us to engage in lusts and passions we keep hidden in the deepest, most private interiors of our fantasy life. It allows us to destroy not only things but human beings. In that moment of wholesale destruction, we wield the power to the divine, the power to revoke another person’s charter to live on this earth. The frenzy of this destruction – and when unit discipline breaks down or there was no unit discipline to begin with frenzy is the right word – sees armed bands crazed by the poisonous elixir our power to bring about the obliteration of others delivers. All things, including human beings, become objects – objects to either gratify or destroy or both. Almost no one is immune. The contagion of the crowd sees to that. “Force,” Simone Weil writes, “is as pitiless to the man who possesses it, or thinks he does, as it is to its victims. The second it crushes; the first it intoxicates.”  Those who have the least meaning in their lives – the impoverished Palestinian refugees in Gaza, the disenfranchised North African immigrants in France, even the legions of youth in the splendid indolence and safety of the industrialized world – are all susceptible to war’s appeal. I do not miss war, but I miss what it brought. I could never say I was happy in the fighting in El Salvador or Bosnia or Kosovo, but I had a sense of purpose. This is a quality war shares with love, for we are also able to choose fealty and self-sacrifice over security for those we love. This is why war, at its inception, always looks and feels like love– the chief emotion war destroys.

War Bad – Psyche

War causes psychic casualties

Hillman ‘4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, pgs 62, AM)

The iron will of Mars can endure only so long: "Each moment of combat imposes a strain so great that men will break down in direct relation to the intensity and duration of their exposure ... psychiatric casualties are as inevitable as gunshot and shrapnel wounds in warfare," states an American official report, Combat Exhaustion. 42 "A World War II study determined that after sixty days of continuous combat, 98 percent of all surviving soldiers will have become psychiatric casualties .... [A] common trait among the 2 percent able to endure ... was a predisposition toward 'aggressive psychopathic personalities.' "43 By not granting home leave from beginning to end, requiring men to stay with their units until killed or disabled,44 was the Russian high command intentionally producing aggressive psychopaths? Which might also account for the wild terror of the Germans as the Red Army advanced. "On Okinawa, American losses totaled 7,613 killed and missing ... -and 26,211 psychiatric casualties."45 Of all World War II u.s. medical evacuations from combat zones, one in four were psychiatric.46 The Arab-Israeli war of 1973 lasted only a few weeks, yet almost one third of Israeli casualties were psychiatric;47 the inhuman stress of war. The very idea that human agony can be named a "stress syndrome" is inhuman, imagining a man as a machine part, a cog in a military wheel. To keep the war machine running, you kick the engine, boot up the computer, slap the soldier to get him back in line.
War Bad – Soldiers

War is damaging the significant importance of individual lives and wrecks soldiers permanently. 

Hedges 2006 (Chris, author, journalist and war correspondent, “War Is A Force That Give Us Meaning”, http://www.allsaints-pas.org/transcripts/Chris%20Hedges%203-4-06%20War%20is%20a%20Force%20That%20Gives%20Us%20Meaning.pdf, page 9-10)

In war, we deform ourselves, our essence. We give up individual conscience – maybe even consciousness – for contagion of the crowd, the rush of patriotism, the belief that we must stand together as a nation in moments of extremity. To make a moral choice, to defy war’s enticement, can be self-destructive. In the rise to power, we always become smaller, power absorbs us and once power is obtained we are its pawn. As in Shakespeare’s Richard III, the all-powerful prince who molded the world, we fall prey to the forces we thought we had harnessed. Love may not always triumph, but it keeps us human. It offers the only chance to escape from the contagion of war. Perhaps it is the only antidote. And there are times when remaining human is the only victory possible. When the mask of war slips away and the rot and corruption is uncovered, when it turns sour and rank, when the myth is exposed as a fraud, we feel soiled and spent. It is then that we sink into despair. In the Arab-Israeli 1973 war, almost a third of all Israeli casualties were due to psychiatric causes – and the war lasted only a few days. A World War II study determined that, after 60 days of continuous combat, 98 percent of all surviving soldiers will have become psychiatric casualties. A common trait among the 2 percent who were able to endure sustained combat was a predisposition towards “aggressive psychopathic personalities.” Lt. Col David Grossman in his book On Killing notes: :It is not too far from the mark to observe that there is something about continuous, inescapable combat which will drive 98 percent of all men insane, and the other 2 percent were crazy when they go there.” During the war in El Salvador, soldiers could serve in the army for three or four years or longer, virtually until they psychologically or physically collapsed. In garrison towns, commanders banned the sale of sedatives because of the abuse by troops. In this war the emotionally maimed were common. I once interviewed a 19-year old Salvadoran Army sergeant who had spent five years fighting and suddenly lost his vision after his unit walked into a rebel ambush. The rebels killed 11 soldiers in the firefight, including his closest friend. A couple dozen soldiers were wounded. He was unable to see again until he was placed in the army hospital. “I have these horrible headaches,” he told me, sitting on the edge of his bed. “There is shrapnel in my head. I keep telling the doctors to take it out.” But the doctors told me that he had no head wounds. I saw other soldiers in other conflicts go deaf or stop speaking or simply shake without being able to stop. War is necrophilia. This necrophilia is central to soldiering just as it is central to the makeup of suicide bombers and terrorists. The necrophilia is hidden under platitudes about duty or comradeship. It waits especially in moments when we seem to have little to live for and no hope, or in moments when the intoxication of war is at its pitch to be unleashed. When we spend long enough in war, it comes to us as a kind of release, a fatal and seductive embrace that can consummate the long flirtation with our own destruction.

Alt Fails

Hillman’s alternative doesn’t actually solve war- there’s no concrete solution to the problem at hand

Heinegg ‘4 (Peter, teaches in the department of humanities at Union College, “The Cult of Ares,” http://www.americamagazine.org/content/article.cfm?article_id=3842, 

Perhaps the only serious flaw in Hillman’s case is the abrupt way he discounts the “testosterone hypothesis,” war as a more or less exclusively guy-thing. He mentions the legendary Amazons and alludes to, without naming, Indira Gandhi, Margaret Thatcher and female suicide-bombers in Chechnya. “Patriarchy,” he somewhat dubiously claims, “does not originate war but serves war to give it form and bring it to order by means of hierarchical control, ritual ceremony, art, and law.” Perhaps the validity of such sky-writing generalizations cannot be fully tested until the distant day when women win full equality. At any rate, the inevitable question remains: having traced war into the very structures of humanness, what in heaven’s name are we to do about it? Of course, if 10,000 years of civilization have failed to come up with a satisfactory answer, we can hardly fault Hillman’s for sounding lame: he calls for “aesthetic intensity.” Noting the relentless Philistinism of warlike nations, including the United States, he bids us imagine the creation of beauty transforming “civilization’s wasteful ‘stress.’” War might lose some of its sublime magic if “all [its] diabolic inventiveness, intolerant obsession and drive to conquer” were “compelled toward culture.” Needless to say, Hillman cannot tell us just how that might be done. But then again, concrete fixes are not what grand visionaries like Hillman are all about. In this warmhearted, learned, intensely personal yet densely theoretical Last Hurrah, he bids us look past the clichés of conservative patriotism and liberal meliorism into the scary abysses of our Martian selves. Given the hideous stories on the nightly news these days, it’s an invitation that is hard to resist.

Impact Turn

Their political ontology premised on the friend and enemy distinction guarantees that otherness itself invariably figures as threatening – attempts to manage and control disorder through strategic reason make extinction inevitable as the antagonism inherent in social life gets transfigured into escalating wars between states 

Anthony Burke ‘7, senior lecturer at University of New South Whales, 07 [“Ontologies of War: Violence, Existence and Reason”] 

  This closed circle of existential and strategic reason generates a number of dangers. Firstly, the emergence of conflict can generate military action almost automatically simply because the world is conceived in terms of the distinction between friend and enemy; because the very existence of the other constitutes an unacceptable threat, rather than a chain of actions, judgements and decisions. (As the Israelis insisted of Hezbollah, they 'deny our right to exist'.) This effaces agency, causality and responsibility from policy and political discourse: our actions can be conceived as independent of the conflict or quarantined from critical enquiry, as necessities that achieve an instrumental purpose but do not contribute to a new and unpredictable causal chain. Similarly the Clausewitzian idea of force -- which, by transporting a Newtonian category from the natural into the social sciences, assumes the very effect it seeks -- further encourages the resort to military violence. We ignore the complex history of a conflict, and thus the alternative paths to its resolution that such historical analysis might provide, by portraying conflict as fundamental and existential in nature; as possibly containable or exploitable, but always irresolvable. Dominant portrayals of the war on terror, and the Israeli-Arab conflict, are arguably examples of such ontologies in action.         Secondly, the militaristic force of such an ontology is visible, in Schmitt, in the absolute sense of vulnerability whereby a people can judge whether their 'adversary intends to negate his opponent's way of life'.38 Evoking the kind of thinking that would become controversial in the Bush doctrine, Hegel similarly argues that: ...a state may regard its infinity and honour as at stake in each of its concerns, however minute, and it is all the more inclined to susceptibility to injury the more its strong individuality is impelled as a result of long domestic peace to seek and create a sphere of activity abroad. ....the state is in essence mind and therefore cannot be prepared to stop at just taking notice of an injury after it has actually occurred. On the contrary, there arises in addition as a cause of strife the idea of such an injury...39        Identity, even more than physical security or autonomy, is put at stake in such thinking and can be defended and redeemed through warfare (or, when taken to a further extreme of an absolute demonisation and dehumanisation of the other, by mass killing, 'ethnic cleansing' or genocide). However anathema to a classical realist like Morgenthau, for whom prudence was a core political virtue, these have been influential ways of defining national security and defence during the twentieth century and persists into the twenty-first. They infused Cold War strategy in the United States  (with the key policy document NSC68 stating that 'the Soviet-led assault on free institutions is worldwide now, and ... a defeat of free institutions anywhere is a defeat everywhere')40 and frames dominant Western responses to the threat posed by Al Qaeda and like groups (as Tony Blair admitted in 2006, 'We could have chosen security as the battleground. But we didn't. We chose values.')41 It has also become influential, in a particularly tragic and destructive way, in Israel, where memories of the Holocaust and (all too common) statements by Muslim and Arab leaders rejecting Israel's existence are mobilised by conservatives to justify military adventurism and a rejectionist policy towards the Palestinians.        On the reverse side of such ontologies of national insecurity we find pride and hubris, the belief that martial preparedness and action are vital or healthy for the existence of a people. Clausewitz's thought is thoroughly imbued with this conviction. For example, his definition of war as an act of policy does not refer merely to the policy of cabinets, but expresses the objectives and will of peoples:  When whole communities go to war -- whole peoples, and especially civilized peoples -- the reason always lies in some political situation and the occasion is always due to some political object. War, therefore, is an act of policy.42        Such a perspective prefigures Schmitt's definition of the 'political' (an earlier translation reads 'war, therefore, is a political act'), and thus creates an inherent tension between its tendency to fuel the escalation of conflict and Clausewitz's declared aim, in defining war as policy, to prevent war becoming 'a complete, untrammelled, absolute manifestation of violence'.43 Likewise his argument that war is a 'trinity' of people (the source of 'primordial violence, hatred and enmity'), the military (who manage the 'play of chance and probability') and government (which achieve war's 'subordination as an instrument of policy, which makes it subject to reason alone') merges the existential and rationalistic conceptions of war into a theoretical unity.44   

War causes psychic casualties- turns the kritik 

Hillman ‘4 (James, retired Director of the Jung Institute, “A Terrible Love of War”, The Penguin Press, ISBN 1-59420-011-4, pgs 62, AM)

The iron will of Mars can endure only so long: "Each moment of combat imposes a strain so great that men will break down in direct relation to the intensity and duration of their exposure ... psychiatric casualties are as inevitable as gunshot and shrapnel wounds in warfare," states an American official report, Combat Exhaustion. 42 "A World War II study determined that after sixty days of continuous combat, 98 percent of all surviving soldiers will have become psychiatric casualties .... [A] common trait among the 2 percent able to endure ... was a predisposition toward 'aggressive psychopathic personalities.' "43 By not granting home leave from beginning to end, requiring men to stay with their units until killed or disabled,44 was the Russian high command intentionally producing aggressive psychopaths? Which might also account for the wild terror of the Germans as the Red Army advanced. "On Okinawa, American losses totaled 7,613 killed and missing ... -and 26,211 psychiatric casualties."45 Of all World War II u.s. medical evacuations from combat zones, one in four were psychiatric.46 The Arab-Israeli war of 1973 lasted only a few weeks, yet almost one third of Israeli casualties were psychiatric;47 the inhuman stress of war. The very idea that human agony can be named a "stress syndrome" is inhuman, imagining a man as a machine part, a cog in a military wheel. To keep the war machine running, you kick the engine, boot up the computer, slap the soldier to get him back in line.
Hillman = Hack

Hillman is a hack- his theory is based in racist assumptions, ignores that war is not inevitable, and refuses to act to solve specific instances of suffering. 

Stuhr 8—Professor of Philosophy and American Studies, and Chair, Department of Philosophy at Emory University (John J, “A Terrible Love of Hope”,  The Journal of Speculative Philosophy New Series, Volume 22, Number 4, Project Muse, JB)

If concrete cases of love of hope and peace point toward, and result from, both self and societal transformation, so too do concrete cases of love of war. We may discipline ourselves to become more loving or more hateful. We may engage in social action to foster harmony or conflict. Recognizing this fact, we should not only strive to eliminate love of war through inward-bound self-transformation or outward-bound societal reconstruction. Hillman argues that this is impossible, and whether it is necessarily impossible, as he says, or just contingently impossible, neither of these strategies has worked so far. Instead, we should focus on changing the conditions that call forth action on behalf of love of war—and thereby change the consequences of love of war. In other words, if a healthy dose of realism suggests that we cannot eliminate love of war, then a healthy dose of meliorism suggests that we need to work to (1) reduce—not eliminate, but reduce—its manifestations or outbreaks and (2) redirect its energy. Let me expand on these two points. In the first place, then, we need to focus on the signs in our experience that love of war is moving us toward acts of war. What are these signs? They include at least the following six features of experience: mdash a morality of fundamentalist dualisms and absolutes: experiences of sharply separate and complete goods and complete evils, of self and radical other, of us and them, of good guys in a shining city on the hill and white hats and evil empires, of our benevolence and their arrogance and humiliation of us, of the outwardly same actions by us as justified and by them as unjust mdash a unique temporality: experiences that things are different or unique or special now, that a final moment has been entered and that we are tested by it, that we must respond right now fully and finally, that their actions must not be allowed to pass, that we have come to a turning point, that there is no going back, that it is now or never and that the past has come to an end mdash an exceptional metaphysics: experiences that God and history are with us; that we are chosen or exceptional or highest; that we are more than just another group striving to respond to our problems and advance our interests; that our interests, above all others, are Real or True or Holy mdash a projected transformation: experiences of anticipation and expectation that everything that really matters will be different—depending on what we do [End Page 285] now; that we stand at a threshold of possible irreversible triumph, glory, and salvation; that a qualitatively different future is about to dawn mdash a single-mindedness: experiences of narrowed focus and realization, finally, of what alone matters; of everything else as secondary and unimportant; of this alone as one's calling and meaning of life; of what one was born for, made for, prepared for; of one's destiny mdash the impossibility of communication: experiences that we cannot talk with them, that our truths permanently cut us off from their lies, that we can understand them but that they cannot understand us, that without our direct experience and our identity outsiders can never understand us, that deliberation and understanding are impossible and pointless and even demeaning13 These and related experiences, rooted in a love of war, are not merely "natural." Instead, they can be, and are, manufactured and manipulated and deployed. Today we have learned that Hermann Göring was right that it is easy for leaders to drag the people to war: "All you have to do is tell them they are being attacked, and denounce the pacifists for lack of patriotism and exposing the country to danger. It works the same in any country." Accordingly, those who hope for peace must invent democratic practices and institutions that mediate, intervene, and educate for different, fundamentally opposite experiences and policies. The politics of any effective love and hope for peace must be, in the broadest sense of the term, educational. The love of war, William James notes, is a love of meaningful and strenuous service to, and pride in, a collectivity. Noting that "no collectivity is like an army for nourishing such pride," James nonetheless melioristically maintains that "the martial type of character can be bred without war."14 How? James says in response that "a permanently successful peace-economy cannot be a simple pleasure-economy" and that, instead, "new energies and hardihoods must transform "the manliness to which the military mind so faithfully clings." He continues: "The war-function has graspt us so far; but constructive interests may some day seem no less imperative and impose on the individual a hardly lighter burden."15 What constructive interests? James focuses on lives of little or nothing else but suffering imposed by accidents of birth, position, and opportunity—a general stance that dovetails nicely with many contemporary concerns about class and economic colonialism, nation and hemisphere, race and ethnicity, gender and sexual orientation, disability and disease, human rights and environmental justice.

Hillman’s “psychology” is an incorrect and flawed interpertation of Jung’s

Winther 1999 (Psychology major from Sweden, Mats “Critique of James Hillman Archetypal Psychology” http://home.swipnet.se/~w-73784/hillmcrit.html) 

Today there is a strong tendency towards making Jungian psychology a generic name for a diversity of systems that, although they at the first glance look related, because of similar terminology, their kernels and ideals are completely different from Jung's ideas. One of these theories is Hillman's "archetypal psychology," which radically reinterprets Jung's concept of the archetype, dismisses the important Jungian notion of the self, renounces the process of individuation, devaluates the Jungian method of introversion, opposes Jung's notion of the moral obligation of grasping the unconscious and replaces this with the amoral, aesthetic, attitude of the puer aeternus (eternal youth). Despite this gross repudiation of Jungian psychology, Hillman is embraced by Jungian publishers as a "Jungian" or "post-Jungian" psychologist. But a correct denomination would be "anti-Jungian."

Hillman’s bizarre psychology contradicts Jung and he refuses to accept any other theory as correct. 

Winther 1999 (Psychology major from Sweden, Mats “Critique of James Hillman Archetypal Psychology” http://home.swipnet.se/~w-73784/hillmcrit.html) 

The American psychologist James Hillman has in his writings removed the Jungian concept of the archetype as objective inherited pattern and replaced this with the archetypal image as existent within the natural world. Allegedly, what decides whether an image is archetypal or not is the subjects level of appreciation of the image. So if the subject "capitalizes" the image, i.e., decides that he appreciates the image, then it should be regarded archetypal. Hillman's theory belongs to the somewhat bizarre category of phenomenological Neoplatonism, which means that only what we see should be regarded real, i.e., only what is apparent to consciousness is existent. Hillman says: "[phantasy images are] both the raw materials and finished products of the psyche, and are the privileged mode of access- to knowledge of the soul. Nothing is more primary" (Hillman, Re-Visioning Psychology, xi.). "the soul is constituted of images, [and] that the soul is primarily an imagining activity...." (Hillman. Archetypal Psychology: A Brief Account, p.14). "The stories that myths tell cannot be documented in histories; the gods and goddesses, and the heroes and their enemies, are told about in stories inscribed in clay and carved in statues, but have they ever been physically seen? The fabulous places of myth are not in this world - all invented, just fables. The long-lasting and ever-renewing vitality of myths has nothing factual behind it" (Hillman, The Souls Code, p.95). It goes without saying that these beliefs collide head on with a Jungian empirical viewpoint. H. repudiates the factual existence of the inherited archetype as underlying the myths and contends that the latter are mere fables invented by imagination. Nevertheless, according to Hillman, the images painted by phantasy should be regarded as autonomous and godlike. This is, to put it mildly, an unscientific notion that drastically depreciates the Jungian notion of the independent reality of the psyche. The archetypes are not only reduced to images but are also said to have their prototype, not within the psyche, but in a transcendent sphere, outside nature. Furthermore, according to H., modern psychological theories (i.e., other theories than his own) have lost their value since he himself cannot derive any sense of "beauty" from their scientific terms. H. is scornful of other psychological schools and says: "Again psychology fails what it studies. Neither social psychology, experimental psychology, nor therapeutic psychology find a place for the aesthetic appreciation of a life story" (Hillman, The Souls Code, p.35). "As evidence of this book's attempt to exit the mortuary is the absence from these pages of the contemporary language of psychology. Except where set apart in quotation marks to keep from contaminating a sentence with psychological morbidities, you will not find any of these infectious agents [...] Little mention of "ego," of "consciousness,"..." (Ibid). "..."case material", "ego development", "psychotherapy", even "animus-ridden" and "negative mother" -- die on our lips. We can no longer give them belief; they have lost conviction; they no longer are speech that carries soul. This language is dead [...] Because of its own language, psychology becomes anti-therapeutic, an instrument of a new philistinism called 'community mental health,' spreading its kind of mental illness [...] We no longer believe that psychology speaks for the soul" (Hillman, The Myth of Analysis).

Accepting Hillman’s psychology as serious would put us back to “hunting witches” 

Winther 1999 (Psychology major from Sweden, Mats “Critique of James Hillman Archetypal Psychology” http://home.swipnet.se/~w-73784/hillmcrit.html) 
Hillman's neo-Platonic conceptions are amplified in The Soul's Code where he contends, among other things, that criminality derives from a bad seed, i.e., an overly strong demonic force of otherworldly origin, which the weak personality cannot cope with. Hillman professes a primitivistic psychology (= the "acorn theory") which can be equated with pre-Christian notions of demoniac possession. If people take H. seriously, we would risk falling back on witch-hunts again. H. says: "Finally, prevention of the demonic must be based in the invisible ground "above the world," transcending the very idea of prevention itself .... My notions of ritual suggest ways of respecting the power of the call. They suggest disciplines imbued with more-than-human values, whose rituals will be touched by beauty, transcendence, adventure, and death. Like cures like - again that old adage. We must go toward where the seed originates and attempt to follow its deepest intuitions. Society must have rituals of exorcism for protecting itself from the Bad Seed. Yet it must also have rituals of recognitions that give the demonic a place - other than prisons - as Athena found an honored place for the destructive, blood-angered Furies in the midst of civilized Athens" (Hillman, The Soul's Code, p.246). This implies trying to come to terms with the daemon by reaching into the transcendent sphere with ritual enchantments. H. says: "So long as our theories deny the daimon as instigator of human personality, and instead insists upon brain construction, societal conditions, behavioral mechanisms, genetic environments, the daimon will not go gently into obscurity" (Hillman, The Soul's Code, p.243). H. dismisses the modern findings of psychology, such as the importance of the upbringing, genetic determination, et cetera, and nicknames these as "the parental fallacy" and a "Mother-myth." But H. overtly admits to his subjectivistic and unscientific stance: "If we can so readily accept the Mother-myth, then why not another myth, a different myth, the Platonic one this book proposes? It cannot be the resistance to myth that makes us balk at the acorn theory, since we so gullibly swallow the myth of the Mother. The reason we resist the myth of the daimon, I believe, is that it comes clean. It is not disguised as empirical fact. It states itself openly as a myth" (Hillman, The Soul's Code). "[archetypal psychology] starts neither in the physiology of the brain, the structure of language, the organization of society, nor the analysis of behaviour, but in the process of imagination..." (Hillman, Archetypal Psychology: A Brief Account, p.19 and Re-Visioning Psychology, xi.). "A puer-inspired theory will also limp among the facts, even collapse when met with the questioning inquiries of so-called reality [...] an archetypal psychology is obliged to show its own mythical premises..." (Hillman, The Soul's Code, p.283). The alternative can never work- objectifying and removing truth from the psyche is counter productive Winther 1999 (Psychology major from Sweden, Mats “Critique of James Hillman Archetypal Psychology” http://home.swipnet.se/~w-73784/hillmcrit.html) This, of course, is hardly advisable when treating psychic illnesses since neurosis and psychosis are expressions of dissociation of personality. There is one certain way of achieving healing of the world and personality. This is getting to the source of wisdom, i.e., going inwards towards the unity of being - the self. More extraversion in today's world, according to Hillman's agenda, is by no means advisable since peoples' conscious abilities will hardly be able to cope with the situation. Consciousness might be heading in the wrong direction. By turning inwards to the anima mundi the individual will be given a voice which is effective in reshaping the world outside. Otherwise, people will only have at their disposal the old truths and the old tools of collective consciousness. These are not efficacious anymore. Openness to the collective unconscious will furnish people with a picture of the future and the problems at hand. But without the wisdom of the self we travel blindfolded into the future. In these days this is quite dangerous. According to Jung, poisonous collective ideas are always compensated for, within the unconscious of the individual. Thus, one can never exclude the individual psychology when dealing with collective notions. Contrary to what H. says, one can never heal and correct the collective consciousness if one doesn't look into the unconscious of the individual. This is because the compensatory contents emerge from the unconscious of the individual. The healing power emerges, firstly, in the individual by way of integration of the unconscious and, secondly, by the subsequent dispersal of compensatory ideas and images (in conscious differentiated form) in the collective consciousness. Hence, Hillman's repudiation of the method of introversion is counterproductive. This tendency of making a goddess out of the anima mundi derives from the notion that Jungian psychology will alienate people from the world. By removing the meaning and truth from the psyche and objectifying it in an animistic manner, H. thinks that people will look outwards and treat the world as a wonderful goddess. This ought to be counterproductive. It is a misunderstanding to look upon introversion as a threat to society, i.e., to infer that people would not engage in the necessities of society. Only extraverted jetsetters would overcompensate their extraversion and superficiality by suddenly becoming world-denying Zen monks. Jung argued against making gods and goddesses out of the unconscious figures (cf., "Two Essays.." par. 395). Introversion is not the same as regression. Introversion does not generate alienated individuals who don't care for the world and other people. Introversion is necessary tool in learning people to know themselves. In this way alienation is overcome and people will be able to adapt to the world. In the unconscious they will find the key to the future. So, despite what Hillman says, introversion is actually a remedy against alienation. 

Hillman’s psychology admits that his views are fantasies and are unscientific. 

Winther 1999 (games researcher, Mats “Critique of James Hillman Archetypal Psychology” http://home.swipnet.se/~w-73784/hillmcrit.html)

Hillman's psychology, which is a version of the aesthetic paradigm, is attractive to people who lack the moral power to come to terms with the demands of neither the outer life, nor the unconscious. Withdrawing the projections is a painful process because it entails losing momentum and the meaning of life. But, according to Jung, it is necessary to withdraw the projections even if it leads to nigredo which is a kind of psychic death. Out of this is born a new feeling for the world in albedo. When Gautama Buddha had withdrawn all his projections and was ready to enter nirvana, he was surprised to find that there had emerged a new kind of love towards the world. James Hillman evades the moral obligation to withdraw the projections and instead keeps them artificially alive by his puer aeternus psychology by which the world is meant to become an infantile playground for the individual's imagination. H. advances the psychology of the puer aeternus, the same attitude which Jung and M.-L. von Franz warn against. H. says: "I tied the acorn theory with its founding image and tied the founding image yet further on to a mythical configuration called puer eternus" (Hillman, The Soul's Code, p.285). "The acorn theory of biography seems to have sprung from and to speak the language of the puer eternus, the archetype of the eternal youth who embodies a timeless, everlasting, yet fragile connection with the invisible otherworld..." (Ibid. p.281). "A puer-inspired theory will also limp among the facts, even collapse when met with the questioning inquiries of so-called reality, which is the position taken by the puer's classical opponent, the gray-faced king of Saturn figure, old hardnose, hardass, hardhat. He wants statistics, examples, studies, not images, visions, stories [...] This kind of self-reflection belongs to psychological method. Unlike the methods used by other disciplines when positing their ideas, an archetypal psychology is obliged to show its own mythical premises, how it is begging its first question, in this case the myth of the acorn" (Ibid. p.283). H. admits that his views are phantasies and that they cannot be substantiated by facts. However, he forestalls any criticism, in a rather childish puer aeternus manner, by saying that any opponents to his subjective views are to be regarded as "hardasses." Surprisingly, he expects his own phantasies, no doubt derived from his own personal temperament, to be adopted as truths. Must other people then be regarded as "hardasses" if they define their own subjectivistic phantasies and thereby go against Hillman? 
**IDENTITY POLITICS**

Cede the Political

Identity politics replace political action with stories of personal oppression.

Grossberg, 92 (Lawrence, Morris Davis Professor of Communication Studies at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, “We Gotta Get Out of this Place: Popular Conservatism and Postmodern Culture”, page 365-366)

﻿Identity politics is an extension of feminists' argument that the personal (i.e., experience, determined by social difference) is political. But it ignores the fact that "the political cannot be reduced to the personal."l7 It assumes that politics is determined by identity and consequently, ignores the most obvious lesson of contemporary political history: the politics of any social position is not guaranteed in advance, even if it appears to be stitched tightly in place. There is no necessary reason why anyone inhabiting a particular experiential field or located in a particular social position has to adhere to particular political agendas and interests. The illusion can be maintained only by assuming that people who do not have the "right" politics must be suffering from false consciousness and they have yet to authentically experience their own lives. It is too easy to assume that abortion is "a woman's issue" and, further, that a woman who is against abortion is acting against her own experience and interests. More importantly, this often leads people to miss broader political possibilities (e.g., that Rust v. Sullivan limits free speech in any federally funded institution and overrides professional codes of responsibility and significantly strengthens both state courts and the Executive Branch). As June Jordan puts it,  People have to begin to understand that just because somebody is a woman or somebody is black does not mean that he or she and I should have the same politics. We should try to measure each on the basis of what we do for each other rather than on the basis of who we are. 18  Political struggle is too easily replaced by the ongoing analysis of one's own oppression and experience or, only slightly better, by a politics in which the only site of struggle is the local constitution of one's experience within a structure of difference. While the personal is most certainly political, it is often impossible to reach it other than through indirection, through struggles over and within the public sphere. As a political practice, identity politics has (unintentionally) played into efforts by the Right to marginalize many important struggles over both civil liberties and civil rights as "special interests.'" 

Identity politics fail to enact greater political change.

Grossberg, 92 (Lawrence, Morris Davis Professor of Communication Studies at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, “We Gotta Get Out of this Place: Popular Conservatism and Postmodern Culture”, page 377-380)

﻿By focusing on the construction of social individuality, identity politics actually loses any common sense of power and oppression. It mistakes empowerment and resistance for opposition. It begins with the correct observation that people often find pleasures in unexpected places and activities, that they often use activities in unexpected ways in order to struggle to change the conditions of their everyday life. But ways of life are not inherently politicized; they do not necessarily map onto way of struggling unless they are defined by and directed against some dominant "other," which may or may not actually be the agent responsible for maintaining their subordinate position. The resistance of a politics of identity requires establishing a social conflict rather than a political antagonism, a relation between individuals or groups with specific positions in everyday life. Such a politics confuses identity for the relation between subjects and agencies. And antagonism disappears into the practice of articulation.  I do not mean to deny the intellectual importance of notions of identity and difference, nor do I want to assert that they have become politically irrelevant. The question, however, is whether a politics of identity can provide a sufficient ground to organize both opposition and alternatives to the contemporary conservative hegemony. The Left cannot ignore the issues of the differential structures of power that are inscribed upon the population, but it must refuse to begin by assuming that power can always be adequately understood or contested by simply acknowledging the suffering of the subordinate. It has to address the increasing segmentation of the various subordinate groups. Groups which have been traditionally produced through and within a binary mechanism are increasingly deployed in complex and context-specific ways. The contemporary organization of power may construct and enable particular structures of binary racism in one place, while fragmenting the binarism in another. It may refuse racism at particular sites, and at others, demand it. And it may articulate specific fractions of apparently subordinated groups into real positions of power, or into positions in which their "real" interests lead them into conservative positions within which they seem to embrace their subordination. Thus, it cannot be a simple question of Blacks or women or differentially abled organizing against the new conservatism (since they are clearly not all in opposition), but rather of constructing a movement which can strategically and effectively mobilize people against it. It requires, in Deleuze and Guattari's terms, a politics of the minor. 43 Oppositional struggle depends upon an analysis and identification of the agents and agencies, the historical forces (economic, cultural and political) which construct the configuration of everyday life, specific positions within it, and the relations between these and the larger social formation. The politics of identity is always a politics of resistance, operating at the local level, within the configurations of everyday life, since it refuses to transcend the specific identities and oppressions which are being contested. It allows only the extremes of political involvement: one can only act very locally or at very great distances. The Left, because it must allow any morally correct protest (and who is to decide except the victims), cannot strategically define its priorities. Too often, it trivializes itself in public struggles which focus on the most minor signs of subordinate identities, especially given the real problems facing not only minorities but also the world. To develop a new conception of politics and alliance, we must move beyond both essentialism and the assumption that identity is the major site of political struggle We have to define politics and the appropriate sites and forms of struggle by something other than the feelings of the oppressed. Racism, for example, whether aimed at Blacks, Latinos, Jews, Arabs, Asians, or any other group, is not merely a matter of the experience of the subordinate although that experience-the pain and anger-is very real. But it can only become a resource if it is articulated into a viable political strategy. We need to confront all forms of racism, including the racisms of subordinate groups, in our society. And we need to confront as well the ways racism is deployed in specific hegemonic struggles. This requires a politics of practice (e.g., a politics of antiracism) built on agency rather than identity. It requires a public sphere (which is not necessarily democratic) and a morality (on the basis of which we might struggle to judge and democratize it). Such a politics of practice need not necessarily involve the creation of critical communities but it does require the production of spaces of articulation and places of investment. By making social identity the cornerstone of its political analysis, identity politics has effectively erased affective subjectivity and has no theory of political commitment. In fact, the motivation to struggle can only be derived out of self-interest or charity (the latter is both patronizing and imperialistic). To the extent that such identities are mobile and fractured, the political commitment will itself be temporary and fluid: "Politics here becomes something to be plugged into and pulled out of,"45 much like a stereo or a designer life-style. This is the dilemma presented by such events as BandAid and by such struggles as that over abortion rights. The very fragmentation of identity becomes a source of disempowerment as struggles multiply and proliferate. According to identity politics, only direct experience can legitimate commitment and any other involvement is suspect. Without a theory of commitment which is somewhat independent of identity, it is impossible to understand the possibilities of active political opposition which transcends any specific identity or local struggle.  This suggests another way of viewing political struggle, one which locates the will to oppose the trajectories of history in the articulation of common affective structures and antagonisms. It does not involve the representation of ideological subjects but the mobilization of affective subjects. It does not have to construct a "we" which purports to represent anyone. Rather, it strategically and provisionally deploys "we" as a floating sign of a common authority and commitment to speak and to act. Authority, like representation, refers to a certain kind of proxy, but it is a proxy which empowers a position from which peoples' lives can be measured and from which the agents and agencies responsible for maintaining those lives can be challenged. Authority is the mechanism by which control over the places and spaces of everyday life is assigned. The struggle for authority is not merely the struggle to control one's own life but to structure the commitments which fashion everyday life and its relations to the social formation.

Identity politics fractures the left into competing factions, undermining hope of change.

Grossberg, 92 (Lawrence, Morris Davis Professor of Communication Studies at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, "We Gotta Get Out of this Place: Popular Conservatism and Postmodern Culture", page 367-369) 
The politics of identity has had a particularly negative effect on the Left, albeit unintentionally: it has produced a "politics of guilt" or a "diagnostics of discourse" in which anyone's social position already determines their authority to address specific social problems. Disagreements can always be traced back to the social differences between the speakers (and the social "illnesses" and distortions which these differences produce) rather than projected forward into an analysis of the historical adequacy and political efficacy of the alternatives. Every individual and struggle is judged by a standard of linguistic self-righteousness and moral purity. Being morally and politically correct is defined by the constant need to demonstrate the proper deference to the subordinate terms within the systems of differences . Everyone is held accountable to an ever-expanding and unpredictable series of potential exclusions and subordinations. This demand for political purity reduces the context of struggle to the sum of particular identifications and identities. It is a strategy designed to alienate no one but, in the end, it merely constructs situations in which different fragments are constantly warring with each other.

Such passionate diagnoses of other people's inevitable failure, coupled with the seemingly endless fragmentation of the Left into different subordinate identities and groups, is at least partly responsible for its current powerlessness. The old cliche that the Left constantly devours its own is no longer a joke. Donna Minkowitz's report on the 1991 National Lesbian Conference provides a sad but telling indictment of any attempt to organize a Left politics around identity (for it is only the most recent example). Despite the empowerment derived from "the profusion of lesbian personae," the conference demonstrated that the different lesbian groups "do not trust each other." The attempt to create a national organization fell by the wayside as the main business emerged: an inquisition into the political sins of conference goers,…Activism took a back seat: How could people be motivated toward political action when their value to the movement was constantly being questioned? In admittedly naive terms, a politics of guilt undermines the possibility of free and open discussion about the necessity to put aside differences in the name of common political goals, or at least common opposition to the changing balance of forces in the contemporary world. Rather than assuming a minimum of "good will," absences and disagreements become signs of inevitable moral and political failure. Supportive and even polite debate has all but disappeared and guilt and intimidation, whether intended or not, have become common experiences within the Left! This is partly the result of the fact that a politics of identity lets intellectuals too easily off the hook. It correctly rejects the old liberal model which gave select groups the unchallenged power to speak and act for others (assuming that subordinate groups are passive victims who need things done for them). But it often goes too far, undermining any recognition of the ways in which different groups of people are implicated together in relations of power and mutual responsibility. At best, such a politics seeks to identify positions from which the oppressed might be empowered to speak. However, as Spivak has argued, it is not sufficient to identify the differential access which people have to various speaking positions. It is also necessary to identify the conditions which have made it impossible for certain people to take up such positions, and to speak particular sorts of discourses. 25 Acknowledging the material reality of oppression should lead intellectuals to rethink the need for, and effectiveness of, practices of representation. Given that some groups are effectively silenced, part of the political responsibility of those empowered to speak may be that they speak for-represent-others. 

2AC AT: Identity is a Key Factor in Security

Securitization based on identity can’t be empirically verified—the state should be the focus so that we only secure ourselves against real threats

McSweeney, ’96 – Prof. Sociology @ U of York (Bill, “Identity and Security: Buzan and the Copenhagen School”, Review of International Studies (1996) V. 22, pg. 87-88)

Collective identity and security share a similar dependence on subjective awareness and the need for objective verification. Collective identity is first a matter of perception, just as security and insecurity also begin in our perception of vulnerabilities and threats. A critical difference appears, however, when we consider that the perception and fear of threats to security can, in principle, be checked by observing and evaluating the facts external to the subject. To privilege perception would, in effect, turn security policy over to demagogues and paranoiacs. It is plainly critical for security, both that we take perceptions seriously and that we have some criteria for correcting them, for assessing their objectivity. Paranoia, or complacency, can be challenged by evidence. There seems to be no parallel in regard to identity. There is no court of appeal that can perform the same scholarly task for our sense of identity, personal or collective. The authors acknowledge part of the problem in their concluding reflections. They see that not everyone who claims to articulate the identity of a society must thereby be accepted as an authority. In other words, they recognize that there may be an empirical problem. Their choice of examples to illustrate this—fascism, racism, xenophobia—hints at awareness of a deeper, normative problem.29 but the discussion is not extended to explore it. When a claim is made about collective identity, their solution is to wait until hindsight reveals the truth.3" But what kind of 'truth' could it reveal? What if Le Pen manages to manufacture a majority consent, verified by polls or other measurement techniques, around the idea of racism and xenophobia, or if the IRA creates a 'collective identity' which incorporates intense anti-British sentiment into a symbol of Irish solidarity? Such hypothetical developments are not wildly improbable, and would immediately present a serious security problem in France and Ireland. From the traditional security point of view, the state would intervene and speak objective security for the society. This means that the racist perception of security would be countered by a decision of the state and a policy strategy to implement it. Prior to settling the security problem in this manner, however, there is the more basic epistemological task of 'correcting' the identity claims which gave rise to it, the task of speaking 'objective' identity for the society. Who will judge what counts as the parameters of collective identity, and by what criteria must be judgment be made? Not to arbitrate is to abandon the problem and leave its resolution to the state or to the anarchic struggle of the most powerful interests. Waever et al. offer no basis or criteria for arbitration between competing identity claims. Faced with the fact that identity disputes are a special case, not susceptible to objective resolution by empirical observation, they conclude, in effect, that such disputes are beyond all resolution. Their case-studies, their style and their apparent intention stand solidly within a theoretical tradition not noted for its affinity with relativism. Ironically, their solution to this problem of identity disputes—or rather their failure to offer any solution to it—leaves them, and us, in something of a postmodernist maze. The problem of resolving disputes about identity is, at root, a philosophical one in which moral judgment inescapably intrudes. 

Identity politics is irrelevant to security analysis

McSweeney, ’96 – Prof. Sociology @ U of York (Bill, “Identity and Security: Buzan and the Copenhagen School”, Review of International Studies (1996) V. 22, pg. 90-91)

Three general points which summarize the main threads of the foregoing discussion will be made, in addition to a brief comment on the implications of the identity thesis for Buzan's analysis of security in People, States and Fear. The validity of the identity thesis hinges on the objectivism of the authors' concepts of 'society' and 'identity'. Society is conceived as a social fact, with the same objectivity and ontological status as the state. Notwithstanding several passing comments to the contrary, the authors' definition and analysis of society is essentially Durkheimian. This perspective determines the methodology and skews the inquiry and level of analysis away from that required for a process which is constituted by social practices. Such a focus would view 'society' and 'state' as an 'objectification' of social interaction, in Berger and Luckmann's sense of the term;33 they are a particular class of dependent, not independent, variable.  Secondly, the misunderstanding of 'identity' follows from the definition of society. Who we are is not a matter of fact imposed on individuals who 'belong' to the 'society' of Waever et al. Their idea of Collective identity as a social fact projects the image of a collective self to be discovered: we are who we are. The evidence and philosophical argument point more convincingly to process and negotiation: we are who we want to be, subject to the constraints of history. Such constraints set limits to the boundaries of possibility; the case for an ecumenical harmony of identity between Danes and Swedes is clearly more plausible than that between Danes and Zulus. Within such constraints, disagreements about identity can and do flourish and, where they give rise to conflict and have security implications, can be settled, but only by moral decision informed by factual observation, not by observation alone. A third and related point is that this decision in regard to identity and its security is a normative one. We cannot assume, by definition, that 'society' embodies a single value or interest—identity—which stands alongside the values of the state as the only object of vulnerability and threat which is relevant to security analysis. The problem is, rather, to investigate which interests are at stake and who are the interested parties pursuing them.  The political concepts of interests and legitimacy suggest themselves as being more fruitful analytical tools for understanding and interpreting recent or past events in Europe than identity and societal security. The concept of interests captures the political reality prior to the emergence into the security arena of any sense of common identity. From the macro-side of the state, its legitimacy to speak identity and security on behalf of all takes priority over 'socio-political cohesion', in Buzan's understanding of the term, as the value that determines the strength of the state, and thus the state's capacity to integrate with other strong states in a mature anarchy.34 In addition to their immediacy and common-sense fit with the empirical evidence, 'interests' have the merit of exposing the normative concerns of the actors whose values are at issue, while 'legitimacy' directs attention to the viability of the decision of the state or other agency which must judge the claims of rival interests.

XT: Threats Multidimensional

Security analysis rooted in collective identity ignores the fluidity of the societal identity and makes way for relativism and racism

McSweeney, ’96 – Prof. Sociology @ U of York (Bill, “Identity and Security: Buzan and the Copenhagen School”, Review of International Studies (1996) V. 22, pg. 86-87)

The human and moral connotations of identity give it a popular appeal. Its apparent subjectivity makes everyone an expert. Its fundamental character as an inalienable human property blocks all criticism and makes its secure possession a matter of elementary justice. We are who we think we are; no one else can judge us. Though Waever et al. would reject this popular notion as the basis for their understanding of collective identity, their thesis, paradoxically, commits them to the same relativism. In effect they have an objectivist theory with relativist consequences.  In their view, identity is a property of society, not to be confused with human beings. It "emerges" (a frequently used term) from the peculiar interactions of people and institutions in each society, fixed and incorrigible like the computer output of a complex arithmetic. Identity describes the society, and society is constituted by identity. Since its computation or construction does not crucially depend on human decisions, it makes no sense to speak of correcting it. Societal identity just is. We are stuck with it. There is no way we can replace it, except by adopting multiple identities, each of which is, in principle, as inviolable as the next.-7 It follows that we are stuck with every other community's account of its identity also, and have no intellectual means of passing judgment on these accounts. We may not like who they are, but if they think that way, so be it. This aspect of the identity thesis is disturbing because of its implications for security policy in general and for particular security issues in Europe. It lies at the other extreme to racism. The one view claims to judge races and to allocate each a position in an ontological hierarchy. The other refuses all judgment and allocates to each society an objective identity proper to it. Fortunately, there is more to be said about it than just to disapprove.

Security ID Politics authors ignore the multidimensionality of threats

McSweeney, ’96 – Prof. Sociology @ U of York (Bill, “Identity and Security: Buzan and the Copenhagen School”, Review of International Studies (1996) V. 22, pg. 84-85)

We must ask why the authors choose identity from among the countless values which people are concerned about and which can be attributed to the collectivity of society, thus coming under the umbrella ‘societal security’. It is clear that ‘societal security’ is the object of an assumption about its referent, not the object of inquiry. That would entail an inquiry into which of the indeterminate values susceptible to threat—including identity—may be vulnerable and require security. A society’s survival is a matter of identity, they assert. No evidence or argument is offered in support, other than the comment that ‘this is the way a society talks about existential threats: if this happens, we will no longer be able to live as “us”’. 17 this society in terms of ‘individuals identifying themselves as members of a community.’18 But that is to reduce our conception of society to its most ephemeral and empirically contentious component and to ignore other elements.The authors briefly acknowledge that economic threats to particular groups within a society can affect the security of society as a whole. 19 but this passing interest in the multi-dimensionality of threats is not sustained. Neither does it reflect interest in the multi-dimensionality of values susceptible to threat. The only value which they can conceive as vulnerable in the event of economic threats is society identity.
XT: State Focus = Better/Inevitable

Collective identity converges at the state

McSweeney, ’98 – Prof. Sociology @ U of York (Bill, “Durkheim and the Copenhagen School: A Response to Buzan and Wæver”, Review of International Studies (1998) V. 24, pg. 137-138)
Buzan and Wæver want ‘to grasp the way other things than states’ need to be recognized as ‘referent objects for security discourse’.3 The other ‘thing’ which they adopt is societal identity. My claim—that they do so in Durkheimian fashion, without problematizing it as process grounded in human practices—is not overturned by their assertions to the contrary: ‘We prefer to take a social constructivist position “all the way down”.’4 Identity, unlike the state, has no empirical referent other than the process of constructing it. It can be considered as an act or a structure, depending on the needs of analysis. As act, identity refers to the capacity of individuals to sustain a story about the self or the collective self. As structure, it relates to the story, or narrative, sustained, from which individuals draw to enact identity. But it cannot be considered a thing, a social fact in the sense in which Durkheim attributed a sui generis objectivity to a close cousin of identity: the collective conscience. Durkheim was wrong—in the context, interestingly wrong—about the character of social facts and the objectivity of society. That the individuals who make up a collective actor can have a sense of common identity is not in question; and where that occurs, the identity represents a value which can be threatened and secured. That an identity may be coterminous with the state can also be allowed, making it plausible to speak of a narrative linking the Danes, or connecting the Irish, in a common sense of belonging to a distinctive community. But the term ‘identity’ misleads us by its nominal form. It is always a narrating, a storytelling, an active process on the part of individuals which can only be grasped as process, never as object. Unlike the state, the concept of identity leaves no ‘sediment’; it cannot ‘petrify’, in the revealing metaphors of Buzan and Wæver.5 It is a more-or-less fluid, more-or-less constraining, resource through which actors identify themselves, its fluidity or constraint depending on the facts of history and the political interests engaged in its management. Collective identity is always an option exercised by people in social groups. It is an empirical problem whether it coalesces into a sense of nationwide, or societal, identity, and one intimately linked to the task of interpreting the part played by sectional and state interests in achieving a sense of community. Understood in this way, the analysis of collective identity must begin with the process of its construction at whatever social level identity and interests begin to converge. The problem is to interpret what an apparent national or societal identity means, to test the extent and depth of subscription to it, not to take it for granted as an unproblematic, objective fact and to examine its implications for conflict or security on that assumption (in the manner of the case-studies in Wæver et al.). This raises the second question in dispute: methodological individualism. 

Can’t form cohesion by identities—it’ll inevitably become state-centric

McSweeney, ’98 – Prof. Sociology @ U of York (Bill, “Durkheim and the Copenhagen School: A Response to Buzan and Wæver”, Review of International Studies (1998) V. 24, pg. 140)
The third point at issue is the implication of the ‘identity’ thesis of Wæver et al. for Buzan’s distinctions between strong and weak states and mature and immature anarchies. The cornerstone of Buzan’s thesis, and the point at which it deviates from the neorealist course, is his differentiation between state actors in terms of their socio-political cohesion—making them strong or weak as states—and his correlative differentiation between mature and immature types of anarchy which condition the behaviour of states towards a security community or a conflictual association. (This is the nub of what Buzan and Wæver call ‘security complex theory’, in relation to which they concede a difficulty, but not a fundamental one.)11 The possibility of states becoming strong and anarchies becoming mature opened a neorealist door to the idea of variability of state identities and interests: the idea that states could change their fundamental properties by learning to define themselves and their interests as cooperative actors, rather than as the self-help puppets of the realist system. It broke through the classical defence against the empirical evidence of cooperation: that such behaviour must be defined as the strategic cooperation of relative gainers in an unchanging anarchic environment. This is the theoretical and normative core of Buzan’s book which, despite his disclaimers, provides a framework for the formulation of security policy. But the thesis rests on the primacy of the state, the relative strength of which, in turn, rests on a state-centred definition of ‘socio-political cohesion’. Buzan’s idea of cohesion has nothing to do with the consensus of minorities or even the majority social group within the state, and, as he readily admits, it can coexist with their suppression.12 It is about control, not consensus. The concept of the strong state ultimately rests on the subordination of sub-state groups and their values, including identity, to the state. By imputing identity to ‘society’, and then making it an equal referent of security as distinct from the state, Buzan has pulled the rug from under his earlier thesis. Security was achieved through states exercising their control over the domestic arena to become and remain strong, and through regional configurations of such states. Identity figured in this schema as an element of the domestic sphere under the control of the state. Now identity figures as a potential rival to the state, generated outside its control, and standing with the state as an equal priority for security concern and policy. 

XT: State Focus = Better/Inevitable

Understanding states through individuals is better than focusing on a collective social identity

McSweeney, ’98 – Prof. Sociology @ U of York (Bill, “Durkheim and the Copenhagen School: A Response to Buzan and Wæver”, Review of International Studies (1998) V. 24, pg. 139)
Methodological individualism can refer to a conception of the social order which views individuals as atomistic units, or biological parts of the social whole, in which case it is reductionist and trivial. Trivial in the sense that it is true but useless for social analysis; reductionist in that it deprives human individuals of their intellectual property as humans. Or it can refer to the position characterized as subjectivism. This is the view that the meaning of social concepts can be reduced without loss to the consciousness and purposes of individuals. Since this is a position at the opposite end of the ontological scale to Buzan and Wæver’s objectivism, it can be fairly considered as the real object of their concern. Collective concepts do embody elements other than those present in individual consciousness. But the rejection of subjectivism does not entail the acceptance of a Durkheimian objectivism. All concepts in social theory are ‘more’ than the aggregate of individual beliefs about them. But we should be careful of loading the word ‘more’ with material metaphors like ‘sediment’, or cultural ones like Parsons’ ‘central value system’. To say with Buzan and Wæver that ‘a concept is more than the sum of its parts’— whatever the summing of its parts might mean—can suggest a quantitative addition, a superstructure or sediment, which then becomes a sui generis object of inquiry. This appears to be their position, and it is one which makes sense of their proscription of sub-state and sub-societal inquiry under pain of ‘methodological individualism’. The characteristics of a collective concept are not more than its individual parts in the sense that they exist separately from them, external to them. A collectivity is not a social fact in the sense of a thing existing independently of the individuals who comprise it.10 A collective concept focuses on the structural properties of action which are inherent in every instance of individual interaction. The anarchy of the international order makes sense only in so far as we understand its place in structuring the actions of individuals, and, through them, states. To address the purposive action of agents rather than the structural properties of institutions is simply a difference of focus on social action—a methodological choice—not a focus on a different thing—an ontological question. The dispute with Buzan and Wæver is emphatically not about a conflict of choice between methodological individualism and holism, but about a version of holism to which they subscribe. Deconstructing collective concepts, to expose the irreducible human units and practices from which they derive their meaning, means neither denying the value of treating collectivities as actors for certain analytical purposes, nor denying the intersubjective, i.e. structural, dimension of individual or subsocietal interaction. It does mean rejecting the separation of the collective and the individual and the equation of the structural with the former and the atomistic with the latter. This is an ontological, holistic position which unites Durkheim and Parsons with Waltz, the antidote to which is an alternative ontology, but not one rooted in the unstructured individual of subjectivism. 
Identity Analysis = Useless/Worse

Analyzing security through identity politics subverts itself into the realism it criticizes

McSweeney, ’96 – Prof. Sociology @ U of York (Bill, “Identity and Security: Buzan and the Copenhagen School”, Review of International Studies (1996) V. 22, pg. 92-93)

In Buzan (1991), the primacy of the state is the pivot on which the domestic dimension of the strong state and the international dimension of regional security turn. The seminal character of People, States and Fear lay in the break with the realism of traditional security studies marked by these two ideas. The movement on a spectrum of weak to strong states directed attention to the domestic level, and the corresponding movement from immature to mature anarchy (or, in regional terms, from security complex to security community) introduced the possibility and need for change at the international level. Together, they represented a more complex and adequate picture of reality and of the possibilities of change than the realists could envisage. Theoretically, this advance depended on maintaining the realist doctrine on state primacy. The agency of change in the domestic as in the international sphere could not be attributed to sub-state or supra-state actors. If sub-state actors were credited with the capacity to shift the state, then something close to anarchy would rule at the domestic level. By definition, there could be no stability in the socio-political cohesion which Buzan understood as a state-managed domestic order and which was a defining characteristic of his 'strong state'. On the other hand, if the international system were allowed to determine shifts in the security position of the state, Buzan would have to reformulate his entire theoretical framework. His version of realism sees anarchy as a constant, with modifications in regional configurations brought about by the actions of states. It is on the security of the state that the security of people and of the international system depends. While an overall environment of anarchy determines the range of state actions, any change in the character of the state from weak to strong can only be brought about by the state itself. The problem, then, is to understand how the identity thesis is compatible with Buzan's security theory. The concept of a strong state rested on the subordination of society to the state. Now, in Waever et al. the state is no longer the uniquely privileged actor. Domestic resistance to the state cannot be viewed as some kind of pathology. The vulnerability of identity to external threats is now viewed as the vulnerability no longer of the state, but of an autonomous actor and potential rival within its boundaries: society. The management of societal identity, which Buzan saw as the business of the state in building the social cohesion essential to becoming strong and fit for membership of a security community within a mature anarchy— this task is now in the hands of society itself. A strong sense of societal identity could very likely, and not just pathologically, coincide with resistance to the state. How changes in identity are effected, or disputes about identity are resolved, is not addressed by Waever et al. Who would judge? Buzan's implicit answer was 'the state', and this allowed for the possibility of change from weak to strong state which was critical to his thesis. If society is now an independent variable, no longer subordinate to the state, then it appears that the Copenhagen school has undermined Buzan's original thesis. Buzan himself has collaborated in an analysis of security which purports to develop his analysis of 1983-91 but, in fact, subverts it, without enhancing our understanding of the problems of security.

The K’s focus on the collective identity ignores how identity is shaped by elites

McSweeney, ’96 – Prof. Sociology @ U of York (Bill, “Identity and Security: Buzan and the Copenhagen School”, Review of International Studies (1996) V. 22, pg. 85-86)

We get some sense of the applicability of the authors' theoretical approach to identity and security in the case-studies which form the bulk of Waever et al. and which comment interestingly on European integration, migration, the Middle East, the former Soviet Union and other areas of conflict. A brief examination of one of these studies, which is representative of the approach of all, is instructive.22 Most of the story is a straightforward, albeit excellent, piece of traditional political science, giving customary attention to state actors and employing a familiar shorthand of ethnic labels for political leadership, which we have no difficulty in translating. 'Kosovo Albanians repeated their 1968 demand for a republic', 'the Serbs insisted on living together', 'the Croats finally recovered their own state', and so on.23 This is vintage security analysis without pretension to broader concepts or sociological deconstruction. The question does not arise, since throughout most of the chapter the author pays little attention to the new focus on identity to which his contribution has been recruited; indeed he scarcely mentions the word. The concept of identity makes its appearance in a few pages of conclusion where Hakan Wiberg reflects on his own analysis in the light of the theoretical agenda of the principal authors. Despite the lack of evidence, he asserts that the conflict is really about the twin concepts of identity and the state24—defined as objects of security by the principal authors, even though his analysis has touched, inter alia, on economic deprivation among urban workers, and has nowhere shown how collective identity was constructed and articulated. Among several unsupported claims to illustrate this point, he states that the secessions of Croatia and Bosnia 'would be seen by Serbs there as identity threats ... as deadly threats to the security of the Serb communities . . .'25 And again: 'The identity problem can be succinctly described by recalling that Macedonia is surrounded by Bulgaria . . ,'26 Would that it were so easy! This is one example of the manner in which most of the case-studies are approached in a traditional way and then overlaid with the identity thesis. There is nothing in this case-study to support the identity thesis of the principal authors, unless it be the reification of identity itself. The opportunity is missed to explore the extent to which Yugoslavia, far from exemplifying the autonomy of identity as a social fact, is perhaps an outstanding example of the manipulation of identity by political elites in an area remarkable for its historical forgetfulness.

Societal identity is a subjective, ethical choice made by each individual—if we think that it’s just there, then political institutions will determine the perception of the collective identity

McSweeney, ’96 – Prof. Sociology @ U of York (Bill, “Identity and Security: Buzan and the Copenhagen School”, Review of International Studies (1996) V. 22, pg. 88-90)

An analogy between identity and individual freedom will serve to illustrate the point. The test of freedom cannot be reduced to a test of the absence of obstacles to the fulfilment of desires. By that criterion, a happy slave might be judged free and a frustrated professor enslaved. Neither can it be reduced to perception. The slave may perceive himself more free than the professor, but it is obvious that the concept of personal freedom loses the meaning we invest in it, if we limit it to the perception of either. We need a test to judge the needs which are relevant to personal freedom if we are to rescue the concept from being merely an expression of taste. The test of freedom must begin from a positive judgment about human needs and rights, not from a negative assessment of obstacles. The philosophical starting-point must be some ideal of human nature.31 The fact that we have no authoritative, epistemological basis for constructing such an ideal is no argument against its necessity. We can, and we routinely do, make judgments about personal freedom. But they are not judgments which can be validated by empirical observation alone. If we want a test allowing us to transcend individual perception and to judge personal freedom in the light of the human competence to which the concept refers, then we are in the business of making a moral decision. We stand some chance of making a more reasoned judgment if we address its normative character explicitly than if we hide it from view behind a veil of false respect for the authenticity of the person. The implication for personal and collective identity should be clear. The basis of judgment about personal identity overlaps closely with the judgment about personal freedom. The answer to the question 'Who am I?' clearly does not rest simply on empirical evidence, though the factual, historical data collected in our passport, our diary and our past experiences are very relevant. Neither can it be decided exclusively in terms of subjective perception. We routinely 'correct' the identity claims not only of others but of ourselves. It rests also on the contrast and balance between a normative view of human nature and the facts of personal biography. It entails an element of decision as well as self-observation. Similarly, the collective question, 'Who are we?' cannot be answered simply by reference to opinion polls, ancient myths, folk music or other measures of collective history. It too entails a decision based on a theory which relates some of the countless biographical facts of our collective past and present to a view of who we want to be. 'We are who we choose to be' overstates our freedom in the matter but makes the point forcefully that collective identity is a choice made by people, not a property of society which transcends their agency.  We choose from an array of possible identities, so to speak. (Clearly, this is to analyze identity formation in the abstract. No society exists where we could observe this process from the starting-point of a tabula rasa without an already-existing identity and the consequent pressures of socialization to adopt and to affirm it.) The question is how these diverse individual choices come to cohere in a clear or vague collective image, and how disputes about identity, with security implications, are settled. If we reify the notion of societal identity, in the manner of Waever et al., the answer is that it just happens. If sub-societal groups see things differently from the majority. Waever et al. offer no criteria by which to judge and resolve the dispute. For them, society has an identity by definition. People do not choose it; they recognize it, they belong to it.-12  This is sociologically untenable. It is blind to the moral choices which go into the melting-pot of the process of identity formation. To answer the question raised above: individual and group choices come to cohere in a societal identity—when they do—only by virtue of higher-level moral decisions about what counts and what does not in the image we want to have of ourselves. Whether it is the state, the Supreme Court or simply the most powerful hidden interests which settle the matter is less important than that we recognize the inescapable ethical judgment in the process of choosing the components of a collective identity. These agencies are political instruments, made necessary by the fact that social order requires a referee with the mandate to speak for society. In Buzan (1991), as noted, the state was not only given the political mandate in relation to security, it was also ontologically identified with the needs and rights of the people whose security was at stake. The moral judgment involved in Buzan's account is hidden within the function of the state. In the new focus on societal identity, there is no referee and there are no criteria for legitimizing decisions about identity. In effect, the construction of identity and the resolution of identity disputes are left to emerge, incorrigible and beyond assessment, from the mysterious workings of society. The element of normative judgment in the negotiations which constitute the permanent process of identity formation is lost. Collective identity is not 'out there', waiting to be discovered. What is 'out there' is identity discourse on the part of political leaders, intellectuals and countless others, who engage in the process of constructing, negotiating and affirming a response to the demand—at times urgent, mostly absent—for a collective image. Even in times of crisis, this is never more than a provisional and fluid image of ourselves as we want to be, limited by the facts of history. The relevance of this argument to the concept of societal security should be clear. 

Analysis of a collective identity can’t explain international dynamics

McSweeney, ’98 – Prof. Sociology @ U of York (Bill, “Durkheim and the Copenhagen School: A Response to Buzan and Wæver”, Review of International Studies (1998) V. 24, pg. 138-139)
Much has been made in the cited work of Buzan and the Copenhagen school of the trap of ‘methodological individualism’, and the need to avoid falling into it as their ground for rejecting analysis of security or identity at the sub-state or sub-societal level. Buzan aims ‘to demolish the reductionist illusion’ that the security of the state can be reduced to that of the individual.6 This is why individuals and social groups must not be the object of security and identity studies: if we are to avoid methodological individualism, we must treat society as a ‘reality of its own’, after Durkheim, ‘not to be reduced to the individual level’.7 A collective concept is ‘more than the sum of its parts’.8 As a consequence of this reasoning, state and society are seen as the only level compatible with avoiding ‘an atomistic, aggregate view of security’; the ‘individualist perspective’ is seen as including not just the focus on individual human beings, but the sub-state ‘small-group perspective’ also.9 The student thus faces the stark option of analysing security and identity exclusively at the level of the state and society, or dropping into the black hole of individualism, whence no analysis capable of addressing the collective dynamics of the international can emerge. This is an extraordinary position to adopt, relegating the analysis of the relevance to international security of family, gender, race and class identities to ‘methodological individualism’. I agree with Buzan and Wæver that methodological individualism is an impossible starting point for understanding the source of collective action. I accept also that it can be meaningful and useful to choose the state as the methodological level of analysis for particular purposes. Buzan and Wæver, however, misunderstand the concept of methodological individualism by postulating it as the default position for all who wish to analyse security and identity at the sub-state or sub-societal levels. That they are wrong in defining the analysis of sub-state social groups as the ‘individualist perspective’ scarcely needs elaboration. But they are wrong also about the individual. The idea that an emphasis on the grounding of identity or security in individuals thereby entails the rejection of structural constraint, and a concomitant commitment to methodological individualism, is mistaken. 

Identity politics isn’t necessarily the cause of securitization—they ignore state and sub-societal interaction

McSweeney, ’96 – Prof. Sociology @ U of York (Bill, “Identity and Security: Buzan and the Copenhagen School”, Review of International Studies (1996) V. 22, pg. 85)

If, rather than assuming that identity is the unique value vulnerable to threat, the authors had posed as a problem, ‘What is the focus of the security concerns of the people who comprise “society”?’, the intuitive evidence alone would have suggested a range of values, with economic welfare prominent. This would force the level of analysis down from society as a whole to its social-group components. That would open up not just a methodological can of worms for the authors—as they realize—but a theoretical one also. Their focus on the domestic dimension of the security problem could no longer remain at the macro-level of society, and a new conceptual schema would be required to deal with the dynamics of sub-societal, societal and state interaction. This would have resulted in a quite different approach, in which the apparent fact of societal identity was exposed as an integral, political aspect of the security problem, rather than a taken-for-granted reality which defined the problem. Identity is not a fact of society; it is a process of negotiation among people and interest groups. Being English, Irish. Danish is a consequence of a political process, and it is that process, not the label symbolizing it, which constitutes the reality that needs explication. We cannot decide the status, or even the relevance, of identity a priori. Where it is relevant, it is not necessarily the cause of a security problem, as the authors assume. It is just as likely to be its effect. Which it is can only be revealed by deconstructing the process of identity formation at the sub-societal level, but the authors reject this approach as leading inevitably to individualism. The security problem in the Russian Federation, former Yugoslavia, or Northern Ireland is not there just because people have separate identities; it may well be that they have separate identities because of the security problem. Contrary to the authors' claim,21 identity is not to be taken as an independent variable, tout court, it is often the outcome of a labelling process which reflects a conflict of interests at the political level.  

Identity/Security Socially Constructed 

Identity has traction within IR--pointing out that this reality has been constructed won't change the system

Wendt, 95  (Alexander, professor of political science at the University of Chicago, International Theory: Critical Investigations, p. 148-149)

Let us assume that processes of identity- and interest-formation have created a world in which states do not recognize rights to territory or existence - a war of all against all. In this world, anarchy has a 'realist' meaning for state action: be insecure and concerned with relative power. Anarchy has this meaning only in virtue of collective, insecurity-produc-ing practices, but if those practices are relatively stable, they do constitute a system that may resist change. The fact that worlds of power politics are socially constructed, in other words, does not guarantee they are malleable, for at least two reasons. The first reason is that once constituted, any social sys- tem confronts each of its members as an objective social fact that reinforces certain behaviors and discourages others. Self-help systems, for example, tend to reward competition and punish altruism. The possibility of change depends on whether the exigencies of such competition leave room for actions that deviate from the prescribed script. If they do not, the system will be reproduced and deviant actors will not. 64 The second reason is that systemic change may also be inhibited by actors' interests in maintaining relatively stable role identities. Such interests are rooted not only in the desire to minimize uncertainty and anxiety, manifested in efforts to confirm existing beliefs about the social world, but also in the desire to avoid the expected costs of break-ing commitments made to others - notably domestic con- stituencies and foreign allies in the case of states - as part of past practices. The level of resistance that these com- mitments induce will depend on the 'salience' of particu-lar role identities to the actor.65 The United States, for example, is more likely to resist threats to its identity as 'leader of anti-communist crusades' than to its identity as 'promoter of human rights.' But for almost any role ident-ity, practices and information that challenge it are likely to create cognitive dissonance and even perceptions of threat, and these may cause resistance to transformations of the self and thus to social change.66 For both systemic and 'psychological' reasons, then, intersubjective understandings and expectations may have a self-perpetuating quality, constituting path-dependencies that new ideas about self and other must transcend. This does not change the fact that through practice agents are continuously producing and reproducing identities and interests, continuously' choosing now the preferences [they] will have later.,67 But it does mean that choices may not be experienced with meaningful degrees of freedom. This could be a constructivist justification for the realist position that only simple learning is possible in self-help systems. The realist might concede that such systems are socially constructed and still argue that after the corresponding identities and interests have become institutionalized, they are almost impossible to transform. 

Reducing all of international relations to identity ignores structures that shape human agency and creates an inaccurate understanding of the world—this makes it impossible to shape state power in a productive manner

Tuathail, 96  (Gearoid, Department of Georgraphy at Virginia Polytechnic Institute, Political Geography, 15(6-7), science direct)

The second general avenue of skepticism concerns the relative evisceration of agency,  class power and political economy in Campbell’s work. This evisceration begins, it seems  to me, from a neglect of intentionality and agency brought about by the retreat from  ‘material causes’. Committed to a Foucaultian ‘strategy without a knowing strategist’  notion of power (p. 70), dissident IR can disable readings of history that identify certain  social institutions, actors and classes acting instrumentally to secure certain ends (e.g.  winning an election, strengthening one’s power, accumulating more capital, etc.). Rather  power is discussed in generalized, non-instrumentalist terms: it is about the processes of  identity formation, processes which make people rather than them making themselves.  What this narrative tends to downplay is the deliberate and conscious manipulation of  identities by certain social actors (presidential candidates, political parties, state  bureaucracies and business groups, for example) to advance their own perceived ends. For example, Campbell’s reading of geo-economic discourses on Japan as ‘one among  many practices designed to sustain and secure the sovereignty of the United States and  contain challenges to the boundaries of American identity’ (p. 236) completely misses the  overriding economic significance of these discourses in helping certain domestic interest  groups (e.g. the Big Three US auto producers) instrumentalize the US state for their own  purposes (6 Tuathail, 1993). Questions of identity may insinuate their way into all forms  of politics but all forms of politics are not about questions of identity. Preoccupation with  the politics of identity can create a history without materialism, a history without  economic exploitation, capital accumulation and power applied for the instrumental  purposes of economic gain.4  The consequences of this evisceration of political economy for the detailed analysis of  the practice of foreign policy (in the orthodox sense) are considerable. The problems of  foreign policy and international politics are rendered as questions of adjusting our  thinking and expanding the range of our tolerance, not as questions which concern the  perpetuation of an unequal and rapaciously exploitative global political economy.  Analysis can succumb to rituals and games of political correctness. 5 But beyond the new  pieties of politically correct quazi-academic subculture are old-fashioned issues having to  do with capital accumulation and raw material exploitation. 

ID Ptx Bad — Divisive

Identity politics bad – stops coalitions and freezes reality

Bronner 4

Stephen Eric, Professor of Political Science and Comparative Literature at Rutgers University, “Reclaiming the Enlightenment” Columbia University Press p. 76-77

There is something to be said for the belief that intellectuals connected “empirically” with particular social movements might be best placed to build the need for solidarity with other groups.37 But this should be construed less as a matter of principles than tactics. The Counter-Enlightenment showed the danger of reducing intellectual work to the symbolic or existential gesture of the “person” whose own “I” is in the postmodern era, moreover, always fundamentally in doubt. Judgment can then rest only on the immediate “experience” of reality. Critical reflection will become subordinated to some intuition of reality privileged by the race, gender, or ethnic background of the individual. Fixed and stable categories of “identity” are basically affirmative: they militate against new concerns with hybridity first raised by “postcolonial” thinkers; they offer nothing other than tactical possibilities for solidarity between groups, and they ignore how the ability to choose an “identity” with some degree of safety depends upon the existence of liberal institutions with liberal norms. These institutions and norms have their source within the Enlightenment. Many a postmodern or and communitarian intellectual obsessed with privileging “experience” in the world of today is not far removed from the anti-intellectual intellectual of yesterday. 

Identity politics is too divisive

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 165-166)
Celebrating and reifying difference as a political end in itself thus runs the risk of creating increasingly divisive and incommensurate discourses where each group claims a knowledge or experienced based legitimacy but, in doing so, precluding the possibility of common understanding or intergroup political discourse. Instead, difference produces antithetical discord and political-tribalism: only worldng class Hispanics living in South Central Los Angeles, for instance, can speak of, for, and about their community, its concerns, interests and needs; only female African Americans living in the projects of Chicago can speak "legitimately" of the housing and social problems endemic to inner city living. Discourse becomes confined not to conversations between identity groups since this is impossible, but story telling of personal/group experiences where the "other" listens intendy until their turn comes to tell their own stories and experiences. Appropriating the voice or pain of others by speaking, writing, or theorizing on issues, perspectives, or events not indicative of one's group-identity becomes not only illegitimate but a medium of oppression and a means to silence others. The very activity of theory and political discourse as it has been understood traditionally in International Relations, and the social sciences more generally, is thus rendered inappropriate in the new milieu of identity politics. 

ID Ptx can’t solve IR

Identity politics, especially Fem IR, can’t solve any problems in international relations

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 164-165)
Problems of this nature, however, are really manifestations of a deeper, underlying ailment endemic to discourses derived from identity politics. At base, the most elemental question for identity discourse, as Zalewski and Enloe note, is "Who am I?"100 The personal becomes the political, evolving a discourse where self-identification, but also one's identification by others, presupposes multiple identities that are fleeting, overlapping, and changing at any particular moment in time or place. "We have multiple identities," argues V. Spike Peterson, "e.g., Canadian, homemaker, Jewish, Hispanic, socialist."101 And these identities are variously depicted as transient, polymorphic, interactive, discursive, and never fixed. As Richard Brown notes, "Identity is given neither institutionally nor biologically. It evolves as one orders continuities on one's conception of oneself."102 Yet, if we accept this, the analytical utility of identity politics seems problematic at best. Which identity, for example, do we choose from the many that any one subject might display affinity for? Are we to assume that all identities are of equal importance or that some are more important than others? How do we know which of these identities might be transient and less consequential to one's sense of self and, in turn, politically significant to understanding international politics? Why, for example, should we place gender identity ontologically prior to class, sexual orientation, ethnic origin, ideological perspective, or national identity?103 As Zalewski and Enloe ask, "Why do we consider states to be a major referent? Why not men? Or women?"104 But by the same token, why not dogs, shipping magnates, movie stars, or trade regimes? Why is gender more constitutive of global politics than, say, class, or an identity as a cancer survivor, laborer, or social worker? Most of all, why is gender essentialized in feminist discourse, reified into the most preeminent of all identities as the primary lens through which international relations must be viewed? Perhaps, for example, people understand difference in the context of identities outside of gender. As Jane Martin notes, "How do we know that difference . . . does not turn on being fat or religious or in an abusive relationship?"105 The point, perhaps flippandy made, is that identity is such a nebulous concept, its meaning so obtuse and so inherendy subjective, that it is near meaningless as a conduit for understanding global politics if only because it can mean anything to anybody. For others like Ann Tickner, however, identity challenges the assumption of state sovereignty. "Becoming curious about identity formation below the state and surrendering the simplistic assumption that the state is sovereign will," Tickner suggests, "make us much more realistic describers and explainers of the current international system."106 The multiple subjects and their identities that constitute the nation-state are, for Tickner, what are important. In a way, of course, she is correct. States are constitutive entities drawn from the amalgam of their citizens. But such observations are somewhat trite and banal and lead International Relations into a devolving and perpetually dividing discourse based upon ever-emergent and transforming identities. Surely the more important observation, however, concerns the bounds of this enterprise. Where do we stop? Are there limits to this exercise or is it a boundless project? And how do we theorize the notion of multiple levels of identities harbored in each subject person? If each of us is fractured into multiple identities, must we then lunge into commentaries specific to each group? Well we might imagine, for example, a discourse in International Relations between white feminist heterosexual women, white middle class heterosexual physically challenged men, working class gay Latinos, transgendered persons, ethnic Italian New York female garment workers, and Asian lesbian ecofeminists. Each would represent a self-constituted knowledge and nomenclature, a discourse reflective of specific identity-group concerns. Knowledge and understanding would suffer from a diaspora, becoming unattainable in any perspicacious sense except in localities so specific that its general understanding, or inter-group applicability, would be obviated. Identity groups would become so splintered and disparate that International Relations would approach a form of identity tribalism with each group forming a kind of intellectual territory, jealously policing its knowledge borders from intrusions by other groups otherwise seen as illegitimate, nonrepresentative, or opposed to the interests of the group. Nor is it improbable to suppose that identity politics in International Relations would evolve a realpolitik between groups, a realist power-struggle for intergroup legitimacy or hegemonic control over particular knowledges or, in the broader polity, situations of intergroup conflict. With what legitimacy, for example, do middle class, by and large white, affluent, feminist, women International Relations scholars speak and write for black, poor, illiterate, gay, working class, others who might object, resist, or denounce such empathetic musings? The legitimacy with which Sylvester or Enloe write, for example, might be questioned on grounds of their identities as elite, educated, privileged women, unrepresentative of the experiences and realities of those at the coal face of international politics.

**JUST WAR**

Just War = Good

Just war good—key to freedom and moral agency—the alternative is indiscriminate militarism. 

Nicholas Rengger, professor of political theory and international relations at the University of St Andrews . Apr 2002. (International Affairs (Royal Institute of International Affairs 1944-), Vol. 78, No. 2, pg 361. “On the Just War Tradition in the Twenty-First Century”)

In the current context this means, I suggest, a double problem for the just war tradition. Designed in a casuistical and particularist mould, it has been forced into an intellectual framework ill suited to its intellectual style and most effective mode of being. At the same time, it has had to exist in tension with the dominant political and ethical traditions of liberal societies that are, in essence, hostile to it. The fundamental aim of liberal societies, as we saw above, is peace, in which to pursue freedom; the fundamental threat to this freedom is the arbitrary power which, we can all agree, is found more often in war situations than in any other context outside a straightforward tyranny. The just war tradition, however, echoing earlier understandings of the relationship between war and politics, has justice-or, perhaps more accurately, the opposition to injustice-as its central assumption, and assumes as a result that there may be circumstances where war is preferable to peace, if peace would amount to a surrender to injustice. III Given the above, it is hardly surprising that the just war tradition at the opening of the twenty-first century shows some signs of having reached the limit of its elasticity, as it were. The opportunity seems now to be present for liberal societies, armed with newly acquired high-technology munitions, to fight wars with more precision and more 'justice', as a result, than at any previous point in history. A large and growing literature testifies to the power that this vision has over liberal societies.28 Yet at the same time, many of the central aspects of the just war tradition that we explored above are becoming ever more etiolated. The return to the jus ad bellum, made much of in the literature of the just war over the last forty years, has made little headway in widening understandings of notions of just cause, for example. States still insist (and have international law on their side when they do29) that they have a right to make war, albeit now only in self-defence. The just war tradition, however, supports no such claim, demanding that it be justified, not simply asserted. And while new technologies may mean that greater precision can (and has) been used in targeting opponents, it says nothing in itself to answer questions of proportionality of means, which again is a difficult discussion to have in contemporary contexts (how does one discuss the proportionality of the response to the attacks of I I September, with-out widening the question in ways that might make uncomfortable reading for many in the West?). In the light of 11 September, indeed, the tradition faces a still further chal-lenge. Some in the West, or at least in the United States, have asserted in reacting to the attacks on New York and Washington DC that the West has played the rough game of international politics for too long with its gloves on, and that now is the time to take them off. Various suggestions have been made as to 28 For some of the more influential readings of this situation,s ee MaryK aldor, Old wars/new wars (Cambridge:P olity, 1997); Ignatieff, Virtual war, D er Derian, Virtuous war; Coker, Humane warfare. 29 The most usually cited support is the UN Charter's provisions for self-defence, ch. 7, article5 1. 36I what this might mean, from scrapping the moratorium on political assassinations (a suggestion made, apparently, by Vice-President Cheney) to an even more recent call for the United States to display a 'pagan ethos' in an 'ancient war'- a call which included a clear, if not especially systematic, attempt to rubbish the just war tradition.30 In other words, in the light of the unquestionably horrific events of I I September, some are beginning to suggest that restraints-such as those that the just war tradition imposes-are a luxury Western states and societies can no longer afford. This argument builds, of course, on others that have attained currency in recent years to the effect that specifically Western traditions (like the just war) may be out of place in a world where conflicts are likely to be between 'civilizations' and thus subject to fewer restraints.3I This argument also echoes a long-standing critique of the just war tradition to the effect that it is fatally weakened by being a specifically Christian tradition. Surely, the argument goes, in societies that are now largely if not wholly multi-cultural and multifaith, a tradition of argument rooted in the religious experi-ence of one religion cannot hope to attain wide assent? The basis of the charge is incontrovertible, and many contemporary writers in the just war tradition seem to feel the need to answer it. For some, the best response is simply to replace God with some other foundation for the logic of the tradition. This is essentially the strategy Michael Walzer uses inJust and unjust wars, for example, where he deploys a rather convoluted rights theory to ground what he calls the 'war convention'.32 I confess that this argument has always seemed to me rather weak, but in any case, I do not think it is necessary. A tradition of thinking can have many roots, be fed by many tributaries. It is certainly the case that the origin of the just war tradition lies in specifically Christian questions; however, traditions, at least as I understand them, do not have an 'essence' or a central core (indeed, as I understand it, the Christian tradition does not either). Rather, one has to understand a tradition as part of an ongoing and potentially never-ending conversation in which many different assumptions will take centre stage at various points.33 What matters is the continuity of the tradition. In this context, the just war tradition can be seen as a primarily Christian tradition-but also as a 'Western tradition', an Aristotelian tradition, and even (though I can-not argue for this in detail here) an aspect of a global tradition of thinking about restraints on the use of force. In short, none of the above arguments seems to me fatally to undermine the continuing viability of the just war tradition as a way of reflecting on moral and political practice and the use of force. Yet the question remains, would we be better off without this flawed and problematic survivor from earlier times in our new, technologically sophisticated, 30 See Robert A. Kaplan,Warrior politics( New York: Random House, 2001). 3" This view is chiefly associated with Samuel Huntington, whose The clash of civilizations and the remaking of world order (New York:S imon & Schuster,1996) sparked a very wide-ranging debate. I have commented, rather obliquely to be sure, on this debate in 'The boundaries of conversation: a response to Dallmayr', Millennium:Journal of International Studies 30/2, 200I. 32 See Walzer,Just and unjust wars, parts I and 2. 33 In this I draw on the work of Michael Oakeshott. See again 'The boundaries of conversation'. 362 On the just war tradition in the twenty-first century late modem world? Could we not simply start afresh and think our own ideas on how to legitimate and justify force? Some, who would not claim to be pacifists and yet who would not wish to adopt an 'anything goes' position, would seem to be left facing this path if they do not wish to follow the just war tradition. However, to assume that it is possible to 'start from scratch' in this sort of context is precisely to misread the context in which our moral and political choices are made. The just war tradition is a tradition of thought precisely because it has considered many different ways of understanding the relation between war and politics. Some have become dominant in the tradition, as it has developed, to be sure. But that leaves others to be recaptured if we so choose. And perhaps for this reason, above all, and notwithstanding all its problems, it seems to me that it would be a mistake to abandon the just war tradition. As I have tried to emphasize throughout, it is a tradition that emphasizes reflection on moral and political purposes and choices. Inasmuch as it does this, it is closer in fact to liberal thinking on politics than often appears to be the case. The just war tradition emphasizes choice; the freedom, indeed, even perhaps the requirement, to make choices for ourselves about moral and political issues. Of course, it is a tradition. It emphasizes that choices are made in contexts of obligations and freedoms that are given to us and not always chosen ex nihilo. Nonetheless, this process is one that is central to the lives of free and reasonable persons. The legal and cultural sediment built up over the last few hundred years had closed off aspects of this process, and, despite the renaissance of writing and thinking of the last forty years, it has only very partially and episodically been opened up again. But the tradition is still there-a resource, for those who would understand it and use it aright, that enables us to evaluate and assess the character of our societies' use of force in all of its aspects. It does not think war is a good (only, sometimes, a lesser evil); nor does it glamorize or celebrate 'warriors' (as some seem increasingly to wish to do today); rather, it accepts that in the quotidian world in which we all live, there will be circumstances where force is used and even, perhaps, circumstances where it should be used, but, most of all, it asserts that in neither case does this absolve us from the require-ments of reflection and choice that we should all understand are the necessary partners to our freedoms. 

**LACAN/ZIZEK**

Lacanian Methodology Bad

Lacanian politics are premised upon a flawed methodology – it’s non-falsifiable pscyho-babble.  Discard all evidence that relies on psychoanalytic theory to generate conclusions about politics.

Andrew Robinson, Ph.D. in Political Theory at the University of Nottingham, 2005 (“The Political Theory of Constitutive Lack: A Critique,” Theory & Event, Volume 8, Issue 1, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via Project Muse)

The theoretical underpinnings of political Lacanianism typically rely on a "postmodern" disdain for essentialism, grounds and teleology, and articulate wider belief in contingency (for instance, by emphasizing contemporaneity).  Doesn't a belief in contingency necessitate some conception of "constitutive lack"?  The point to emphasize here is that "constitutive lack" is not an endorsement of contingency: it is a new conception of an essence, which is used as a positive foundation for claims. It may be posited as negativity, but it operates within the syntax of theoretical discourse as if it were a noun referring to a specific object. More precisely, I would maintain that "constitutive lack" is an instance of a Barthesian myth. It is, after all, the function of myth to do exactly what this concept does: to assert the empty facticity of a particular ideological schema while rejecting any need to argue for its assumptions. 'Myth does not deny things; on the contrary, its function is to talk about them; simply, it purifies them, it makes them innocent, it gives them a natural and eternal justification, it is a clarity which is not that of an explanation but that of a statement of fact'37. This is precisely the status of "constitutive lack": a supposed fact which is supposed to operate above and beyond explanation, on an ontological level instantly accessible to those with the courage to accept it. Myths operate to construct euphoric enjoyment for those who use them, but their operation is in conflict with the social context with which they interact. This is because their operation is connotative: they are "received" rather than "read"38, and open only to a "readerly" and not a "writerly" interpretation. A myth is a second-order signification attached to an already-constructed denotative sign, and the ideological message projected into this sign is constructed outside the context of the signified. A myth is therefore, in Alfred Korzybski's sense, intensional: its meaning derives from a prior linguistic schema, not from interaction with the world in its complexity39. Furthermore, myths have a repressive social function, carrying in Barthes's words an 'order not to think'40. They are necessarily projected onto or imposed on actual people and events, under the cover of this order. The "triumph of literature" in the Dominici trial41 consists precisely in this projection of an externally-constructed mythical schema as a way of avoiding engagement with something one does not understand. Lacanian theory, like Barthesian myths, involves a prior idea of a structural matrix which is not open to change in the light of the instances to which it is applied. Zizek's writes of a 'pre-ontological dimension which precedes and eludes the construction of reality'42, while Laclau suggests there is a formal structure of any chain of equivalences which necessitates the logic of hegemony43. Specific analyses are referred back to this underlying structure as its necessary expressions, without apparently being able to alter it; for instance, 'those who triggered the process of democratization in eastern Europe... are not those who today enjoy its fruits, not because of a simple usurpation... but because of a deeper structural logic'44. In most instances, the mythical operation of the idea of "constitutive lack" is implicit, revealed only by a rhetoric of denunciation. For instance, Mouffe accuses liberalism of an 'incapacity... to grasp... the irreducible character of antagonism'45, while Zizek claims that a 'dimension' is 'lost' in Butler's work because of her failure to conceive of "trouble" as constitutive of "gender"46. This language of "denial" which is invoked to silence critics is a clear example of Barthes's "order not to think": one is not to think about the idea of "constitutive lack", one is simply to "accept" it, under pain of invalidation. If someone else disagrees, s/he can simply be told that there is something crucial missing from her/his theory. Indeed, critics are as likely to be accused of being "dangerous" as to be accused of being wrong. One of the functions of myth is to cut out what Trevor Pateman terms the "middle level" of analytical concepts, establishing a short-circuit between high-level generalizations and ultra-specific (pseudo-)concrete instances. In Barthes's classic case of an image of a black soldier saluting the French flag, this individual action is implicitly connected to highly abstract concepts such as nationalism, without the mediation of the particularities of his situation. (These particularities, if revealed, could undermine the myth. Perhaps he enlisted for financial reasons, or due to threats of violence). Thus, while myths provide an analysis of sorts, their basic operation is anti-analytical: the analytical schema is fixed in advance, and the relationship between this schema and the instances it organizes is hierarchically ordered to the exclusive advantage of the former. This is precisely what happens in Lacanian analyses of specific political and cultural phenomena. Zizek specifically advocates 'sweeping generalisations' and short-cuts between specific instances and high-level abstractions, evading the "middle level". 'The correct dialectical procedure... can be best described as a direct jump from the singular to the universal, bypassing the mid-level of particularity'. He wants a 'direct jump from the singular to the universal', without reference to particular contexts47. He also has a concept of a 'notion' which has a reality above and beyond any referent, so that, if reality does not fit it, 'so much the worse for reality'48. The failure to see what is really going on means that one sees more, not less, because libidinal perception is not impeded by annoying facts49. Zizek insists on the necessity of the gesture of externally projecting a conception of an essence onto phenomena50, even affirming its necessity in the same case (anti-Semitism) in which Reich denounces its absurdity51. This amounts to an endorsement of myths in the Barthesian sense, as well as demonstrating the "dialectical" genius of the likes of Kelvin McKenzie. Lacanian analysis consists mainly of an exercise in projection. As a result, Lacanian "explanations" often look more propagandistic or pedagogical than explanatory. A particular case is dealt with only in order to, and to the extent that it can, confirm the already-formulated structural theory. Judith Butler criticizes Zizek's method on the grounds that 'theory is applied to its examples', as if 'already true, prior to its exemplification'. 'The theory is articulated on its self-sufficiency, and then shifts register only for the pedagogical purpose of illustrating an already accomplished truth'. It is therefore 'a theoretical fetish that disavows the conditions of its own emergence'52. She alleges that Lacanian psychoanalysis 'becomes a theological project' and also 'a way to avoid the rather messy psychic and social entanglement' involved in studying specific cases53. Similarly, Dominick LaCapra objects to the idea of constitutive lack because specific 'losses cannot be adequately addressed when they are enveloped in an overly generalised discourse of absence... Conversely, absence at a "foundational" level cannot simply be derived from particular historical losses'54. Attacking 'the long story of conflating absence with loss that becomes constitutive instead of historical'55, he accuses several theorists of eliding the difference between absence and loss, with 'confusing and dubious results', including a 'tendency to avoid addressing historical problems, including losses, in sufficiently specific terms', and a tendency to 'enshroud, perhaps even to etherealise, them in a generalised discourse of absence'56. Daniel Bensaid draws out the political consequences of the projection of absolutes into politics. 'The fetishism of the absolute event involves... a suppression of historical intelligibility, necessary to its depoliticization'. The space from which politics is evacuated 'becomes... a suitable place for abstractions, delusions and hypostases'. Instead of actual social forces, there are 'shadows and spectres'57. The operation of the logic of projection is predictable. According to Lacanians, there is a basic structure (sometimes called a 'ground' or 'matrix') from which all social phenomena arise, and this structure, which remains unchanged in all eventualities, is the reference-point from which particular cases are viewed. The "fit" between theory and evidence is constructed monologically by the reduction of the latter to the former, or by selectivity in inclusion and reading of examples. At its simplest, the Lacanian myth functions by a short-circuit between a particular instance and statements containing words such as "all", "always", "never", "necessity" and so on. A contingent example or a generic reference to "experience" is used, misleadingly, to found a claim with supposed universal validity. For instance, Stavrakakis uses the fact that existing belief-systems are based on exclusions as a basis to claim that all belief-systems are necessarily based on exclusions58, and claims that particular traumas express an 'ultimate impossibility'59. Similarly, Laclau and Mouffe use the fact that a particular antagonism can disrupt a particular fixed identity to claim that the social as such is penetrated and constituted by antagonism as such60. Phenomena are often analysed as outgrowths of something exterior to the situation in question. For instance, Zizek's concept of the "social symptom" depends on a reduction of the acts of one particular series of people (the "socially excluded", "fundamentalists", Serbian paramilitaries, etc.) to a psychological function in the psyche of a different group (westerners). The "real" is a supposedly self-identical principle which is used to reduce any and all qualitative differences between situations to a relation of formal equivalence. This shows how mythical characteristics can be projected from the outside, although it also raises different problems: the under-conceptualization of the relationship between individual psyches and collective phenomena in Lacanian theory, and a related tendency for psychological concepts to acquire an ersatz agency similar to that of a Marxian fetish. "The Real" or "antagonism" occurs in phrases which have it doing or causing something. As Barthes shows, myth offers the psychological benefits of empiricism without the epistemological costs. Tautology, for instance, is 'a minor ethical salvation, the satisfaction of having militated in favour of a truth... without having to assume the risks which any somewhat positive search for truth inevitably involves'61. It dispenses with the need to have ideas, while treating this release as a stern morality. Tautology is a rationality which simultaneously denies itself, in which 'the accidental failure of language is magically identified with what one decides is a natural resistance of the object'62. This passage could almost have been written with the "Lacanian Real" in mind. The characteristic of the Real is precisely that one can invoke it without defining it (since it is "beyond symbolization"), and that the accidental failure of language, or indeed a contingent failure in social praxis, is identified with an ontological resistance to symbolization projected into Being itself. For instance, Zizek's classification of the Nation as a Thing rests on the claim that 'the only way we can determine it is by... empty tautology', and that it is a 'semantic void'63. Similarly, he claims that 'the tautological gesture of the Master-Signifier', an empty performative which retroactively turns presuppositions into conclusions, is necessary, and also that tautology is the only way historical change can occur64. He even declares constitutive lack (in this case, termed the "death drive") to be a tautology65. Lacanian references to "the Real" or "antagonism" as the cause of a contingent failure are reminiscent of Robert Teflon's definition of God: 'an explanation which means "I have no explanation"'66. An "ethics of the Real" is a minor ethical salvation which says very little in positive terms, but which can pose in macho terms as a "hard" acceptance of terrifying realities. It authorizes truth-claims - in Laclau's language, a 'reality' which is 'before our eyes67', or in Newman's, a 'harsh reality' hidden beneath a protective veil68 - without the attendant risks. Some Lacanian theorists also show indications of a commitment based on the particular kind of "euphoric" enjoyment Barthes associates with myths. Laclau in particular emphasizes his belief in the 'exhilarating' significance of the present69, hinting that he is committed to euphoric investments generated through the repetition of the same.

Letter of the Law Perm

Turn – The permutation is more subversive because it makes demands on the system that the system expects will never be made. The alternative’s radical attempt to impose something completely different is more easily defeated. 

Zizek, 98 – Professor of Philosophy at Institute of Social Sciences at University of Ljubljana

(Slavoj, Law and the Postmodern Mind, “Why Does the Law need an Obscene Supplement?” Pg 91-94)


Finally, the point about inherent transgression is not that every opposition, every attempt at subversion, is automatically "coopted." On the contrary, the very fear of being coopted that makes us search for more and more "radical," "pure" attitudes, is the supreme strategy of suspension or marginalization. The point is rather that true subversion is not always where it seems to be. Sometimes, a small distance is much more explosive for the system than an ineffective radical rejection. In religion, a small heresy can be more threatening than an outright atheism or passage to another religion; for a hard-line Stalinist, a Trotskyite is infinitely more threatening than a bourgeois liberal or social democrat. As le Carre put it, one true revisionist in the Central Committee is worth more than thousand dissidents outside it. It was easy to dismiss Gorbachev for aiming only at improving the system, making it more efficient-he nonetheless set in motion its disintegration. So one should also bear in mind the obverse of the inherent transgression: one is tempted to paraphrase Freud's claim from The Ego and the Id that man is not only much more immoral than he believes, but also much more moral than he knows-the System is not only infinitely more resistant and invulnerable than it may appear (it can coopt apparently subversive strategies, they can serve as its support), it is also infinitely more vulnerable (a small revision etc, can have large unforeseen catastrophic consequences). Or, to put it in another way: the paradoxical role of the unwritten superego injunction is that, with regard to the explicit, public Law, it is simultaneously transgressive (superego suspends, violates, the explicit social rules) and more coercive (superego consists of additional rules that restrain the field of choice by way of prohibiting the possibilities allowed for, guaranteed even, by the public Law). From my personal history, I recall the moment of the referendum for the independence of Slovenia as the exemplary case of such a forced choice: the whole point, of course, was to have a truly free choice-but nonetheless, in the pro-independence euphoria, every argumentation for remaining within Yugoslavia was immediately denounced as treacherous and disloyal. This example is especially suitable since Slovenes were deciding about a matter that was literally "transgressive" (to break from Yugoslavia with its constitutional order), which is why the Belgrade authorities denounced Slovene referendum as unconstitutional-one was thus ordered to transgress theLaw ... The obverse of the omnipotence of the unwritten is thus that, if one ignores them, they simply cease to exist, in contrast to the written law that exists (functions) whether one is aware of it or not-or, as the priest in Kafka's The Trial put it, law does not want anything from you, it only bothers you if you yourself acknowledge it and address yourself to it with a demand ... When, in the late eighteenth century, universal human rights were proclaimed, this universality, ofcourse, concealed the fact that they privilege white, men of property; however, this limitation was not openly admitted, it was coded in apparently tautological supplementary qualifications like "all humans have rights, insofar as they truly are. rational and free," " which then implicitly excludes the mentally ill, "savages," criminals, children, women.'. . So, if, in this situation, a poor black woman disregards this unwritten, implicit, qualification and demands human rights, also for herself, she just takes the letter ofthe discourse of rights "more literally than it was meant" (and thereby redefines its universality, inscribing it into a different hegemonic chain). "Fantasy" designates precisely this unwritten framework that tells us how are we to understand the letter of Law. The lesson of this is that-sometimes, at least-the truly subversive thing is not to disregard the explicit letter of Law on behalf of the underlying fantasies, but to stick to this letter against the fantasy that sustains it. Is-at a certain level, at least-this not the outcome of the long conversation between Josepf K. and the priest that follows the priest's narrative on the Door of the Law in The Trial?-the uncanny effect of this conversation does not reside in the fact that the reader is at a loss insofar as he lacks the unwritten interpretive code or frame ofreference that would enable him to discern the hidden Meaning, but, on the contrary, in that thepriest's interpretation of the parable on the Door of the Law disregards all standard frames of unwritten rules and reads the text in an "absolutely literal" way. One could also approach this deadlock via. Lacan's notion of the specifically symbolic mode of deception: ideology "cheats precisely by letting us know that its propositions (say, on universal human rights)' are not to be read a la lettre, but against thebackground of a set of unwritten rules. Sometimes, at least, the most effective anti-ideological subversion of the official discourse of human rights consists in reading it in an excessively "literal" way, disregarding the set of underlying unwritten rules. The need for unwritten rules thus bears witness to, confirms, this vulnerability: the system is compelled to allow for possibilities of choices that must never actually take place since they would disintegrate thesystem, and the function of the unwritten rules is precisely to prevent the actualization of these choices formally allowed by the system. One can see how unwritten rules are correlative to, the obverseof, the empty symbolic gesture and/or the forced choice: unwritten rules prevent the subject from effectively accepting what is offered in the empty gesture, from taking the choice literally and choosing the impossible, that the choice of which destroys the system. In the Soviet Union of the 1930s and 1940s, to take the most extreme example, it was not only prohibited to criticize Stalin, it was perhaps even more prohibited to enounce publicly this prohibition, i.e., too state that one is prohibited to criticize Stalin-the system needed to maintain the appearance that one is allowed to criticize Stalin, i.e., thatthe absence of this criticism (and the fact that there is no opposition party or movement, that theParty got 99.99% of the votes at elections) simply demonstrates that Stalin is effectively the best and (almost) always right. In Hegelese, this appearance qua appearance was essential.
This dialectical tension between the vulnerability and invulnerability of the System also enables us to denounce the ultimate racist and/or sexist trick, that of "two birds in the bush instead of a bird in hand": when women demand' simple equality, quasi-"feminists" often pretend to offer them "much more" (the role of the warm and wise "conscience of society," elevated above the vulgar everyday competition and struggle for domination ...)-the only proper answer to this offer, of course, is "No, thanks! Better is the enemy of the Good! We do not want more, just equality!" Here, at least, the last lines in Now Voyager ("Why reach for the moon, when we can have the stars?") are wrong. It is homologous with the native American who wants to become integrated into the predominant "white" society, and a politically correct progressive liberal endeavors to convince him that, he is thereby renouncing his very unique prerogative, the authentic native culture and tradition-no thanks, simple equality is enough, I also wouldn't mind my part of consumerist alienation! ... A modest demand of theexcluded group for the full participation at the society's universal rights is much more threatening forthe system than the apparently much more "radical" rejection of the predominant "social values" andthe assertion of the superiority of one's own culture. For a true feminist, Otto Weininger's assertion that, although women are "ontologically false," lacking the proper ethical stature, they should be acknowledged the same rights as men in public life, is infinitely more acceptable than the false elevationof women that makes them "too good" for the banality of men's rights. 

Metaphoric Condensation Perm

Perm – The plan can be deployed as part of a universal strategy to restructure social space – this isn’t intrinsic because it is our particular demand that gives way to a universal politics.

Zizek, 98 – PhD, Professor of Philosophy at The European Graduate School

(Slavoj, Journal of Political Ideologies, “For a Leftist Appropriation of the European Legacy,” http://www.lacan.com/zizek-leftist.htm)

Are we then condemned to the debilitating alternative of choosing between a knave or a fool, or is there a tertium datur? Perhaps the contours of this tertium datur can be discerned via the reference to the fundamental European legacy. When one says `European legacy', every self-respectful Leftist intellectual has the same reaction as Joseph Goebbels had to culture as such-he reaches for his gun and starts to shoot out accusations of proto-Fascist Eurocentrist cultural imperialism. However, is it possible to imagine a Leftist appropriation of the European political tradition? Was it not politicization in a specific Greek sense which re-emerged violently in the disintegration of Eastern European Socialism? From my own political past, I remember how, after four journalists were arrested and brought to trial by the Yugoslav Army in Slovenia in 1988, I participated in the `Committee for the protection of the human rights of the four accused'. Officially, the goal of the Committee was just to guarantee fair treatment for the four accused; however, the Committee turned into the major oppositional political force, practically the Slovene version of the Czech Civic Forum or East German Neues Forum, the body which coordinated democratic opposition, a de facto representative of civil society. The program of the Committee was set up in four items; the first three directly concerned the accused, while the devil which resides in the detail , of course, was the fourth item, which said that the Committee wanted to clarify the entire background of the arrest of the four accused and thus contribute to creating the circumstances in which such arrests would no longer be possible-a coded way to say that we wanted the abolishment of the existing Socialist regime. Our demand `Justice for the accused four!' started to function as the metaphoric condensation of the demand for the global overthrow of the Socialist regime. For that reason, in almost daily negotiations with the Committee, the Communist Party officials were always accusing us of a `hidden agenda', claiming that the liberation of the accused four was not our true goal, i.e. that we were `exploiting and manipulating the arrest and trial for other, darker political goals'. In short, the Communists wanted to play the 'rational' depoliticized game: they wanted to deprive the slogan `Justice for the accused four!' of its explosive general connotation, and to reduce it to its literal meaning which concerned just a minor legal matter; they cynically claimed that it was us, the Committee, who were behaving `non-democratically' and manipulating the fate of the accused, coming up with global pressure and blackmailing strategies instead of focusing on the particular problem of the plight of the accused. This is politics proper: this moment in which a particular demand is not simply part of the negotiation of interests, but aims at something more, i.e. starts to function as the metaphoric condensation of the global restructuring of the entire social space. The contrast is clear between this subjectivization of a part of the social body which rejects its subordinated place in the social police edifice and demands to be heard at the level of egaliberte, and today's proliferation of postmodern `identity-politics' whose goal is the exact opposite, i.e. precisely the assertion of one's particular identity, of one's proper place within the social structure. The postmodern identity-politics of particular (ethnic, sexual, etc.) life-styles fits perfectly the depoliticized notion of society in which every particular group is `accounted for', has its specific status (of a victim) acknowledged through affirmative action or other measures destined to guarantee social justice. The fact that this kind of justice rendered to victimized minorities requires an intricate police apparatus (for identifying the group in question, for punishing the offenders against its rights-how legally to define sexual harassment or racial injury, etc.-for providing the preferential treatment which should outweigh the wrong this group suffered) is deeply significant. The postmodern `identity politics' involves the logic of ressentiment, of proclaiming oneself a victim and expecting the social big Other to `pay for the damage', while egaliberte breaks out of the vicious cycle of ressentiment. What is usually praised as `postmodern politics' (the pursuit of particular issues whose resolution is to be negotiated within the 'rational' global order allocating to its particular component its proper place) is thus effectively the end of politics proper.


Doesn’t Apply to the Aff

No fixed understanding of the political applies to all situations. They might have persuasive descriptions of Lacan’s theory but nothing that applies it to our aff. 

Robinson (PhD Political Theory, University of Nottingham) 05 (Theory and Event, Andrew, 8:1, The Political Theory of Constitutive Lack: A Critique). 

One of the functions of myth is to cut out what Trevor Pateman terms the "middle level" of analytical concepts, establishing a short-circuit between high-level generalizations and ultra-specific (pseudo-) concrete instances.  In Barthes's classic case of an image of a black soldier saluting the French flag, this individual action is implicitly connected to highly abstract concepts such as nationalism, without the mediation of the particularities of his situation.  (These particularities, if revealed, could undermine the myth.  Perhaps he enlisted for financial reasons, or due to threats of violence).  Thus, while myths provide an analysis of sorts, their basic operation is anti-analytical: the analytical schema is fixed in advance, and the relationship between this schema and the instances it organizes is hierarchically ordered to the exclusive advantage of the former.  This is precisely what happens in Lacanian analyses of specific political and cultural phenomena.  Žižek specifically advocates 'sweeping generalizations' and short-cuts between specific instances and high-level abstractions, evading the "middle level".  'The correct dialectical procedure... can be best described as a direct jump from the singular to the universal, bypassing the mid-level of particularity'.  He wants a 'direct jump from the singular to the universal', without reference to particular contexts.  

Prefer our specific solvency evidence over their generic theory. We will defend against any specific case turn but cannot defend against a turn that they say is rooted in the unconscious.  

Robinson (PhD Political Theory, University of Nottingham) 05 (Theory and Event, Andrew, 8:1, The Political Theory of Constitutive Lack: A Critique). 


     

The technical term operates in much the same way as in positivistic theories, where the use of a noun turns a set of observed "facts" into a "law".  Lack (in the sense of the verb "to lack") is explained by means of a nominalized lack (for instance, the failure of society by the fact of antagonism), and the various versions of nominalized lack are arranged in sentences involving the verb "to be".  It is not simply a relation of dislocation but a theoretical entity in its own right.  For instance, '"class struggle" is that on account of which every direct reference to universality... is... "biased", dislocated with regard to its literal meaning.  "Class struggle" is the Marxist name for this basic "operator of dislocation"'90.  One might compare this formula to the statement, "I don't know what causes dislocation".  Žižek also refers to history 'as a series of ultimately failed attempts to deal with the same "unhistorical", traumatic kernel’.  Dallmayr similarly writes of Laclau and Mouffe's concept of antagonism that 'negativity designates not simply a lack but a "nihilating" potency', 'a nihilating ferment with real effects'92, and Newman writes of a 'creative and constitutive absence'. Butler notes that 'the "real" that is a "rock" or a "kernel" or sometimes a "substance" is also, and sometimes within the same sentence, "a loss", a "negativity"'94.  Constitutive lack is a positivity - an "operator of dislocation", a "nihilating" element  - in the Lacanian vocabulary.  It is this process of mythical construction which allows lack to be defined precisely, and which therefore meets (for instance) Newman's criterion that it be less 'radically underdefined' than Derrida's concept of lack95.  One can only avoid an "I-don't-know" being underdefined if one misrepresents it mythically.
Alt Fails

Founding our approach to politics on the “constitutive lack” is arbitrary and unproductive – it prevents meaningful social change.

Andrew Robinson, Ph.D. in Political Theory at the University of Nottingham, 2005 (“The Political Theory of Constitutive Lack: A Critique,” Theory & Event, Volume 8, Issue 1, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via Project Muse)

There is more than an accidental relationship between the mythical operation of the concept of "constitutive lack" and Lacanians' conservative and pragmatist politics.  Myth is a way of reducing thought to the present: the isolated signs which are included in the mythical gesture are thereby attached to extra-historical abstractions. On an analytical level, Lacanian theory can be very "radical", unscrupulously exposing the underlying relations and assumptions concealed beneath officially-sanctioned discourse. This radicalism, however, never translates into political conclusions: as shown above, a radical rejection of anti-"crime" rhetoric turns into an endorsement of punishment, and a radical critique of neo-liberalism turns into a pragmatist endorsement of structural adjustment. It is as if there is a magical barrier between theory and politics which insulates the latter from the former. One should recall a remark once made by Wilhelm Reich: 'You plead for happiness in life, but security means more to you'133. Lacanians have a "radical" theory oriented towards happiness, but politically, their primary concern is security. As long as they are engaged in politically ineffectual critique, Lacanians will denounce and criticize the social system, but once it comes to practical problems, the "order not to think" becomes operative. This "magic" barrier is the alibi function of myth. The short-circuit between specific instances and high-level abstractions is politically consequential. A present evil can be denounced and overthrown if located in an analysis with a "middle level", but Lacanian theory tends in practice to add an "always" which prevents change. At the very most, such change cannot affect the basic matrix posited by Lacanian theory, because this is assumed to operate above history. In this way, Lacanian theory operates as an alibi: it offers a little bit of theoretical radicalism to inoculate the system against the threat posed by a lot of politicized radicalism134. In Laclau and Mouffe's version, this takes the classic Barthesian form: "yes, liberal democracy involves violent exclusions, but what is this compared to the desert of the real outside it?" The Zizekian version is more complex: "yes, there can be a revolution, but after the revolution, one must return to the pragmatic tasks of the present". A good example is provided in one of Zizek's texts. The author presents an excellent analysis of a Kafkaesque incident in the former Yugoslavia where the state gives a soldier a direct, compulsory order to take a voluntary oath - in other words, attempts to compel consent. He then ruins the impact of this example by insisting that there is always such a moment of "forced choice", and that one should not attempt to escape it lest one end up in psychosis or totalitarianism135. The political function of Lacanian theory is to preclude critique by encoding the present as myth. There is a danger of a stultifying conservatism arising from within Lacanian political theory, echoing the 'terrifying conservatism' Deleuze suggests is active in any reduction of history to negativity136. The addition of an "always" to contemporary evils amounts to a "pessimism of the will", or a "repressive reduction of thought to the present". Stavrakakis, for instance, claims that attempts to find causes and thereby to solve problems are always fantasmatic137, while Zizek states that an object which is perceived as blocking something does nothing but materialize the already-operative constitutive lack138. While this does not strictly entail the necessity of a conservative attitude to the possibility of any specific reform, it creates a danger of discursive slippage and hostility to "utopianism" which could have conservative consequences. Even if Lacanians believe in surplus/contingent as well as constitutive lack, there are no standards for distinguishing the two. If one cannot tell which social blockages result from constitutive lack and which are contingent, how can one know they are not all of the latter type? And even if constitutive lack exists, Lacanian theory runs a risk of "misdiagnoses" which have a neophobe or even reactionary effect. To take an imagined example, a Lacanian living in France in 1788 would probably conclude that democracy is a utopian fantasmatic ideal and would settle for a pragmatic reinterpretation of the ancien regime. Laclau and Mouffe's hostility to workers' councils and Zizek's insistence on the need for a state and a Party139 exemplify this neophobe tendency. The pervasive negativity and cynicism of Lacanian theory offers little basis for constructive activity. Instead of radical transformation, one is left with a pragmatics of "containment" which involves a conservative de-problematization of the worst aspects of the status quo. The inactivity it counsels would make its claims a self-fulfilling prophecy by acting as a barrier to transformative activity. To conclude, the political theory of "constitutive lack" does not hold together as an analytical project and falls short of its radical claims as a theoretical and political one. It relies on central concepts which are constructed through the operation of a mythical discourse in the Barthesian sense, with the result that it is unable to offer sufficient openness to engage with complex issues. If political theory is to make use of poststructuralist conceptions of contingency, it would do better to look to the examples provided by Deleuze and Guattari, whose conception of contingency is active and affirmative. In contrast, the idea of "constitutive lack" turns Lacanian theory into something its most vocal proponent, Zizek, claims to attack: a "plague of fantasies".

Zizek lacks a practical political agenda—means the alt fails.

Andrew Robinson, Ph.D. Candidate in the School of Politics at the University of Nottingham, and Simon Tormey, Professor of Politics and Critical Theory at the University of Nottingham, 2004 (“Zizek Is Not A Radical,” an earlier version of an article that appears in Thesis Eleven, Available Online at http://homepage.ntlworld.com/simon.tormey/articles/Zizeknotradical.pdf, Accessed 01-20-2009)

Zizek does not offer much by way of a positive social agenda.  He does not have anything approximating to a 'programme', nor a model of the kind of society he seeks, nor a theory of the construction of alternatives in the present.  Indeed, the more one looks at the matter, the more difficult it becomes to pin Zizek down to any 'line' or 'position'.  He seems at first sight to regard social transformation, not as something 'possible' to be theorised and advanced, but as a fundamental 'impossibility' because the influence of the dominant symbolic system is so great that it makes alternatives unthinkable.15  A fundamental transformation, however, is clearly the only answer to the vision of contemporary crisis Zizek offers.  Can he escape this contradiction?  His attempt to do so revolves around a reclassification of 'impossibility' as an active element in generating action.  Asserting or pursuing the impossible becomes in Zizek's account not only possible but desirable. So how then can the left advance its 'impossible' politics? How is a now 'impossible' model of class struggle be transformed into a politics relevant to the present period?

Their authors are wrong—engagement with tangible political programs is key to meaningful change.

Andrew Robinson, Ph.D. Candidate in the School of Politics at the University of Nottingham, and Simon Tormey, Professor of Politics and Critical Theory at the University of Nottingham, 2004 (“Zizek Is Not A Radical,” an earlier version of an article that appears in Thesis Eleven, Available Online at http://homepage.ntlworld.com/simon.tormey/articles/Zizeknotradical.pdf, Accessed 01-20-2009)

As useful as such a reading is, this is not the Zizek who emerges on closer examination. Regarding where radicals - especially active radicals - should proceed from 'here and now', Zizek's work offers little to celebrate. The relevance of a politics based on formal structural categories instead of lived historical processes, which measures 'radicalism', not by concrete achievements, but by how abruptly one rejects the existing symbolic order, is questionable. The concept of the Act is metaphysical, not political, and it leads to a rejection of most forms of resistance. For Zizek, objections to official ideologies which stop short of an Act are 'the very form of ideology',141 and the gap between 'complaint' and Acts is 'insurmountable'.142 So protest politics 'fits the existing power relations' and carnivals are 'a false transgression which stabilizes the power edifice'.143 This position misreads past revolutionary movements - including the decades-long revolutionary process in Russia - and offers nothing to the development of a left strategy to challenge the existing system. All Zizek establishes, therefore, is a radical break between his own theory and any effective left politics. The concept of the Act is a recipe for irrelevance - for creating a desert around oneself while sitting in judgement on actual political movements which always fall short of one's ideal criteria. Zizek is right to advocate a transformative stance, but wrong to posit this as a radical break constituted ex nihilo. Far from being the disavowed supplement of capitalism, the space for thinking the not-real which is opened by imaginaries and petty resistances is a prerequisite to building a more active resistance and ultimately, a substantial social transformation. In practice, political revolutions emerge through the radicalisation of existing demands and resistances - not as pure Acts occurring out of nothing. Even when they are incomprehensible from the standpoint of 'normal', conformist bystanders, they are a product of the development of subterranean resistances and counterhegemonies among subaltern groups. As Jim Scott argues, when discontent among the subaltern strata generates 'moments of madness', insurrections and revolutions, it does so as an extension of, and in continuity with, existing 'hidden transcripts', dissenting imaginaries and petty resistances. As Scott's evidence shows, resistance 'requires an experimental spirit and a capacity to test and exploit all the loopholes, ambiguities, silences and lapses available... [and] setting a course for the very perimeter of what the authorities are obliged to permit or unable to prevent'.144 Such petty resistance can pass over into more general insurrections. When prisoners at a Stalinist camp, expected to deliberately lose a race against their guards, 'spoiled the performance' with a 'pantomime of excess effort', a 'small political victory had real political consequences', producing a 'flurry of activity'.145 Filipino peasant uprisings often acted out an ideology developed through a subverted version of passion plays,146 and European carnivals often passed over into insurrection.147 Social change does not come from nothing; it requires the pre-existence of a counter-culture involving nonconformist ideas and practices. 'You have to know how the world isn't in order to change it'.148 As Gramsci puts it, before coming into existence a new society must be 'ideally active' in the minds of those struggling for change.149 The history of resistance gives little reason to support Zizek's politics of the Act. The ability to Act in the manner described by Zizek is largely absent from the subaltern strata. Mary Kay Letourneau (let us recall) did not transform society; rather, her 'Act' was repressed and she was jailed. In another case discussed by Zizek, a group of Siberian miners is said to accomplish an Act - by getting massacred.150 Since Acts are not socially effective, they cannot help the worst-off, let alone transform society. Zizek's assumption of the effectiveness of Acts rests on a confusion between individual and social levels of analysis. Vaneigem eerily foresees Zizek's 'Act' when he argues against 'active nihilism'. 'In a gloomy bar where everyone is bored to death, a drunken young man breaks his glass, then picks up a bottle and smashes it against the wall. Nobody gets excited; the disappointed young man lets himself be thrown out... Nobody responded to the sign which he thought was explicit. He remained alone, like the hooligan who burns down a church or kills a policeman, at one with himself, but condemned to exile for as long as other people remain exiled from their existence. He has not escaped from the magnetic field of isolation; he is suspended in a zone of zero gravity'.151 The transition from this 'wasteland of the suicide and the solitary killer' to revolutionary politics requires the repetition of negation in a different register,152 connected to a positive project to change the world and relying on the imaginaries Zizek denounces, the carnival spirit and the ability to dream.153

Alt Fails – Individuals

Zizek’s alternative conceptualizes culture as having so much power over individuals that liberation is impossible. 

Robinson 04 (Andrew, PhD, political theory, University of Nottingham, “Introduction: The Basic Zizekian Model,” Theory Blog, http://andyrobinsontheoryblog.blogspot.com/2004/11/zizek-notes-and-work-in-progress_15.html)

The Act is a fundamentally negative occurrence in which one strips oneself of all human dignity and 'recognises' that one is nothing but excrement, that there is no 'little treasure' inside and that the subject is nothing but a void. (It is therefore utterly incompatible with approaches which involve action - eg. praxis - as a humanising phenomenon). "By traversing the fantasy, the subject accepts the void of his nonexistence" (TS 281). Traversing the fantasy leads to subjective destitution: abandoning the notion of something 'in me more than myself' and recognising that the big Other is nothing but a semblance. This involves a change in one's worldview: the "analyst's desire" makes possible a community minus its phantasmic support, without any need for a 'subject supposed to...' (know, enjoy or believe) (TS 296). (In this passage Zizek portrays the Act as leading to a fundamental shift in character-structure, although this is not a claim he repeats consistently). An Act is defined by the characteristic that it "surprises/transforms the agent itself" (CHU 124; a choice in the usual sense cannot therefore be an Act). It involves subjective destitution, a (supposedly) liberating moment, "the anti-ideological gesture par excellence by means of which I renounce the treasure within myself and fully admit my dependence on the externality of symbolic apparatuses - that is to say, fully assume the fact that my very self-experience of a subject who was already there prior to the external process of interpellation is a retrospective misrecognition brought about by the process of interpellation" (CHU 134; NB how this means endorsing control by the system, not opposing it; cf. MATERIALISM). The Act therefore involves an utter prostration before symbolic apparatuses: NOT the liberation of the human from the system, but the total victory of the system over humans (cf. Zizek's support for Big Brother-type surveillance; see MARX). 

The alternative fails: Lacan under-develops the connection between individual psyches and universal understandings. They will not be able to explain how one person thinking will change society. 

Robinson (PhD Political Theory, University of Nottingham) 05 (Theory and Event, Andrew, 8:1, The Political Theory of Constitutive Lack: A Critique). 

Lacanian analysis consists mainly of an exercise in projection.  As a result, Lacanian "explanations" often look more propagandistic or pedagogical than explanatory.  A particular case is dealt with only in order to, and to the extent that it can, confirm the already-formulated structural theory.  Judith Butler criticizes Žižek's method on the grounds that 'theory is applied to its examples', as if 'already true, prior to its exemplification'.  'The theory is articulated on its self-sufficiency, and then shifts register only for the pedagogical purpose of illustrating an already accomplished truth'.  It is therefore 'a theoretical fetish that disavows the conditions of its own emergence'52.  She alleges that Lacanian psychoanalysis 'becomes a theological project' and also 'a way to avoid the rather messy psychic and social entanglement' involved in studying specific cases53.  Similarly, Dominick LaCapra objects to the idea of constitutive lack because specific 'losses cannot be adequately addressed when they are enveloped in an overly generalised discourse of absence... Conversely, absence at a "foundational" level cannot simply be derived from particular historical losses'54.  Attacking 'the long story of conflating absence with loss that becomes constitutive instead of historical'55, he accuses several theorists of eliding the difference between absence and loss, with 'confusing and dubious results', including a 'tendency to avoid addressing historical problems, including losses, in sufficiently specific terms', and a tendency to 'enshroud, perhaps even to etherealise, them in a generalised discourse of absence'56.  Daniel Bensaïd draws out the political consequences of the projection of absolutes into politics.  'The fetishism of the absolute event involves... a suppression of historical intelligibility, necessary to its depoliticization'.  The space from which politics is evacuated 'becomes... a suitable place for abstractions, delusions and hypostases'.  Instead of actual social forces, there are 'shadows and spectres'. The operation of the logic of projection is predictable.  According to Lacanians, there is a basic structure (sometimes called a 'ground' or 'matrix') from which all social phenomena arise, and this structure, which remains unchanged in all eventualities, is the reference-point from which particular cases are viewed.  The "fit" between theory and evidence is constructed monologically by the reduction of the latter to the former, or by selectivity in inclusion and reading of examples.  At its simplest, the Lacanian myth functions by a short-circuit between a particular instance and statements containing words such as "all", "always", "never", "necessity" and so on.  A contingent example or a generic reference to "experience" is used, misleadingly, to found a claim with supposed universal validity.  For instance, Stavrakakis uses the fact that existing belief-systems are based on exclusions as a basis to claim that all belief-systems are necessarily based on exclusions58, and claims that particular traumas express an 'ultimate impossibility'59.  Similarly, Laclau and Mouffe use the fact that a particular antagonism can disrupt a particular fixed identity to claim that the social as such is penetrated and constituted by antagonism as such60.  Phenomena are often analysed as outgrowths of something exterior to the situation in question.  For instance, Žižek's concept of the "social symptom" depends on a reduction of the acts of one particular series of people (the "socially excluded", "fundamentalists", Serbian paramilitaries, etc.) to a psychological function in the psyche of a different group (westerners).  The "real" is a supposedly self-identical principle which is used to reduce any and all qualitative differences between situations to a relation of formal equivalence.  This shows how mythical characteristics can be projected from the outside, although it also raises different problems: the under-conceptualization of the relationship between individual psyches and collective phenomena in Lacanian theory, and a related tendency for psychological concepts to acquire an ersatz agency similar to that of a Marxian fetish.  "The Real" or "antagonism" occurs in phrases which have it doing or causing something. As Barthes shows, myth offers the psychological benefits of empiricism without the epistemological costs.  

Zizek’s Act fails to accomplish fundamental change—it is merely therapeutic for individuals. 

Robinson 04 (Andrew, PhD, political theory, University of Nottingham, “Introduction: The Basic Zizekian Model,” Theory Blog, http://andyrobinsontheoryblog.blogspot.com/2004/11/zizek-notes-and-work-in-progress_15.html)

Why does Zizek support the Act? Although he connects the Act to 'radicalism', he does not state anywhere that the Act accomplishes any fundamental change in the deep structure of existence; at best, it can temporarily suspend (for instance) exclusion. This is not an attempt to achieve a better world (still less a perfect one!) but a purely structural attempt to restore something which Zizek thinks is missing. In this sense, even in its 'radicalism', the Act is conservative. Zizek is concerned that the matrix of sublimation - the possibility of producing 'sublime' objects which seem to encapsulate the absolute - is under threat (FA 26; elsewhere, Zizek attacks postmodernists and other 'new sophists' for this). The Act in whatever form reproduces the possibility of sublimity; in this sense, it reproduces old certainties in new forms, undermining all the gains made by theories of historicity and contingency. The purpose of the Act, which Zizek has transplanted from psychoanalytic practice (directed at individual psyches) to socio-political practice (directed at entire social systems) without considering whether this is possible or appropriate, is primarily therapeutic. The role of the Act is to solve the antinomy of the present by asserting a Real against the combined Imaginary and Real of simulacra, thereby reintroducing the impossibility that shatters the Imaginary, enabling us to traverse the fantasy (TS 374; the fantasy is the extimate kernel of libidinal investment which Zizek sees lurking almost everywhere). Zizek seems to be restoring to psychoanalysis a naive conception of psychological health: via the ex nihilo act, one can escape the logic of the symptom (DSST 178). 

Zizek’s politics rely on extreme individualism—it results in no social change.

Robinson 04 (Andrew, PhD, political theory, University of Nottingham, “Introduction: The Basic Zizekian Model,” Theory Blog, http://andyrobinsontheoryblog.blogspot.com/2004/11/zizek-notes-and-work-in-progress_15.html)

The category of the Act involves extreme methodological individualism. The assumption that an individual Act can alter society as a whole, whatever its earth-shattering psychological consequences for a particular individual, is deeply flawed. This problem is related to Zizek's inappropriate expansion of what are at root clinical/therapeutic concepts into socio-political analysis. Individual Acts do not have direct social effects. The Mary Kay Letourneau case, for instance, has not substantially changed popular perceptions of non-abusive relations between legal- and illegal-age people; it certainly has not shattered the social structure. Rather, Letourneau has been anathematised and victimised by the state. On a social level, the Act is impotent and politically irrelevant; it has no transformative role and makes sense only in a closed analytical system. Even when Acts of Zizek's type do have social effects, there is no reason to believe that these effects shatter or reformulate entire social structures. Zizek's account here rests on psychologising social structures, imagining that these structures rest on the same basis as a Lacanian account of the psyche. Actually, a single act on the superficial level is unlikely to alter the social structure any more than a tiny amount. For instance: suppose Letourneau's Act worked; suppose the law was changed to make love a defence for consensual sex across the age-of-consent boundary. Would this have any deep-rooted social effects? Surely not. Such changes have not, for instance, taken us very far towards gay liberation; the situation is better than it was, but the social position of gay men has not been reshaped dramatically. Acts are impotent against deep prejudices. Since Acts do not have meaningful social effects, they cannot really help the worst-off group (social symptom). If the "cathartic moment" of a break with the dominant ideology only occurs in a single individual, the social system would not be harmed. To be effective, it would have to produce a new conception of the world which is expansive and convinces wide strata of the population. Zizek is missing the significance of revolutions such as in Russia when he sees them as pure Acts by leaders; this is an intentionalist delusion. As Gramsci rightly puts it, each revolution involves an "intense critical labour" whereby a new conception of the world is formulated, spread and used to create a collective will. The collective will does not simply spring miraculously from a leader's whim.
Alt Fails – Ballot

The material reality of our lives is more important than the critique.  Given that we have no real intention of implementing the alternative beyond the empty gesture of the ballot, the criticism turns itself by giving us false ideological distance from the existing order—placing us more firmly within it.

Donahue 1 (Brian, Department of English, Gonzaga University, “Marxism, Postmodernism, Žižek,” Postmodern Culture,12.2, Project Muse)

Developing this idea in specifically Marxist terms, Žižek emphasizes the point that commodity fetishism is a property not of consciousness but of objective behavior and that belief in the fetish is always ascribed to a "subject presumed to believe." Thus in their actual socioeconomic behavior, in their everyday activity, people fetishize commodities, even though consciously, they are perfectly aware that the "relations between things" mask "relations between people" ("Supposed" 41). In such a context, Žižek points out, the task for theory is not to "demonstrate how the original human belief was transposed onto things"; on the contrary, "displacement is original and constitutive" ("Supposed" 41). No one consciously acknowledges that he or she believes in the magical properties of commodities; rather, this belief is attributed always to an Other, in this case, to the uncritical consumer who is duped by the messages of advertising, ignorantly seeking happiness through the consumption of commodities: There are some beliefs, the most fundamental ones, which are from the very outset "decentered," beliefs of the Other; the phenomenon of the "subject supposed to believe" is thus universal and structurally necessary.... All concrete versions of this "subject supposed to believe" (from the small kids for whose sake their parents pretend to believe in Santa Claus to the "ordinary working people" for whose sake communist intellectuals pretend to believe in socialism) are stand-ins for the big Other. So the answer to the conservative platitude according to which every honest man has a profound need to believe in something is that every honest man has a profound need to find another subject who would believe in his place. ("Supposed" 41-42) After summarizing this argument about the psychological displacement of belief that characterizes the subject's relation to commodities in capitalist society, Žižek specifies the appropriate Marxist response, which is not to perform a kind of primary-level ideology critique, since the bourgeois subject is already consciously critical: What the fetish objectivizes is "my true belief," the way things "truly seem to me," although I never effectively experience them this way.... So when a critical Marxist encounters a bourgeois subject immersed in commodity fetishism, the Marxist's reproach to him is not "Commodity may seem to you a magical object endowed with special powers, but it really is just a reified expression of relations between people"; the actual Marxist's reproach is rather "You may think that the commodity appears to you as a simple embodiment of social relations (that, for example, money is just a kind of voucher entitling you to a part of the social product), but this is not how things really seem to you--in your social reality, by means of your participation in social exchange, you bear witness to the uncanny fact that a commodity really appears to you as a magical object endowed with special powers." ("Supposed" 54) In other words, bourgeois subjects think they see through the veil of the commodity form and rest comfortably in that critical knowledge of socioeconomic relations; but in reality, they behave as if they believe differently from what they know, and their relation to commodities is the objective illustration of this disavowed belief. This line of reasoning, then, locates ideology not in consciousness but in real activity. Žižek cites the formula for contemporary cynical ideology proposed in Peter Sloterdijk's Critique of Cynical Reason: as opposed to the traditional Marxist notion, according to which people are "duped" into believing the ruling ideology and thus "do not know what they are doing" when they effectively participate in their own subjugation, contemporary popular cynicism forces us to consider the notion of an "enlightened false consciousness" whereby "they know very well what they are doing, but still, they are doing it" (Sublime 29). Like most analyses of subjectivity in contemporary theory, this version disrupts radically the notion of a fully self-present subject: the grain of material practice in time is always already altering all ideological symbolization.  To use Žižek's Lacanian language: the irreducible "hard kernel" of the Real remains unassimilated into the Symbolic order. One can, for example, have a self-conception as an ironic, critical viewer who watches TV comedies as kitsch or as the detritus of the culture industry, but according to Žižek's version of externalized ideology, as long as one sits and watches--whether laughing idiotically or making ironic, cynical comments--objectively, one is doing one's duty to "enjoy the show." This notion has significant implications for theories of both ideology and subjectivity. For example, the determining effect of objective activity regardless of subjective intention can be read as another way of stating the existentialist slogan that there is no "dress rehearsal" for life: at each moment actions are final and decisive, even if one believes oneself to be, for example, merely "performing a role" temporarily before returning to some other "real life." That real life is being determined at each instant by numerous material factors in the face of which a concept like "personal choice" loses the certainty of its suggestion of direct action in pursuit of clearly understood interests.
Protests are organized for the enjoyment of the protester, not as a real attack on the system.  Debates are the perfect example—the ballot is an empty gesture of theoretical resistance that has no effect on the actual operation of the system—it simply makes you feel better about your place in it.  

Carlson 99 (David Gray, Professor, Cardozo School of Law Columbia Law Review, 99 Colum. L. Rev. 1908). 

Schlag presents a dark vision of what he calls "the bureaucracy," which crushes us and controls us. It operates on "a field of pain and death." n259 It deprives us of choice, speech, n260 and custom. As bureaucracy cannot abide great minds, legal education must suppress greatness through mind numbing repetition. n262 In fact, legal thought is the bureaucracy and cannot be distinguished from it. n263 If legal thought tried to buck the bureaucracy, the bureaucracy would instantly crush it.  Schlag observes that judges have taken "oaths that require subordination of truth, understanding, and insight, to the preservation of certain bureaucratic governmental institutions and certain sacred texts." n265 Legal scholarship and lawyers generally n266 are the craven tools of bureaucracy, and those who practice law or scholarship simply serve to justify and strengthen the bureaucracy. "If there were no discipline of American law, the liberal state would have to invent it." n267 "Legal thinkers in effect serve as a kind of P.R. firm for the bureaucratic state." n268 Legal scholarship has sold out to the bureaucracy: Insofar as the expressions of the state in the form of [statutes, etc.] can be expected to endure, so can the discipline that so helpfully organizes, rationalizes, and represents these expressions as intelligent knowledge. As long as the discipline shows obeisance to the authoritative legal forms, it enjoys the backing of the state... Disciplinary knowledge of law can be true not because it is true, but because the state makes it true. n269 Scholarship produces a false "conflation between what [academics] celebrate as 'law' and the ugly bureaucratic noise that grinds daily in the  [*1946]  [ ] courts...." n270 Scholarship "becomes the mode of discourse by which bureaucratic institutions and practices re-present themselves as subject to the rational ethical-moral control of autonomous individuals." n271 "The United States Supreme Court and its academic groupies in the law schools have succeeded in doing what many, only a few decades ago, would have thought impossible. They have succeeded in making Kafka look naive." Lacanian theory allows us to interpret the meaning of this anti-Masonic vision precisely. Schlag's bureaucracy must be seen as a "paranoid construction according to which our universe is the work of art of unknown creators." In Schlag's view, the bureaucracy is in control of law and language and uses it exclusively for its own purposes. The bureaucracy is therefore the Other of the Other, "a hidden subject who pulls the strings of the great Other (the symbolic order)." The bureaucracy, in short, is the superego (i.e., absolute knowledge of the ego), but rendered visible and projected outward. The superego, the ego's stern master, condemns the ego and condemns what it does. Schlag has transferred this function to the bureaucracy. As is customary, by describing Schlag's vision as a paranoid construction, I do not mean to suggest that Professor Schlag is mentally ill or unable to function. Paranoid construction is not in fact the illness. It is an attempt at healing what the illness is - the conflation of the domains of the symbolic, imaginary, and real. This conflation is what Lacan calls "psychosis." Whereas the "normal" subject is split between the three domains, the psychotic is not. He is unable to keep the domains separate. The symbolic domain of language begins to lose place to the real domain. The psychotic raves incoherently, and things begin to talk to him directly. The psychotic, "immersed in jouissance," n280 loses desire itself. Paranoia is a strategy the subject adopts to ward off breakdown. The paranoid vision holds together the symbolic order itself and thereby prevents the subject from slipping into the psychotic state in which "the concrete 'I' loses its absolute power over the entire system of its determinations." This of course means - and here is the deep irony of paranoia - that bureaucracy is the very savior of romantic metaphysics. If the romantic program were ever fulfilled - if the bureaucracy were to fold up shop and let the natural side of the subject have its way - subjectivity would soon be enveloped, smothered, and killed in the night of psychosis.  Paranoid ambivalence toward bureaucracy (or whatever other fantasy may be substituted for it) is very commonly observed. Most recently, conservatives "organized their enjoyment" by opposing communism. By confronting and resisting an all-encompassing, sinister power, the subject confirms his existence as that which sees and resists the power.  As long as communism existed, conservatism could be perceived. When communism disappeared, conservatives felt "anxiety" - a lack of purpose. Although they publicly opposed communism, they secretly regretted its disappearance. Within a short time, a new enemy was found to organize conservative jouissance - the cultural left. (On the left, a similar story could be told about the organizing function of racism and sexism, which, of course, have not yet disappeared.) These humble examples show that the romantic yearning for wholeness is always the opposite of what it appears to be. We paranoids need our enemies to organize our enjoyment. Paranoid construction is, in the end, a philosophical interpretation, even in the clinical cases. n287 As Schlag has perceived, the symbolic order of law is artificial. It only exists because we insist it does. We all fear that the house of cards may come crashing down. Paradoxically, it is this very "anxiety" that shores up the symbolic. The normal person knows he must keep insisting that the symbolic order exists precisely because the person knows it is a fiction.  The paranoid, however, assigns this role to the bureaucracy (and thereby absolves himself from the responsibility). Thus, paranoid delusion allows for the maintenance of a "cynical" distance between the paranoid subject and the realm of mad psychosis. In truth, cynicism toward bureaucracy shows nothing but the unconfronted depth to which the cynic is actually committed to what ought to be abolished.

There is no connection between the ballot and the alterative—Zizek argues that the alternative cannot be consciously brought about—it can only be recognized in hindsight. 

Tell, 04 Communication Arts and Sciences at The Pennsylvania State University, 2004

(David, “On Belief (Review),” Philosophy and Rhetoric 37.1 (2004) 96-99, Project MUSE)

Most scholars of rhetoric, however, will not be satisfied with Zizek's belief. For although this belief provides the necessary subjective conditions for public intervention, it is difficult to imagine it being publicly deployed. This belief is, after all, radically privatized; it is the internal repetition of a "primordial decision," or an "unconscious atemporal deed" (147). One must wonder about the public possibilities of such a private (and subconscious) experience. Moreover, most rhetoricians may well be troubled by Zizek's claim that all "acts proper"—acts of actual freedom—occur outside the symbolic order. Insofar as rhetoric can be considered symbolic action, then, its action can never provide for innovative intervention into the public sphere. Zizek admits as much in an endnote: "true acts of freedom are choices/decisions which we make while unaware of it—we never decide (in the present tense); all of a sudden, we just take note of how we have already decided " (156n46). It is precisely here that the rhetorician will not be satisfied: if Rorty marginalized the rhetorical purchase of [End Page 98] belief by banishing it to the private sphere, Zizek does so by marginalizing rhetoric itself.

Alt Fails – Politics

Zizek’s Act is radically nihilistic and accomplishes nothing political. 

Robinson 04 (Andrew, PhD, political theory, University of Nottingham, “Introduction: The Basic Zizekian Model,” Theory Blog, http://andyrobinsontheoryblog.blogspot.com/2004/11/zizek-notes-and-work-in-progress_15.html)

It is important to realise that the Act is not revolutionary in the sense of creating something new on the basis of an ideal, or an imaginary, or the restoration of an authentic pre-alienated state, or any other process which would allow one to create something on the basis of a project and praxis. The Act is radically nihilistic (see below). For Zizek, the subject can change nothing - all it can do is add itself to reality by an act of claiming responsibility for the given (SOI 221). Zizek is a little inconsistent on the relationship between the Act and the existing system, but on the whole, he seems to see Acts as occurring for the system, against imaginaries and especially the extimate kernel of fantasy. Christianity did not so much suspend the law, says Zizek, as suspend its obscene supplement (FA 130) (i.e. extimate kernel). Zizek thinks fantasy is fundamentally inconsistent, so it is an "ethical duty" to put this on display, in order to disrupt fantasy (PF 74; see CONSERVATISM on Zizek's tendency to conflate 'displaying' with 'doing', so that the boundary between being a sexist or a fascist and displaying sexism or fascism to disrupt it is unclear). Zizek is inconsistent, however, since there are also occasions when he seems to want to encourage fantasies (TS 51). Crucially, the Act is also a form of decisiveness. Zizek wants to pin down vacillating signifiers without using a Master-Signifier or quilting-point, he says on one occasion (FA 139-40). Elsewhere (eg. on Chavez and Lenin), he seems to rather like the Master or "One" whose Act 'quilts' the field. Either way, the Act seems to give a certain focus to discourse, acting as a centre. As his discussions of the vanishing mediator show, he sees the Act establishing a new set of symbolic and imaginary discourses which restore the role of the master-signifier, by directly adopting the position of the extimate kernel. Zizek also sees the Act as a resolution of a dilemma. According to Zizek, Good assumes (and therefore produces) Evil, and the Act escapes the resulting dilemma by breaking with Good (TS 382; this is also what distinguishes the Act as diabolical Evil from everyday evil - crime, the Holocaust and so on). For Zizek, denial of the possibility of the Act is the root of evil (TS 376). What seems completely missing here is any case for the Act that in any way justifies ethically the terrible nature of the Act, both for its perpetrator and for others; one can only really accept Zizek's Act if one places at the core of one's belief-system the importance of resolving dilemmas in some supposed deep structure of existence, so what matters is not human or social consequences or any specific beliefs, but merely the adoption of a structural position which solves contradictions in and thereby overcomes the problems of a structure. Despite Zizek's repeated use of the term "ethics", therefore, this is in many ways not an ethical system at all, but a kind of model of structural problem-solving - a "therapy" for society, passed off as ethics. 

The alternatives disavowal of progressive movements dooms it to failure

Tormey and Robinson, 5 – teaches in the School of Politics and Critical Theory at the University of Nottingham; doctoral student in the School of Politics at the University of Nottingham

(Simon; Andrew, SAGE Publications, “A Ticklish Subject? Zizek and the Future of Left Radicalism”) 

In our view, Zizek is justiﬁed in advocating a transformative stance given the structural causes of many of the issues he confronts, but he is wrong to posit such a stance as a radical break constituted ex nihilo. Far from being the disavowed supplement of capitalism, the space for thinking the not-real which is opened by imaginaries and ‘petty resistances’ is, we think, a prerequisite to building a more active resistance and, ultimately, any substantial social transformation. As the cultural anthropologist James Scott shows in a series of case studies, political revolutions tend to emerge through the radicalization of existing demands and resistances – not as pure Acts occurring out of nothing. Even when they are incomprehensible from the standpoint of ‘normal’, conformist bystanders, they are a product of the development of subterranean resistances and counter hegemonies among subaltern groups (see, for example, Scott, 1990: 179–82). This is to say that social change does not come from nothing, but rather requires the pre-existence of a counter-culture involving nonconformist ideas and practices. As Gramsci puts it, before coming into existence a new society must be ‘ideally active’ in the minds of those struggling for change (Gramsci, 1985: 39). The history of resistance thus gives little reason to support Zizek’s politics of the Act. The ability to Act in the manner described by Zizek is largely absent from the subaltern strata. Mary Kay Letourneau (let us recall) did not transform society; rather, her ‘Act’ was repressed and she was jailed. In another case discussed by Zizek (2001b: 74–5), a group of Siberian miners is said to accomplish an Act – by getting massacred. Since Acts are not even on Zizek’s terms socially effective, they cannot help the worst-off, let alone transform society. Zizek’s assumption of the effectiveness of Acts thus rests on a confusion between individual and social levels of analysis and between clinical therapy and political action. Vaneigem eerily foresees Zizek’s ‘Act’ when he argues against ‘active nihilism’. The transition from this ‘wasteland of the suicide and the solitary killer’ to revolutionary politics requires the repetition of negation in a different register, connected to a positive project to change the world and relying on the imaginaries Zizek denounces, the carnival spirit and the ability to dream (Vaneigem, 1967 [1994]: 111).  Zizek’s politics are not merely impossible but, as we have shown, potentially despotic, and also – between support for a Master, acceptance of pain and alienation, militarism and the restoration of order – tendentially conservative. Such a politics, if adopted in practice, could only discredit progressive movements and further alienate those they seek to mobilize. We would argue that a transformative politics should be theorized instead as a process of transformation, an a-linear, rhizomatic, multiform plurality of resistances, initiatives and, indeed, acts which are sometimes spectacular and carnivalesque, sometimes preﬁgurative, sometimes subterranean, sometimes rooted in institutional change and reform and, under certain circumstances, directly transformative. 

Zizek’s alternative is so radically negative that it is unable to formulate new politics. 

Robinson 04 (Andrew, PhD, political theory, University of Nottingham, “Introduction: The Basic Zizekian Model,” Theory Blog, http://andyrobinsontheoryblog.blogspot.com/2004/11/zizek-notes-and-work-in-progress_15.html)

Because of his extreme methodological individualism, Zizek ends up with a highly intentionalist, leader-fixated model of politics which is authoritarian and also exaggerates the role of leaders both in practice and potentially. Stalinism, for instance, was not a result of an Act by Stalin and Lenin; it was a social-structural phenomenon involving the actions of many individuals, with a "history of everyday life" and structural dynamics such as intrabureaucratic competition, resulting from the mode (or modes) of thought and action it involved. The extension of clinical categories into society requires the reduction of concepts which are usually diverse to singularity: one unconscious, symptom, fundamental fantasy, etc. for entire societies or even the whole of humanity. This is in contradiction with psychoanalytic practice and also is implausible. Zizek's politics are "a prescription for political quietism and sterility" (Laclau, CHU 293). I disagree with Laclau's reasons for claiming this, but the conclusion is valid: the Act has little practical political relevance, and Zizek's sectarianism (see RESISTANCE) leaves him aloof from actual political struggles. Zizek seems to have no real sense of what is important in politics. For Zizek, the main issue is reviving the category of the Act, to fill a supposed structural void. But there are many concrete issues which are many times more important: closing down the WTO, fighting back against the wave of police repression, stopping the wholesale commodification of society, stopping environmental destruction, stopping Bush's racist war, smashing capitalism, etc. 'Restoring the properly ethical dimension of the act' only matters to someone who is so trapped in his own theory that he thinks the whole world revolves around it. (What did Wittgenstein say about philosophy and masturbation?). Zizek should let the fly out the jar! The abstract and essentialist pursuit of the "act proper" is a distraction from contingent political struggles. Zizek lacks, and is presumably unable on principle to formulate, a positive conception of what should replace the present system. His suggestions are either vague and naive (socialising cyberspace, for instance), reproduce capitalism (the necessity of betrayal), or set up something worse (terror). Zizek's endorsement of "absolute negativity" is a barrier to his developing actual alternatives.
Alt Fails – Vague

Zizek’s alternative is impossible to judge—it is so open ended that it denies all rational assessment. 

Robinson, 04 (Andrew, PhD, political theory, University of Nottingham, “Introduction: The Basic Zizekian Model,” Theory Blog, http://andyrobinsontheoryblog.blogspot.com/2004/11/zizek-notes-and-work-in-progress_15.html)

Not surprisingly given that he sees the Act as shattering meaning, Zizek wants a commitment which is "dogmatic", "cannot be refuted by any 'argumentation' " and "does not ask for good reasons", and which is "indifferent" to the truth-status of the Event it refers to (TS ****; find reference). A Decision (Act) is circular, a shibboleth, and a creative act which nevertheless reveals a constitutive void which is invisible (TS 138; NB the slippage between epistemology and ontology here: how do we know the Act is revealing rather than creating the void?). Law is legitimated by transference: it is only convincing to those who already believe (SOI 38). The Act subverts a given field as such and achieves the apparently 'impossible' by retroactively creating the conditions of its possibility by changing its conditions (CHU 121). It has its own inherent normativity, lacking any simple external standards (TS 388) As well as being problematic in itself, this kind of open advocation of irrationalism and dogmatism would seem to rule out the possibility of empirically or rationally assessing the validity of a particular Act: by definition an Act is not open to such assessment, so one cannot judge between a false (eg. Nazi) and a true Act, since this would involve precisely such a rational and empirical process of assessment ("good reasons" and truth-status). This raises problems for Zizek's attempts to distance himself from Nazism (see below, on false acts). Also, Zizek is being inconsistent in trying to defend such an attack on communication by communicative means (can one make a rational case against rationality?). 

Alt Fails – Ethics

Zizek’s alternative requires an abandonment of ethics and accepting an obliteration of the self.

Robinson 04 (Andrew, PhD, political theory, University of Nottingham, “Introduction: The Basic Zizekian Model,” Theory Blog, http://andyrobinsontheoryblog.blogspot.com/2004/11/zizek-notes-and-work-in-progress_15.html)

Zizek's theory of the Act presupposes a belief that we are all basically worthless. "The ultimate level of the ethical experience" is found in the utterly broken victim of the Nazi or Stalinist camps (DSST 86), which means one "will be surprised to learn how even the darkest Stalinism harbours a redemptive dimension" (DSST 88). Humanity per se is reducible to the most broken concentration camp inmates (i.e. the ones who have gone beyond trying o reconstruct meaning through petty resistances; referred to in the camps as "Muslims" or "Musselmen" because of their resemblance to famine victims); these people were not dehumanised by the Nazis, but rather, express an inhuman kernel of humanity (DSST 76-7). This kind of person is the " 'zero-level' of humanity" which makes human symbolic engagement possible by wiping the slate of animal instincts (DSST 77; NB the strong binary operative here, which is totally flawed: dogs show similar modes of action when exposed to similar situations, such as Seligman's dogs in the 'learned helplessness' experiments). Zizek thinks we all have had to go through this experience (DSST 77-8). This experience also negates the concept of authenticity (though not enough to stop Zizek using it elsewhere): one can't say such victims are involved in an authentic existential project, but it would be cynical to say they are living an inauthentic existence since it is others, not themselves, who degrade them (DSST 78-9; I don't actually see why an external basis for subordination would affect the concept of authenticity in the slightest; perhaps it would affect the strongest versions which assume pure freedom, but it would not undermine, for instance, the later Sartre, since in this case the authenticity of the project has been defeated by the practico-inert, leading to a state of existence he terms "exis": a degraded existence without project). I think a Deleuzian analysis would be more appropriate here: the dehumanisation of these victims results from the (temporary) total victory of the Oedipal/authoritarian cage: flows and breaks are cut off or utterly contained within an order of power/knowledge, with the political conclusion being that freedom exists in a struggle with domination and that the struggle for freedom is necessary to prevent us being reduced to this level. But this would be partly a causal account, whereas Zizek seems to want a pure ethics. Where Zizek's account leads politically is far more sinister; Zizek cannot in all seriousness criticise the inhumanity of the concentration camps if they simply reveal our essence, and it is hard to see how one could oppose the Nazis if they did not dehumanise their victims or treat them inhumanely. Indeed, such an excremental reduction is something Zizek elsewhere praises, and his attempts to distance himself from Nazism have nothing to do with the inhumanity of the camps; rather, they revolve around nit-picking over whether the Nazis really traversed the fantasy or stopped short at a false act (see below). The Act is a submission: revolutionaries should become "followers" of the truth-event and its call (TS 227; this reproduces with a reversed sign Vaneigem's concept of the Cause as a form of alienation. cf. Donald Rooum's cartoon Wildcat: "I don't just want freedom from the capitalists, I also want freedom from people fit to take over"). Love is "nothing but" an act of self-erasure which breaks the chain of justice (DSST 49-50). Zizek demands submission to radically exterior, meaningless injunctions, "experienced as a radically traumatic intrusion", which "a renewed Left should aim at fully endorsing"; "something violently imposed on me from the Outside through a traumatic encounter that shatters the very foundations of my being" (TS 212). It also involves the negation of dignity: Zizek refers to "heroically renouncing the last vestiges of narcissistic dignity and accomplishing the act for which one is grotesquely inadequate" (TS 352). The heroism of the act is to openly endorse a transition "from Bad to Worse", and for this reason, a true act, which redefines the 'rules of the game', is "inherently 'terroristic' " (TS 377). Thus, instead of the "liberal trap" of respecting some rights and rejecting obligatory Party lines, one should seek the "good terror", i.e. choosing what one has to do (TS 378). Any qualms are dismissed by Zizek as "humanist hysterical shirking the act" (TS 380; NB this misuse of clinical categories in socio-ideological analysis quickly leads Zizek into problems: the Lacanian categories obsessional/hysterical/psychotic/perverse are strictly incompatible, whereas it is quite clear that a theorist who 'hysterically' rejects terror may easily also 'psychotically' believe in literality and 'perversely' believe in decoded flows). The Act involves accepting utter self-obliteration, and rejecting all compassion (TS 378). 

Zizek’s “act” erases all compassion for others. 

Robinson 04 (Andrew, PhD, political theory, University of Nottingham, “Introduction: The Basic Zizekian Model,” Theory Blog, http://andyrobinsontheoryblog.blogspot.com/2004/11/zizek-notes-and-work-in-progress_15.html)

Assuming an Act means rejecting all concern for others and making oneself, to all intents and purposes, a rock. In the Act, one "assumes... the full burden of freedom impervious to any call of the Other" (DSST 175). Whereas in Derrida and other postmodernists, argues Zizek, ethics is a response to the call of the Other, either abyssal or actual, in Zizek's Lacan the ethical act proper suspends both of these along with the rest of the 'big Other' (DSST 161). Zizek loathes 'soft-heartedness' because it "blurs the subject's pure ethical stance". In this passage, he is referring to Stalinist views; but his criticism of them is not of this loathing; rather, he thinks "that they were not 'pure' enough" because they got caught in an emotional sense of duty (DSST 111). This according to Zizek is the difference between Lenin and Stalin: Zizek's Lenin did not become emotionally attached to his Act (DSST 113). Zizek's ethical anti-humanism goes so far that he advocates hating the beloved out of love (FA 126), because what one should love is not their human person. Zizek also endorses Kant's attempt to purge ethics of historical contents, including compassion and concern for others (PF 232-3).

Alt Fails – Can’t Change Existing Order

Zizek’s alternative fails to transform the existing order—it is a shot in the dark. 

Robinson 04 (Andrew, PhD, political theory, University of Nottingham, “Introduction: The Basic Zizekian Model,” Theory Blog, http://andyrobinsontheoryblog.blogspot.com/2004/11/zizek-notes-and-work-in-progress_15.html)

How one locates the Act in relation to revolution depends just how fundamentally the change involved in a revolution is conceived. The Act according to Zizek disrupts/overthrows the existing order of Imaginary and Symbolic alignments (though this does not of course make it revolutionary in practice); however, his account seems to involve the restoration of the basic structure of the social system subsequently, so there is no possibility of meaningful change in terms of overcoming social oppression and exclusion or the irrationalities of ideology. (This also leaves the question of why an Act would lead to anything better; indeed, Zizek denies that it would. So why opt for an Act?). In a sense, the Act is conservative. Traversing the fantasy involves the act of 'accepting' there is no way one can ever be satisfied: a direct relation to the objet petit a (i.e. desired object) minus the screen of fantasy, involving "a full acceptance of the pain... as inherent to the excess of pleasure which is jouissance" (PF 30). This means accepting "radical ontological closure" - i.e. 'accepting' that there is no radical difference - and also that "we renounce every opening, every belief in the messianic Otherness", including, for instance, Derridean and Levinasian concepts of being 'out-of-joint' (PF 31), especially the idea of jouissance being amassed elsewhere. This leads one into the realm of drive; one becomes "eternal-'undead' " (PF 31). (Zizek is here replacing an irrational belief that jouissance is amassed elsewhere with an irrational belief that it isn't; the existence or non-existence of difference and Otherness is an empirical question, and Zizek's refusal to accept that radical Otherness could exist renders his theory potentially extremely normalist and ethnocentric). Crucially, the Act does not involve overcoming Law and the system. It involves suspending them, so they can be resurrected or resuscitated on a new basis. Although the Act is a 'shot in the dark' (preventing voluntary reconstruction/transformation of society), nevertheless it always involves a necessary betrayal (see TS) which reproduces the Oedipal/authoritarian structure of the world; the vanishing mediator always vanishes so as to restore the system. It is interesting to note Zizek's insistence on using the word "suspension" (St Paul's suspension of the law, the leftist suspension of the ethics, and so on). The suspension of the Law, as shown in Zizek's quote from St Paul (TS 150-1), is clearly in fact something more: it is in a sense psychotic, breaking with both Law and desire. But it is a suspension because it resurrects Law in the more total form of the Cause. It is interesting that Zizek chooses the word "suspension". If Zizek has in mind a destruction or fundamental transformation of the Law or ethics, there are so many better terms he could have chosen: abolition, destruction, smashing, overcoming, transcending, sublating, surpassing and so on. That he (more-or-less consistently) uses the term "suspension" is therefore probably significant. This term implies a temporary absence of the phenomenon in question, as opposed to its permanent destruction, replacement, or even transformation. In other words: what is suspended (Law, ethics, etc.) nevertheless returns in the same basic form as before (which presumably means its structural nature is basically the same). 

Alt Fails – Violence

Zizek’s political stance is violent and feeds into power. His alternative has so few limits that there is nothing to prevent elites from deploying it to violently maintain power. 

Robinson (PhD Political Theory, University of Nottingham) 05 (Theory and Event, Andrew, 8:1, The Political Theory of Constitutive Lack: A Critique). 

     

 On a political level, this kind of stance leads to an acceptance of social exclusion which negates compassion for its victims.  The resultant inhumanity finds its most extreme expression in Žižek's work, where 'today's "mad dance", the dynamic proliferation of multiple shifting identities... awaits its resolution in a new form of Terror'.  It is also present, however, in the toned-down exclusionism of authors such as Mouffe.  Hence, democracy depends on 'the possibility of drawing a frontier between "us" and "them"', and 'always entails relations of inclusion-exclusion'28.  'No state or political order... can exist without some form of exclusion' experienced by its victims as coercion and violence29, and, since Mouffe assumes a state to be necessary, this means that one must endorse exclusion and violence.  (The supposed necessity of the state is derived from the supposed need for a master-signifier or nodal point to stabilize identity and avoid psychosis, either for individuals or for societies).  What is at stake in the division between these two trends in Lacanian political theory is akin to the distinction Vaneigem draws between "active" and "passive" nihilism30.  The Laclauian trend involves an implied ironic distance from any specific project, which maintains awareness of its contingency; overall, however, it reinforces conformity by insisting on an institutional mediation which overcodes all the "articulations".  The Žižekian version is committed to a more violent and passionate affirmation of negativity, but one which ultimately changes very little.  The function of the Žižekian "Act" is to dissolve the self, producing a historical event.  "After the revolution", however, everything stays much the same.  For all its radical pretensions, Žižek's politics can be summed up in his attitude to neo-liberalism: 'If it works, why not try a dose of it?'31.  The phenomena which are denounced in Lacanian theory are invariably readmitted in its "small print", and this leads to a theory which renounces both effectiveness and political radicalism. It is in this pragmatism that the ambiguity of Lacanian political theory resides, for, while on a theoretical level it is based on an almost sectarian "radicalism", denouncing everything that exists for its complicity in illusions and guilt for the present, its "alternative" is little different from what it condemns (the assumption apparently being that the "symbolic" change in the psychological coordinates of attachments in reality is directly effective, a claim assumed – wrongly – to follow from the claim that social reality is constructed discursively).  Just like in the process of psychoanalytic cure, nothing actually changes on the level of specific characteristics.  The only change is in how one relates to the characteristics, a process Žižek terms 'dotting the "i's"' in reality, recognizing and thereby installing necessity32.  All that changes, in other words, is the interpretation: as long as they are reconceived as expressions of constitutive lack, the old politics are acceptable.  Thus, Žižek claims that de Gaulle's "Act" succeeded by allowing him 'effectively to realize the necessary pragmatic measures' which others pursued unsuccessfully33.  More recent examples of Žižek's pragmatism include that his alternative to the U.S. war in Afghanistan is only that 'the punishment of those responsible' should be done in a spirit of 'sad duty', not 'exhilarating retaliation'34, and his "solution" to the Palestine-Israel crisis, which is NATO control of the occupied territories35.  If this is the case for Žižek, the ultra-"radical" "Marxist-Leninist" Lacanian, it is so much the more so for his more moderate adversaries.  Jason Glynos, for instance, offers an uncompromizing critique of the construction of guilt and innocence in anti-"crime" rhetoric, demanding that demonization of deviants be abandoned, only to insist as an afterthought that, 'of course, this... does not mean that their offences should go unpunished'36.  Lacanian theory tends, therefore, to produce an "anything goes" attitude to state action: because everything else is contingent, nothing is to limit the practical consideration of tactics by dominant elites. 
Alt Fails – No Alt

Zizek’s philosophy is contradictory and lacks a concrete alternative.

Tormey and Robinson, 05 – teaches in the School of Politics and Critical Theory at the University of Nottingham; doctoral student in the School of Politics at the University of Nottingham (Simon; Andrew, SAGE Publications, “A Ticklish Subject? Zizek and the Future of Left Radicalism”) 

Zizek’s popularity results largely from the apparent way out that he provides from the cul-de-sac in which radical theory, and in particular radical postmodern theory, has found itself. Zizek is of course not the ﬁrst author to attack ‘postmodernists’, post-structuralists and post-Marxists on grounds of their lack of radical ambition on the terrain of politics. However, left activists interested in confronting the liberal capitalist status quo ﬁnd themselves trapped between politically radical but theoretically ﬂawed leftist orthodoxies, and theoretically innovative but politically moderate ‘post’-theories. Enter Zizek. Zizek offers an alternative to traditional left radicalisms and ‘postmodern’ anti-essentialist approaches, especially identity politics. For Zizek, ‘radical democracy’ accepts the liberal-capitalist horizon, and so is never ‘radical’ enough. Against this alleged pseudo-radicalism, Zizek revives traditional leftist concepts such as ‘class struggle’. He ignores, however, the ‘orthodox’ left meaning of such terms, rearticulating them in a sophisticated Hegelian and Lacanian vocabulary. Yet problems remain: Zizek’s version of ‘class struggle’ does not map on to traditional conceptions of an empirical working class, and Zizek’s ‘proletariat’ is avowedly ‘mythical’. He also rejects newer forms of struggle such as the anti-capitalist movement and the 1968 uprisings, thereby reproducing a problem common in radical theory: his theory has no link to radical politics in an immediate sense.6 Nevertheless, he has a theory of how such a politics shouldlook, which he uses to judge existing political radicalisms. So how does Zizek see radical politics emerging?  Zizek does not offer much by way of a positive social agenda. He does not have anything approximating to a ‘programme’, nor a model of the kind of society he seeks, nor a theory of the construction of alternatives in the present. Indeed, the more one looks at the matter, the more difﬁcult it becomes to pin Zizek down to any ‘line’ or ‘position’. He seems at ﬁrst sight to regard social transformation not as something ‘possible’ to be theorized and advanced, but as a fundamental ‘impossibility’ because the inﬂuence of the dominant symbolic system is so great that it makes alternatives unthinkable.7 A fundamental transformation, however, is clearly the only answer to the otherwise compelling vision of contemporary crisis Zizek offers. Can he escape this contradiction? His attempt to do so revolves around a reclassiﬁcation of ‘impossibility’ as an active element in generating action. 

The Act creates no political change and results in suicide

Tormey and Robinson, 5 – teaches in the School of Politics and Critical Theory at the University of Nottingham; doctoral student in the School of Politics at the University of Nottingham

(Simon; Andrew, SAGE Publications, “A Ticklish Subject? Zizek and the Future of Left Radicalism”) 

So the Act is a rebirth – but a rebirth as what? The parallel with Lacan’s concept of ‘traversing the fantasy’ is crucial because, for Lacan, there is no escape from the symbolic order or the Law of the Master. We are trapped in the existing world, complete with its dislocation, lack, alienation antagonism, and no transcendence can overcome the deep structure of this world, which is fixed at the level of subject-formation. The most we can hope for is to go from incapable neurosis to mere alienated subjectivity. In Zizek’s politics, therefore, a fundamental social transformation is impossible. After the break initiated by an Act, a system similar to the present one is restored; the subject undergoes identification with a Cause, leading to a new ‘proper symbolic Prohibition’ revitalized by the process of rebirth pragmatic measures’ (Zizek, 1997b: 72–3), which may be the same ones astoday. It is on this ground that Zizek is relaxed about supporting measures that, far from challenging or undermining the status quo, give added support to it – as, for example, in his refusal to denounce structural adjustment policies (Zizek, 1996: 32). This is all because, in his view, it is possible to start a ‘new life’, but only by replacing one symbolic fiction with another (Zizek, 1999: 331). As a Lacanian, Zizek is opposed to any idea of realizing utopian ‘fullness’ and thus in escaping the vicissitudes of the political qua antagonism. Any change in the basic structure of existence, whereby one may overcome dislocation and disorientation, is out of the question. However, he also rejects practical solutions to problems as a mere displacement (Zizek, 1999: 383–4). So an Act neither solves concrete problems nor
 achieves drastic improvements; it merely removes blockages to existing modes of thought and action. It transforms the ‘constellation which generates social symptoms’ (Butler et al., 2000: 124), shifting exclusion from one group to another, but it does not achieve either drastic or moderate concrete changes. It ‘means that we accept the vicious circle of revolving around the object [the Real] and find jouissance in it, renouncing the myth that jouissance is amassed somewhere else’ (Zizek, 1988: 109–10). It also offers those who take part in it a ‘dimension of Otherness, that moment when the absolute appears in all its fragility’, a ‘brief apparition of a future utopian Otherness to which every authentic revolutionary stance should cling’ (Zizek, 2000: 159–60). This absolute, however, can only be glimpsed. The leader, Act and Cause must be betrayed so the social order can be refounded. The leader, or ‘mediator’, ‘must erase himself [sic] from the picture’ (Zizek, 2001b: 50), retreating to the horizon of the social to haunt history as spectre or phantasy (Zizek, 2000: 64). Every Great Man must be betrayed so he can assume his fame and thereby become compatible with the status quo (Zizek, 1999: 90–1, 316); once one glimpses the sublime Universal, therefore, one must commit suicide – as Zizek claims the Bolshevik Party did, via the Stalinist purges (1997c). 

Zizek offers no clear alternative—capitalism is inevitable.

Robinson 04 (Andrew, PhD, political theory, University of Nottingham, “Introduction: The Basic Zizekian Model,” Theory Blog, http://andyrobinsontheoryblog.blogspot.com/2004/11/zizek-notes-and-work-in-progress_15.html)

It is by no means clear that Zizek thinks alternatives to capitalism are possible, or that he wants them. He seems to want to destroy capitalism, on his definition of it (see CAPITALISM, CONSERVATISM), which sets up a rather conservative target (liberalism, permissiveness, decadence, 'flabbiness', etc.). It is less clear that he wants to destroy it by any other criterion: he endorses work ethics and authoritarianism, and he has posited so much of the deep structure of society as unchangeable as to render the space for change highly limited. Laclau attacks Zizek on this subject. Despite "r-r-revolutionary zeal", Zizek is no more proposing a thoroughly different economic and political regime than Laclau. Zizek lets us know nothing about his alternative, Laclau says (actually, this is not strictly true, though he does tell us very little); he only tells us that it isn't liberal democracy or capitalism. Laclau is concerned it could mean Stalinism, despite Zizek's earlier resistance against this (NB Zizek dislikes late, post-Stalin Stalinism with a human face, but distinguishes this from the earlier Stalinism - what he resisted was the former); Laclau suspects Zizek simply doesn't know what his alternative is (CHU 289). How does Zizek respond to this? He uses it to pathologise Laclau, claiming he cannot imagine an alternative and so thinks there isn't one (which Laclau actually never states). 

Revolution Fails

Zizek’s alternative fails—he claims that capitalism must be over thrown but has no means of accomplishing this goal. 

Boynton, 98  (Director of NYU's Graduate Magazine Journalism Program, Robert, "Enjoy Your Žižek!" Lingua Franca, October, http://www.robertboynton.com/articleDisplay.php?article_id=43)

"Authentic politics is the art of the impossible," he writes. "It changes the very parameters of what is considered "possible' in the existing constellation." This is a noble vision, but when Zizek turns to history, he finds only fleeting examples of genuine politics in action: in ancient Athens; in the proclamations of the Third Estate during the French Revolution; in the Polish Solidarity movement; and in the last, heady days of the East German Republic before the Wall came down and the crowds stopped chanting "Wir sind das Volk" ("We are the people!") and began chanting "Wir sind ein Volk" ("We are a/one people!"). The shift from definite to indefinite article, writes Zizek, marked "the closure of the momentary authentic political opening, the reappropriation of the democratic impetus by the thrust towards reunification of Germany, which meant rejoining Western Germany's liberal-capitalist police/political order." In articulating his political credo, Zizek attempts to synthesize three unlikely–perhaps incompatible–sources: Lacan's notion of the subject as a "pure void" that is "radically out of joint" with the world, Marx's political economy, and St. Paul's conviction that universal truth is the only force capable of recognizing the needs of the particular. Zizek is fond of calling himself a "Pauline materialist," and he admires St. Paul's muscular vision. He believes that the post-political deadlock can be broken only by a gesture that undermines "capitalist globalization from the standpoint of universal truth in the same way that Pauline Christianity did to the Roman global empire." He adds: "My dream is to combine an extremely dark, pessimistic belief that life is basically horrible and contingent, with a revolutionary social attitude. AS PHILOSOPHY, Zizek's argument is breathtaking, but as social prescription, "dream" may be an apt word. The only way to combat the dominance of global capitalism, he argues, is through a "direct socialization of the productive process"–an agenda that is unlikely to play well in Slovenia, which is now enjoying many of the fruits of Western consumer capitalism. When pressed to specify what controlling the productive process might look like, Zizek admits he doesn't know, although he feels certain that an alternative to capitalism will emerge and that the public debate must be opened up to include subjects like control over genetic engineering. Like many who call for a return to the primacy of economics, Zizek has only the most tenuous grasp of the subject.

Zizek’s alternative is political nihilism – he supplies no method for over throwing capitalism.  

Laclau 04 Ernesto Laclau, Professor of Political Theory at the University of Essex and Visiting Professor of Comparative Literature at SUNY-Buffalo, 2004, Umbr(a): War, p. 33-34

Here we reach the crux of the difficulties to be found in Zizek. On the one hand, he is committed to a theory of the full revolutionary act that would operate in its own name, without being invested in any object outside itself. On the other hand, the capitalist system, as the dominating, underlying mechanism, is the reality with which the emancipatory act has to break. The conclusion from both premises is that there is no valid emancipatory struggle except one that is fully and directly anti-capitalist. In his words: “I believe in the central structuring role of the anti-capitalist struggle.” The problem, however, is this: he gives no indication of what an anti-capitalist struggle might be. Zizek quickly dismisses multicultural, anti-sexist, and anti-racist struggles as not being directly anti-capitalist. Nor does he sanction the traditional aims of the Left, linked more directly to the economy: the demands for higher wages, for industrial democracy, for control of the labor process, for a progressive distribution of income, are not proposed as anti-capitalist either. Does he imagine that the Luddites’ proposal to destroy all the machines would bring an end to capitalism? Not a single line in Zizek’s work gives an example of what he considers an anti-capitalist struggle. One is left wondering whether he is anticipating an invasion of beings from another planet, or as he once suggested, some kind of ecological catastrophe that would not transform the world but cause it to fall apart. So where has the whole argument gone wrong? In its very premises. Since Zizek refuses to apply the hegemonic logic to strategico-political thought, he is stranded in a blind alley. He has to dismiss all “partial” struggles as internal to the “system” (whatever that means), and the “Thing” being unachievable, he is left without any concrete historical actor for his anti-capitalist struggle. Conclusion: Zizek cannot provide any theory of the emancipatory subject. At the same time, since his systemic totality, being a ground, is regulated exclusively by its own internal laws, the only option is to wait for these laws to produce the totality of its effects. Ergo: political nihilism.

Zizek’s alternative cannot defeat capitalism – he is just joking around – the negative’s argument is only strategic because it is so ridiculous

Kirsch, 8 – senior editor of The New Republic

(Adam, The New Republic, “The Deadly Jester,” http://www.tnr.com/story_print.html?id=097a31f3-c440-4b10-8894-14197d7a6eef)

Zizek is a believer in the Revolution at a time when almost nobody, not even on the left, thinks that such a cataclysm is any longer possible or even desirable. This is his big problem, and also his big opportunity. While "socialism" remains a favorite hate-word for the Republican right, the prospect of communism overthrowing capitalism is now so remote, so fantastic, that nobody feels strongly moved to oppose it, as conservatives and liberal anticommunists opposed it in the 1930s, the 1950s, and even the 1980s. When Zizek turns up speaking the classical language of Marxism-Leninism, he profits from the assumption that the return of ideas that were once the cause of tragedy can now occur only in the form of farce. In the visual arts, the denaturing of what were once passionate and dangerous icons has become commonplace, so that emblems of evil are transformed into perverse fun, harmless but very profitable statements of post-ideological camp; and there is a kind of intellectual equivalent of this development in Zizek's work. The cover of his book The Parallax View reproduces a Socialist Realist portrait of "Lenin at the Smolny Institute," in the ironically unironic fashion made familiar by the pseudo-iconoclastic work of Komar and Melamid, Cai Guo-Jiang, and other post-Soviet, post-Mao artists. He, too, expects you to be in on the joke. But there is a difference between Zizek and the other jokesters. It is that he is not really joking.

Non-Falsifiable

Lacan’s explanation of the Real requires a leap of faith similar to religion.  You are asked to believe in it because it is beyond our understanding. 

Robinson (PhD Political Theory, University of Nottingham) 05 (Theory and Event, Andrew, 8:1, The Political Theory of Constitutive Lack: A Critique). 

This passage could almost have been written with the "Lacanian Real" in mind.  The characteristic of the Real is precisely that one can invoke it without defining it (since it is "beyond symbolization"), and that the accidental failure of language, or indeed a contingent failure in social praxis, is identified with an ontological resistance to symbolization projected into Being itself.  For instance, Žižek's classification of the Nation as a Thing rests on the claim that 'the only way we can determine it is by... empty tautology', and that it is a 'semantic void'63.  Similarly, he claims that 'the tautological gesture of the Master-Signifier', an empty performative which retroactively turns presuppositions into conclusions, is necessary, and also that tautology is the only way historical change can occur64.  He even declares constitutive lack (in this case, termed the "death drive") to be a tautology. Lacanian references to "the Real" or "antagonism" as the cause of a contingent failure are reminiscent of Robert Teflon's definition of God: 'an explanation which means "I have no explanation"'.  An "ethics of the Real" is a minor ethical salvation which says very little in positive terms, but which can pose in macho terms as a "hard" acceptance of terrifying realities.  It authorizes truth-claims - in Laclau's language, a 'reality' which is 'before our eyes67', or in Newman's, a 'harsh reality' hidden beneath a protective veil68 - without the attendant risks.  Some Lacanian theorists also show indications of a commitment based on the particular kind of "euphoric" enjoyment Barthes associates with myths.  Laclau in particular emphasizes his belief in the 'exhilarating' significance of the present69, hinting that he is committed to euphoric investments generated through the repetition of the same. 

Their vision of politics is a non-falsifiable myth: The root of the Lacanian subject is structured around the “lack.”  The problem is that there is nothing to support this idea of a missing reality. 

Robinson (PhD Political Theory, University of Nottingham) 05 (Theory and Event, Andrew, 8:1, The Political Theory of Constitutive Lack: A Critique). 

More precisely, I would maintain that "constitutive lack" is an instance of a Barthesian myth.  It is, after all, the function of myth to do exactly what this concept does: to assert the empty facticity of a particular ideological schema while rejecting any need to argue for its assumptions.  'Myth does not deny things; on the contrary, its function is to talk about them; simply, it purifies them, it makes them innocent, it gives them a natural and eternal justification, it is a clarity which is not that of an explanation but that of a statement of fact'.  This is precisely the status of "constitutive lack": a supposed fact which is supposed to operate above and beyond explanation, on an ontological level instantly accessible to those with the courage to accept it.  Myths operate to construct euphoric enjoyment for those who use them, but their operation is in conflict with the social context with which they interact.  This is because their operation is connotative: they are "received" rather than "read" and open only to a "readerly" and not a "writerly" interpretation.  A myth is a second-order signification attached to an already-constructed denotative sign, and the ideological message projected into this sign is constructed outside the context of the signified.  A myth is therefore, in Alfred Korzybski's sense, intensional: its meaning derives from a prior linguistic schema, not from interaction with the world in its complexity.  Furthermore, myths have a repressive social function, carrying in Barthes's words an 'order not to think'.  They are necessarily projected onto or imposed on actual people and events, under the cover of this order.  The "triumph of literature" in the Dominici trial consists precisely in this projection of an externally-constructed mythical schema as a way of avoiding engagement with something one does not understand. Lacanian theory, like Barthesian myths, involves a prior idea of a structural matrix which is not open to change in the light of the instances to which it is applied.  Žižek's writes of a 'pre-ontological dimension which precedes and eludes the construction of reality'42, while Laclau suggests there is a formal structure of any chain of equivalences which necessitates the logic of hegemony43.  Specific analyses are referred back to this underlying structure as its necessary expressions, without apparently being able to alter it; for instance, 'those who triggered the process of democratization in eastern Europe... are not those who today enjoy its fruits, not because of a simple usurpation... but because of a deeper structural logic'44.  In most instances, the mythical operation of the idea of "constitutive lack" is implicit, revealed only by a rhetoric of denunciation. For instance, Mouffe accuses liberalism of an 'incapacity... to grasp... the irreducible character of antagonism'45, while Žižek claims that a 'dimension' is 'lost' in Butler's work because of her failure to conceive of "trouble" as constitutive of "gender"46.   This language of "denial" which is invoked to silence critics is a clear example of Barthes's "order not to think": one is not to think about the idea of "constitutive lack", one is simply to "accept" it, under pain of invalidation.  If someone else disagrees, s/he can simply be told that there is something crucial missing from her/his theory.  Indeed, critics are as likely to be accused of being "dangerous" as to be accused of being wrong. 

Conservative Politics

Lacanian criticism is analytically radical but breaks down into very conservative politics. 

Robinson (PhD Political Theory, University of Nottingham) 05 (Theory and Event, Andrew, 8:1, The Political Theory of Constitutive Lack: A Critique). 

There is more than an accidental relationship between the mythical operation of the concept of "constitutive lack" and Lacanians' conservative and pragmatist politics.  Myth is a way of reducing thought to the present: the isolated signs which are included in the mythical gesture are thereby attached to extra-historical abstractions.  On an analytical level, Lacanian theory can be very "radical", unscrupulously exposing the underlying relations and assumptions concealed beneath officially-sanctioned discourse.  This radicalism, however, never translates into political conclusions: as shown above, a radical rejection of anti-"crime" rhetoric turns into an endorsement of punishment, and a radical critique of neo-liberalism turns into a pragmatist endorsement of structural adjustment.  It is as if there is a magical barrier between theory and politics which insulates the latter from the former.  One should recall a remark once made by Wilhelm Reich: 'You plead for happiness in life, but security means more to you'133.  Lacanians have a "radical" theory oriented towards happiness, but politically, their primary concern is security.  As long as they are engaged in politically ineffectual critique, Lacanians will denounce and criticize the social system, but once it comes to practical problems, the "order not to think" becomes operative. This "magic" barrier is the alibi function of myth.  The short-circuit between specific instances and high-level abstractions is politically consequential.  

The deep negativity toward politics makes Lacanian analysis collapse into reactionary politics.

Robinson (PhD Political Theory, University of Nottingham) 05 (Theory and Event, Andrew, 8:1, The Political Theory of Constitutive Lack: A Critique). 

The political function of Lacanian theory is to preclude critique by encoding the present as myth. There is a danger of a stultifying conservatism arising from within Lacanian political theory, echoing the 'terrifying conservatism' Deleuze suggests is active in any reduction of history to negativity136.  The addition of an "always" to contemporary evils amounts to a "pessimism of the will", or a "repressive reduction of thought to the present".  Stavrakakis, for instance, claims that attempts to find causes and thereby to solve problems are always fantasmatic137, while Žižek states that an object which is perceived as blocking something does nothing but materialize the already-operative constitutive lack138.  While this does not strictly entail the necessity of a conservative attitude to the possibility of any specific reform, it creates a danger of discursive slippage and hostility to "utopianism" which could have conservative consequences.  Even if Lacanians believe in surplus/contingent as well as constitutive lack, there are no standards for distinguishing the two.  If one cannot tell which social blockages result from constitutive lack and which are contingent, how can one know they are not all of the latter type?  And even if constitutive lack exists, Lacanian theory runs a risk of "misdiagnoses" which have a neophobe or even reactionary effect.  To take an imagined example, a Lacanian living in France in 1788 would probably conclude that democracy is a utopian fantasmatic ideal and would settle for a pragmatic reinterpretation of the ancién regime.  Laclau and Mouffe's hostility to workers' councils and Žižek's insistence on the need for a state and a Party139 exemplify this neophobe tendency.  The pervasive negativity and cynicism of Lacanian theory offers little basis for constructive activity.  Instead of radical transformation, one is left with a pragmatics of "containment" which involves a conservative de-problematization of the worst aspects of the status quo.  The inactivity it counsels would make its claims a self-fulfilling prophecy by acting as a barrier to transformative activity.

The alternative encourages oppressive social relations—the idea we are driven by joussiance is essentially a justification for sadomasochism—including accepting totalitarianism.  

Robinson (PhD Political Theory, University of Nottingham) 05 (Theory and Event, Andrew, 8:1, The Political Theory of Constitutive Lack: A Critique). 


     

The "death instinct" is connected to an idea of primordial masochism which, in the form of "aphanisis" or "subjective destitution", recurs throughout Lacanian political theory.  Žižek in particular advocates masochism, in the guise of "shooting at" or "beating" oneself, as a radical gesture which reveals the essence of the self and breaks the constraints of an oppressive reality, although the masochistic gesture is present in all Lacanian theorists.  The death instinct is typified by Žižek as a pathological (in the Kantian sense), contingent attitude which finds satisfaction in the process of self-blockage109.  It is identical with the Lacanian concept of jouissance or enjoyment.  For him, 'enjoyment (jouissance) is not to be equated with pleasure: enjoyment is precisely "pleasure in unpleasure"; it designates the paradoxical satisfaction procured by a painful encounter with a Thing that perturbs the equilibrium of the pleasure principle.  In other words, enjoyment is located "beyond the pleasure principle"'110.  It is also the core of the self, since enjoyment is 'the only "substance" acknowledged by psychoanalysis', and 'the subject fully "exists" only through enjoyment'111.  Primordial masochism is therefore central to the Lacanian concept of the Real, which depends on there being a universal moment at which active desire - sometimes given the slightly misleading name of the "pleasure principle" - is suspended, not for a greater or delayed pleasure, but out of a direct desire for unpleasure (i.e. a primary reactive desire).  Furthermore, this reactive desire is supposed to be ontologically prior to active desire.  Dominick LaCapra offers a similar but distinct critique to my own, claiming that Lacanian and similar theories induce a post-traumatic compulsion repetition or an 'endless, quasi-transcendental grieving that may be indistinguishable from interminable melancholy'. Reich has already provided a rebuttal of "primordial masochism", which, paradoxically given Žižek's claims to radicalism, was denounced by orthodox Freudians as communist propaganda.  In Reich's view, masochism operates as a relief at a lesser pain which operates as armouring against anxiety about an underlying trauma113.  Regardless of what one thinks of Reich's specific account of the origins of masochism, what is crucial is his critique of the idea of a death drive.  'Such hypotheses as are criticised here are often only a sign of therapeutic failure.  For if one explains masochism by a death instinct, one confirms to the patient his [sic] alleged will to suffer'.  Thus, Lacanian metaphysics conceal Lacanians' encouragement of a variety of neurosis complicit with oppressive social realities.  Politically, the thesis of primordial masochism provides a mystifying cover for the social forces which cause and benefit from the contingent emergence of masochistic attachments (i.e. sadistic power apparatuses).  One could compare this remark to Butler's claim that Žižek 'defends the trauma of the real... over and against a different kind of threat'115
Zizek’s alternative is pessimistic and authoritarian – his theory precludes democratic politics.

Breger, 01 Assistant Professor of Germanic Studies at Indiana, 2001 (Claudia, Diacritics 31.1 (2001) 73-90, "The Leader's Two Bodies: Slavoj Zizek's Postmodern Political Theology," project muse) 

More than ten years later—after a decade of authoritarian rule, war, and genocide in former Yugoslavia—recent revolutionary events in Serbia once more allow one to hope for a thorough democratization of the region. In a newspaper article evaluating the uprising, however, Zizek warned that these hopes might be premature: while Milosevic could find his new role as "a Serbian Jesus Christ," taking upon him all the "sins" committed by his people, Kostunica and his "democratic" nationalism might represent "nothing but Milosevic in the 'normal' version, without the excess" [Zizek, "Gewalt"].  Zizek was not alone in warning that the new government in Yugoslavia might not bring an end to Serbian nationalist politics. The pessimistic scenario Zizek evoked on this occasion, however, was not simply the result of his evaluation of the current political constellation in Serbia. Rather, the fantasy of the necessary return of the leader is connected to his political theory—a theory that does not allow for more optimistic scenarios of democratization and the diminution of nationalism in society. My reading of Zizek's work thus argues for a reevaluation of his theory in terms of its implicit authoritarian politics. The need for such a reevaluation is also suggested by Laclau toward the end of his recent exchange with Judith Butler and Zizek when he admits that "the more our discussions progressed, the more I realized that my sympathy for Zizek's politics was largely the result of a mirage" [Laclau, "Constructing Universality" 292]. Laclau now criticizes Zizek's radical Marxist rhetoric by suggesting that he "wants to do away with liberal democratic regimes" without specifying a political alternative [289], and describes Zizek's discourse as "schizophrenically split between a highly sophisticated Lacanian analysis and an insufficiently deconstructed traditional Marxism" [205]. On [End Page 73] the other hand, he also problematizes Zizek's "psychoanalytic discourse" as "not truly political" [289]. My argument primarily starts from this latter point: the antidemocratic—and, as I will argue, both antifeminist and anti-Semitic—moment of Zizek's theory is to be located not only in the way he performs Marxism, but also in the way he performs Lacanian psychoanalysis. While, in other words, Zizek's skepticism vis-à-vis democracy is obviously informed by, and inseparable from, Marxist critiques of "liberal," "representative" democracy, his failure to elaborate alternative visions of political change towards egalitarian and/or plural scenarios of society cannot be explained solely by his Marxist perspective.. 

2AC: Essentialism Turn

The alternative links to the critique: the Lacanian notion of a “constitutive element” that is at the root of all political fantasy is just as essentialist as they claim the affirmative to be. 

Robinson (PhD Political Theory, University of Nottingham) 05 (Theory and Event, Andrew, 8:1, The Political Theory of Constitutive Lack: A Critique). 

Lacanians assume that the idea of a founding negativity is not essentialist, whereas any idea of an autonomous positive or affirmative force, even if constructed as active, undefinable, changing and/or incomplete, is essentialist. The reason Lacanians can claim to be "anti-essentialist" is that there is a radical rupture between the form and content of Lacanian theory.   The "acceptance of contingency" constructed around the idea of "constitutive lack" is a closing, not an opening, gesture, and is itself "essentialist" and non-contingent.  Many Lacanian claims are not at all contingent, but are posited as ahistorical absolutes.  To take an instance from Mouffe's work, 'power and antagonism' are supposed to have an 'ineradicable character' so that 'any social objectivity is constituted through acts of power' and will show traces of exclusions.  One could hardly find a clearer example anywhere of a claim about a fixed basic structure of Being.  One could also note again the frequency of words such as "all" and "always" in the Lacanian vocabulary.  Ludwig Wittgenstein argues that 'if someone wished to say: "There is something common to all these constructions - namely the disjunction of all their common properties" - I should reply: Now you are only playing with words'77.  Lacanian theory seems, indeed, to be treating disjunction as a basis for similarity, thus simply "playing with words"."contingency" embraced in Lacanian theory is not an openness which exceeds specifiable positivities, but a positivity posing as negativity.  The relationship between contingency and "constitutive lack" is like the relationship between Germans and "Germanness", or tables and "tableness", in the work of Barthes.  One could speak, therefore, of a "lack-ness" or a "contingency-ness" or an "antagonism-ness" in Lacanian political theory, and of this theory as a claim to fullness with this reified "lack-ness" as one of the positive elements within the fullness.  One sometimes finds direct instances of such mythical vocabulary, as for instance when Stavrakakis demands acknowledgement of 'event-ness and negativity'78.  Indeed, it is an especially closed variety of fullness, with core ideas posited as unquestionable dogmas and the entire structure virtually immune to falsification. 

Their alternative links to the critique.  Their claim is that the aff is a quest for a new-master signifier that will fail because of the inevitable re-emergence of the Real.  However, that statement is itself, a new master-signifier. 

Robinson (PhD Political Theory, University of Nottingham) 05 (Theory and Event, Andrew, 8:1, The Political Theory of Constitutive Lack: A Critique). 

The gap between the two kinds of contingency is also suggested by the Lacanian insistence on the "need" for a master-signifier (or "nodal point"), i.e. a particular signifier which fills the position of universality, a 'symbolic injunction which relies only on its own act of enunciation'116.  It is through such a gesture that one establishes a logic of sameness, and such a logic seems to be desired by Lacanians.  Butler remarks that Žižek's text is a 'project of mastery' and a discourse of the law in which 'the "contingency" of language is mastered in and by a textual practice which speaks as the law'. He demands a '"New Harmony", sustained by a newly emerged Master-Signifier'.  This insistence on a master-signifier is an anti-contingent gesture, especially in its rejection of the multiordinality of language.  It is, after all, this multiordinality (the possibility of making a statement about any other statement) which renders language an open rather than a closed system.  The "need" for a master-signifier seems to be a "need" to restore an illusion of closure, the "need" for metacommunication to operate in a repressive rather than an open way.  This "need" arises because the mythical concept of "constitutive lack" is located in an entire mythical narrative in which it relates to other abstractions.  In the work of Laclau and Mouffe, this expresses itself in the demand for a "hegemonic" agent who contingently expresses the idea of social order "as such". One should recall that such an order is impossible, since antagonism is constitutive of social relations, and that the hegemonic gesture therefore requires an exclusion.  Thus, the establishment of a hegemonic master-signifier is merely a useful illusion.  The alternative to demanding a master-signifier - an illusion of order where there is none - would be to reject the pursuit of the ordering function itself, and to embrace a "rhizomatic" politics which goes beyond this pursuit.  In Laclau and Mouffe's work, however, the "need" for a social order, and a state to embody it, is never questioned, and, even in Zizek's texts, the "Act" which smashes the social order is to be followed by a necessary restoration of order118.  This necessity is derived ontologically: people are, says Žižek, 'in need of firm roots'119.  The tautological gesture of establishing a master-signifier by restrospectively positing conditions of an object as its components, thereby 'blocking any further inquiry into the social meaning' of what it quilts (i.e. repressive metacommunication), is a structural necessity120.  This is because 'discourse itself is in its fundamental structure "authoritarian"'.  The role of the analyst is not to challenge the place of the master, but to occupy it in such a way as to expose its underlying contingency121.  The master-signifier, also termed the One, demonstrates the centrality of a logic of place in Lacanian theory.  Lacanians assume that constitutive lack necessitates the construction of a positive space which a particular agent can fill (albeit contingently), which embodies the emptiness/negativity as such.  Therefore, the commitment to master-signifiers and the state involves a continuation of an essentialist image of positivity, with "lack" operating structurally as the master-signifier of Lacanian theory itself (not as a subversion of positivity, but as a particular positive element). The idea of "constitutive lack" is supposed to entail a rejection of neutral and universal standpoints, and it is this rejection which constructs it as an "anti-essentialist" position.  In practice, however, Lacanians restore the idea of a universal framework through the backdoor.  Beneath the idea that "there is no neutral universality" lurks a claim to know precisely such a "neutral universality" and to claim a privileged position on this basis.  A consistent belief in contingency and "anti-essentialism" entails scepticism about the idea of constitutive lack.  After all, how does one know that the appearance that 'experience' shows lack to be constitutive reflects an underlying universality, as opposed to the contingent or even simulated effects of a particular discourse or episteme?  Alongside its opponents, shouldn't Lacanian theory also be haunted by its own fallibility and incompletion?  There is a paradox in the idea of radical choice, for it is unclear whether Lacanians believe this should be applied reflexively.  Is the choice of Lacanian theory itself an ungrounded Decision?  If so, the theory loses the universalist status it implicitly claims.  If not, it would seem to be the kind of structural theory it attacks.  A complete structural theory would seem to assume an extra-contingent standpoint, even if the structure includes a reference to constitutive lack.  Such a theory would seem to be a radical negation of the incompletion of "I don't know".

9/11 Arguments Bad

Zizek’s arguments about 9/11 fail to recognize that the shock of the attack was not in its simulated nature but in its impact on real people.  We need to focus on the actual effects of violence. 

Crosswhite, 01 (Associate Professor of English at University of Oregon, 2001 Jim, “A Response to Slavoj Zizek's "Welcome to the Desert of the Real!",” September 25, http://www.uoregon.edu/~jcross/response_to_zizek.htm)

But to say that what happened on September 11 is like the scene in the Matrix where Morpheus introduces the Keanu Reeves character to the "desert of the real" is to say something that belongs on a Fox Network talk show. For what Americans is it true that the events of September 11 broke into an "insulated artificial universe" that generated an image of a diabolical outsider? Let's not consider the 5,000 incinerated and dismembered men and women and children who suffered from disease and injury like all people, who cleaned toilets and coughed up phlegm and changed diapers and actually occupied with what was once their real bodies those towers which, for Zizek, stand for virtual capitalism. They can't be the ones whose delusions generated the fantasy of a diabolical outsider. None of them, none of their surviving children, none of their fellow citizens fantasized Bin Laden's ruling that it is an individual duty for every Muslim who can do it in any country in which it is possible to do it, to kill the Americans, military and civilians. So for whom has the fantastic "outside" broken in and smashed, with "shattering impact," an immaterial world of delusion? For whom does Osama Bin Laden appear as a character from a James Bond film? For whom did the events of September 11 arrive with the painful awareness that we were living in an artificial insulated reality? For whom do the people and events in this massacre of innocents appear solely in the shapes of film and television? Perhaps, perhaps the Americans living in an insulated, artificial reality are the characters in American television shows and in increasingly intertextual American films. Perhaps these are the Americans Zizek is listening to, watching, imagining. But here is the true "shattering impact:" that 5,000 innocent people who lived real lives in real, vulnerable human bodies, who bore real children, suffered real disease and injury and pain, bled real blood; 5,000 real people who helped to sustain a cosmopolitan city of millions and millions of other real people of different ethnic groups and religions and languages, real citizens who had achieved a great measure of peace and hope, who had been slowly and successfully bringing down the New York City crime rate; that 5,000 of these people would have their real bodies and lives erased in a matter of minutes, and that only body parts, the vapors of the incinerated, and the grieving and the sorrowful and the orphans would remain. This is the shock. This is the disbelief. Not the shattering of an illusion but the shattering of those real people and their real bodies. Not the shattering of a virtual reality, but the erasing of what was real. This is why the people of New York wept in the streets, why the tears and grief will continue. And this is why, in their grief, the survivors will struggle to preserve a memory of what was real, and to keep this memory of what was real from evanescing into someone else's symbol, or fantasy, or tool. Were the real lives they led less real for any happiness or peace they achieved? Are the unfathomable sufferings of Rwanda and what happened in Sarajevo to be the measure of what is most real? And yet in Zizek's writing, what happened on September 11 is not real but symbolic, as it seems to have been for the murderers, too: "the actual effect of these bombings is much more symbolic than real." We are just "getting a taste of" what goes on around the world "on a daily basis." OK, perhaps we are insulated and ignorant. But where are 5,000 innocents being incinerated by murderers on a daily basis? If Zizek is saying that Americans should be more knowledgeable about the lives and sufferings of other peoples whose lives and sufferings are entangled with America's own history, then who would disagree? If Zizek is saying that American power and its direct involvement in international affairs create a special responsibility for our educational systems and our media to provide us with a knowledge of global matters that we have not yet achieved, then who would disagree? If he is saying that Americans should comprehend more deeply how people in other parts of the world comprehend us, once more, who would disagree? If he is saying that real understanding of geographically distant others is endangered and distorted by the fantasies of film and television, are there educated Americans who have not heard this? Is the struggle to educate a democratic citizenship adequate to our time and the realities of globalization unique to the United States? That would be hard to believe. However, it must be conceded by all that the U.S. faces one special difficulty and so a special but obligatory struggle here. Many of its citizens will never have a first hand experience of Europe or the Middle East or Africa or Asia or even South America. I can drive or fly 3,000 miles and never leave my country. At best, I can get to Mexico or Canada. This would take someone living in France through all of Europe and into central Asia, or into the center of Africa. The problems of truly comprehending these others whose languages are rarely spoken anywhere near you and into whose actual presence you will never come are not trivial. But Zizek seems to be saying something more than all of this. He seems to know more than most of us know. He knows that "the ultimate truth of the capitalist utilitarian de-spiritualized universe is the de-materialization of the 'real life' itself, its reversal into a spectral show." This is difficult to comprehend. Is this the "ultimate truth" about a real nation, about real people, about a real, existing economic system, about an ethical theory, about a fantasy of real people, or about movies or television or what? The problem may be that many of us cannot imagine that "capitalism" (is it one thing?), which is after all something historical, has an "ultimate truth." And it is difficult to understand what he is asking at the end: "Or will America finally risk stepping through the fantasmatic screen separating it from the Outside World, accepting its arrival into the Real world, making the long-overdue move from 'A thing like this should not happen HERE!' to 'A thing like this should not happen ANYWHERE!'." Of course, to abandon the "here" for the "anywhere" would be foolish. We are in real bodies in real places with real limitations and with real work to do. It is not simply a "fantasmatic screen" that deeply attaches people in a unique way to the sufferings of their neighbors and their fellow citizens. But the demand that Zizek makes is neither unfamiliar nor inappropriate. It is more than worth pursuing. What can we do to work to see that what the people of New York City suffered on September 11 does not happen anywhere, neither in the U.S. nor anywhere else? The reactions of the American government now threaten regions all over the world and seriously threaten liberty and privacy and tolerance in the United States. The American past carries humanitarian successes and catastrophic failures and genocide. Perhaps fantastic critique has a role to play. Certainly we must struggle to sustain serious social criticism through threatening times, but unless we are simply displaying critical virtuosity, we must achieve a kind of criticism that is reasonably concrete, less pretending to ultimate truths of history, more capable of acknowledging the real suffering of real people, criticism that is not too proud to descend to the practicable. What do we seek now? First, to avert a catastrophe. We must undo the terrorist networks and prevent American anger and power from leading us into the catastrophic roles that seem to have been scripted for us. Five thousand innocents are murdered in New York City. That is more than enough. Every dead innocent fuels more anger, either from the powerless or from the powerful. Averting an escalation of global violence is the immediate and pressing task. Undoing and weakening the terrorist networks, withdrawing support from them, arresting the guilty—everyone who is not already a monster must be persuaded to join in this. 

Zizek isn’t Zizekian enough

Zizek’s philosophy undermines itself – doesn’t go far enough

Dean 9

Jodi, co-editor of Theory and Event, teaches political theory at Hobart and William Smith Colleges in Geneva, New York. She is Erasmus Professor of the Humanities in the Faculty of Philosophy at Erasmus University in Rotterdam, the Netherlands. Her book, Democracy and Other Neoliberal Fantasies, is forthcoming from Duke University Press in Fall, 2009. “Again and Again and Again: Real Materialism” Volume 12, Issue 1, 2009, Project Muse
First, with his emphasis on inclusion, Žižek joins the ranks of the liberals and multiculturalists he’s been attacking for over twenty years. Inclusion is one of their buzzwords: what really matters is making sure everyone is included, every voice is heard, everyone is part of the process, in what may well be the ultimate children’s version of politics—they aren’t letting me play! Agamben provides a more interesting and subtle account as he considers Schmitt’s idea of inclusion by means of an exclusion. Rancière’s aesthetic politics of visibility is likewise a clear improvement over Žižek’s version of included/excluded insofar as it takes up the regime governing visibility and invisibility. For example, women weren’t excluded from politics prior to winning the right to vote. They were included—and visible as—mothers, whores, royalty, workers, and slaves. Exposure was a part of their political existence and a form of their inclusion. Indeed, even the most conventional versions of democratic theory involve more than the simple opposition between inclusion and exclusion as they consider how individuals, groups, ideas, objects, interests, needs, etc. are included. What discursive arrangements of truth and falsity, what regimes of power/knowledge, what suppositions of civilized and barbaric produce the positions into which something is included? How do forms of resistance and transgression already presuppose—and hence include—a person, thing, fantasy, or idea? Reducing the complexity of urbanization under neoliberalism, Žižek opposes the contemporary society of “total control” to territories from which control has been withdrawn and which are hence outside the law (426). He thereby fails to attend to his own best insights about control itself: never total, always fragile and in process, always and necessarily politically ambiguous. While Žižek is right to point to slums as potential evental sites, he jumps too quickly to the conclusion that what is to be done is the organization and discipline of slumdwellers, their incorporation into the state and its regimes of property and surveillance. What about the way that the sheer mass of slumdwellers, their ultimate inability to be counted, disrupts the most basic suppositions of capitalist economics (economists cannot formally account for the ways that millions of urban poor are able to survive on less than the minimum income deemed necessary for survival) as well as state authority? Žižek’s formulation of the fundamental antagonism in terms of inclusion and exclusion pulls back from his emphasis on class struggle as the underlying antagonism constitutive of the social. Correlative to this retreat is a second one that rests similarly uneasily with Žižek’s bold appeal to the dictatorship of the proletariat—a retreat from state intervention in the economy. Žižek writes: “the solution is not to limit the market and private property by direct interventions of the state and state ownership” (429). What, then, does he expect his dictators to do? States already intervene in economies. Why not carry out this intervention for the sake of the part of no-part? Without this basic supposition, the dictatorship of the proletariat is not just empty rhetoric; it’s incoherent, repetition as farce. One brief example: Žižek gives Badiou the last word, repeating on the final page his four moments of the eternal Idea of revolutionary-egalitarian justice. Not one is possible without limiting the market and private property by direction interventions of the state and state ownership. So Žižek glosses egalitarian injustice with the idea of imposing “the same worldwide norms of per capita energy consumption, carbon dioxide emissions, and so on.” Similarly, his example of voluntarism is confronting ecological catastrophe “by means of large-scale collective decisions which run counter to the ‘spontaneous’ immanent logic of capitalist development” (461). Unless the dictatorship of the proletariat is not just a radical term for the ever-popular global civil society (a global civil society as defanged as Critchley’s comic anarchists, insofar as it is barred from limiting the market), it cannot not intervene in the economy. Finally, a third failure occurs in the context of Žižek’s reply to Stavrakaksis where he clarifies his criticism of Badiou. Badiou has warned of the totalitarian danger of enforcing a truth on a situation in neglect of the multiplicity of reality that resists subsumption under a truth-procedure. Žižek’s disagreement hinges on the incompatibility between the notion of truth and excessive enforcement. He rejects the notion that one can excessively enforce a truth. Žižek writes: “a Truth is never enforced, because the moment the fidelity to Truth functions as an excessive enforcement, we are no longer dealing with a Truth, with fidelity to a Truth-Event” (In Defense of Lost Causes, 307). Žižek’s argument here neglects the retroactive temporality of the event, the openness of the future into the past. What may seem just right at one point in time may later seem excessive and what now is clearly excessive may later seem just right (George W. Bush relied on just such ontological indeterminacy in his continued defense of the invasion of Iraq). Žižek’s example of Stalinism is particularly problematic. Stalinism enforced a truth that was not a truth, “the vision of a centralized planned economy.” Thus, “the resistance of reality against it was a sign of its own falsity” (307). The oddness of Žižek’s point here stems from the fact that nowhere in his discussion of Stalinism does he identify the vision of a centralized planned economy as its central truth. Rather, he describes Stalinism in terms of its restoration of humanism and retreat from modernism (Pushkin over Akhmatova, Socialist Realism over Rayonism etc). He argues that Stalinism failed as a bureaucratic form, relying instead on violence, personal relations, irrationality, old nationalist sentiments, and the fantasy--with accompanying attempts at realization--that Stalin was personally involved in all sorts of specific low-level decisions. The truth of centralized planning was not enforced. Why is resistance to central economic planning a viable indicator that central economic planning is not a truth? In the endnotes, Žižek admits that it isn’t--there is a difference between resistance by the people and resistance by the enemy. And he qualifies the Stalinist example by explaining that it is not exactly that the people resisted, it was rather that they were inert. But his own account of the Stalinist period belies this claim: there were all sorts of different mobilizations of people alive and well in the Stalinist period, from Stakhanovites to organized anti-fascists in the camps, even to the lower cadres mobilized against the upper echelons of the Party during the purges. Žižek’s claim that “the resistance of reality against it [central economic planning] was a sign of its own falsity” relies on premises he normally rejects, primarily, the possibility of totalizing “reality,” a presumption that reality is not the same as the big Other, the existence of the people, and the possibility of a people that is transparent to itself, that somehow knows the truth. All of these assumptions are ones he has already persuasively argued against. Is it not possible that fighting the inertia of the people is a central element of revolutionary activity, that revolution is the activity of creating a new people and that this is precisely where Stalinism failed? In sum, Žižek’s claim that Truth is incompatible with excessive enforcement is unconvincing. Excessive enforcement is necessary, which is why the dictatorship of the proletariat is so risky, why politics is terrifying, but ultimately open, contingent, untotalizable. If one can’t excessively enforce a truth what can one excessively enforce? Try again. Fail again. Fail better. 

AT: Not Our Zizek

Zizek’s distinction between his politics and bad politics is utterly nonsensical.

Andrew Robinson, Ph.D. Candidate in the School of Politics at the University of Nottingham, and Simon Tormey, Professor of Politics and Critical Theory at the University of Nottingham, 2004 (“Zizek Is Not A Radical,” an earlier version of an article that appears in Thesis Eleven, Available Online at http://homepage.ntlworld.com/simon.tormey/articles/Zizeknotradical.pdf, Accessed 01-20-2009)

How does Zizek distinguish his 'leftist' politics from 'rightist' alternatives which would equally meet the formal criteria of an Act?  He introduces the idea of the 'false Act' (or 'rightist suspension of the ethical') to deal with this problem.  False acts, such as the Nazi seizure of power and the bombing of Afghanistan, have the formal structure of an Act, but are false because they involve impotent acting-out against a pseudo-enemy, and therefore do not traverse the actual social fantasy.99  Their function, rather, is to preserve the system through the acting-out.100  One can tell a true Act from a false Act by assessing whether an act is truly negative, i.e. negates all prior standards,101 and by whether it emerges from the actual void in a situation,102 which is always a single 'touchy nodal point ... which decides where one 'truly stands'.103  This is problematic because Zizek here introduces external criteria while elsewhere stating that the Act must negate all such criteria.  Furthermore, if the authenticity of an Act is dependent on an empirical assessment of where the actual social void is, then Zizek's account of the Act as the assertion of a Truth over and against the facts is undermined.

AT: Zizek’s Examples

Zizek’s reliance on argument-by-example reveals the bankruptcy of his ideas – do not evaluate their witty examples.

Geoffrey Galt Harpham, President and Director of the National Humanities Center, 2003 (“Doing the Impossible: Slavoj Zizek and the End of Knowledge,” Critical Inquiry, Volume 29, Number 3, Spring, Available Online at http://www.uchicago.edu/research/jnl-crit-inq/issues/v29/v29n3.harpham1.html, Accessed 01-06-2009)

Examples are supposed to make things clear, but Zizek’s cascading examples have a de‐clarifying effect that extends well beyond the particular principle‐instance dyad. If the conventional use of examples presupposes a metaphysics of meaning and, in the background, an orderly hegemonic social system, Zizek’s examples, which reflect neither a metaphysics nor a physics of meaning, with neither idea nor material instance dominating, imply a far more uncertain and volatile arrangement of forces. In one respect, the bracing implication of his practice is that the world is full of thought, suffused with concept in ways we never suspected; the opportunities for theory expand as the domain of the meaningful is enlarged in a way that betokens a world of possibility. But, in another respect, his examples suggest a closed universe, in which nothing is permitted to be random; constant theorizing is obligatory and simple perception requires the positing of connections between formal matrices and contingent particulars. A virtually totalitarian world in which everything is connected and significant looms up behind his texts, which seem to be produced by a mind that is radical to a suffocating degree.9 In Zizek, pleasures and duties are, like examples and concepts, ambiguously intermixed, as he relentlessly extracts conceptual implications from the most random dreck of culture and discovers material or contingent impurities in every theoretical notion.

**LANGUAGE KS*

Policy Paralysis/Cede the Political

Abstaining from bad words fails – the quest for linguistic purity is totalitarian. It lets others fill in the blanks and paralyzes politics. 

Schram, 95, prof social theory and policy @ Bryn Mawr College, ‘95 (Sanford F. Schram, professor of social theory and policy at Bryn Mawr College, 1995, words of welfare: The Poverty of Social Science and the Social Science of Poverty, pg. 20-26 

The sounds of silence are several in poverty research. Whereas many welfare policy analysts are constrained by economistic-therapeutic-manage- na1 discourse, others find themselves silenced by a politics of euphemisms. The latter suggests that if only the right words can be found, then political change will quickly follow. This is what happens when a good idea goes bad, when the interrogation of discourse collapses into the valorization of terminological distinctions.' Recently, I attended a conference of social workers who were part of a network of agencies seeking to assist homeless youths. A state legislator addressed the group and at one point in the question-and-answer period commiserated with one professional about how the by then well- accepted phrase children at risk ought to be dropped, for it is pejorative. The legislator preferred children under stress as a more "politically correct" euphemism. Much discussion ensued regarding how to categorize clients so as to neither patronize nor marginalize them. No one, however, mentioned the reifying effects of all categorization, or how antiseptic language only exacerbates the problem by projecting young people in need onto one or another dehumanizing dimension of therapeutic discourse.' No one suggested that although isolated name changes may be a necessary part of political action, they are insufficient by themselves. No one emphasized the need for renamings that destabilize prevailing institutional practices.' Instead, a science of renaming seemed to displace a politics of interrogation. A fascination with correcting the terms of interpersonal communication had replaced an interest in the critique of structure. A comfort in dealing with discourse in the most narrow and literal sense had replaced an interest in the broader discursive structures that set the terms for reproducing organized daily life. I was left to question how discourse and structure need to be seen as connected before reflection about poverty can inform political action.' The deconstruction of prevailing discursive structures helps politicize the institutionalized practices that inhibit alternative ways of constructing social relations.5 Isolated acts of renaming, however, are unlikely to help promote political change if they are not tied to interrogations of the structures that serve as the interpretive context for making sense of new terms.' This is especially the case when renamings take the form of euphemisms designed to make what is described appear to be consonant with the existing order. In other words, the problems of a politics of renaming are not confined to the left, but are endemic to what amounts to a classic American practice utilized across the political spectrum.' Homeless, welfare, and family planning provide three examples of how isolated in- stances of renaming fail in their efforts to make a politics out of sanitizing language. Reconsidering the Politics of Renaming Renaming can do much to indicate respect and sympathy. It may strategically recast concerns so that they can be articulated in ways that are more appealing and less dismissive. Renaming the objects of political contestation may help promote the basis for articulating latent affinities among disparate political constituencies. The relentless march of renamings can help denaturalize and delegitimate ascendant categories and the constraints they place on political possibility. At the moment of fissure, destabilizing renamings have the potential to encourage reconsideration of how biases embedded in names are tied to power relations." Yet isolated acts of renaming do not guarantee that audiences will be any more predisposed to treat things differently than they were before. The problem is not limited to the political reality that dominant groups possess greater resources for influencing discourse. Ascendant political economies, such as liberal postindustrial capitalism, whether understood structurally or discursively, operate as institutionalized systems of interpretation that can subvert the most earnest of renamings." It is just as dangerous to suggest that paid employment exhausts possibilities for achieving self-sufficiency as to suggest that political action can be meaningfully confined to isolated renamings.'° Neither the workplace nor a name is the definitive venue for effectuating self-worth or political intervention." Strategies that accept the prevailing work ethos will continue to marginalize those who cannot work, and increasingly so in a post- industrial economy that does not require nearly as large a workforce as its industrial predecessor. Exclusive preoccupation with sanitizing names over- looks the fact that names often do not matter to those who live out their lives according to the institutionalized narratives of the broader political economy, whether it is understood structurally or discursively, whether it is monolithically hegemonic or reproduced through allied, if disparate, practices. What is named is always encoded in some publicly accessible and ascendent discourse." Getting the names right will not matter if the names are interpreted according to the institutionalized insistences of organized society." Only when those insistences are relaxed does there emerge the possibility for new names to restructure daily practices. Texts, as it now has become notoriously apparent, can be read in many ways, and they are most often read according to how prevailing discursive structures provide an interpretive context for reading diem. 14 The meanings implied by new names of necessity overflow their categorizations, often to be reinterpreted in terms of available systems of intelligibility (most often tied to existing institutions). Whereas re- naming can maneuver change within the interstices of pervasive discursive structures, renaming is limited in reciprocal fashion. Strategies of containment that seek to confine practice to sanitized categories appreciate the discursive character of social life, but insufficiently and wrongheadedly. I do not mean to suggest that discourse is dependent on structure as much as that structures are hegemonic discourses. The operative structures reproduced through a multitude of daily practices and reinforced by the efforts of aligned groups may be nothing more than stabilized ascendent discourses." Structure is the alibi for discourse. We need to destabilize this prevailing interpretive context and the power plays that reinforce it, rather than hope that isolated acts of linguistic sanitization will lead to political change. Interrogating structures as discourses can politicize the terms used to fix meaning, produce value, and establish identity. Denaturalizing value as the product of nothing more than fixed interpretations can create new possibilities for creating value in other less insistent and injurious ways. The discursively/structurally reproduced reality of liberal capitalism as deployed by power blocs of aligned groups serves to inform the existentially lived experiences of citizens in the contemporary postindustrial order." The powerful get to reproduce a broader context that works to reduce the dissonance between new names and established practices. As long as the prevailing discursive structures of liberal capitalism create value from some practices, experiences, and identities over others, no matter how often new names are insisted upon, some people will continue to be seen as inferior simply because they do not engage in the same practices as those who are currently dominant in positions of influence and prestige. Therefore, as much as there is a need to reconsider the terms of debate, to interrogate the embedded biases of discursive practices, and to resist living out the invidious distinctions that hegemonic categories impose, there are real limits to what isolated instances of renaming can accomplish. 

Perm

Perm – combining discursive change with action is key to accurate representation and successfully addressing material inequalities.

Swartz, 06 Ph.D. in Communication from Purdue University in 1995, 2006, (Omar, “Social justice and communication scholarship,” pg. 43-44)

The reason such rhetorical criticism does not necessarily produce social change is because of the great divide between the symbolic and material worlds. As Cloud (1994) persuasively argued, although the study of rhetoric is “vital to the projects of critique and social change … discourse is not the only thing that ‘matters’ in these projects” (p. 141). She cautioned against falling victim to the “materiality of discourse hypothesis”: the belief that “discourse itself is influential or even constitutive of social and material reality” (p. 141). The materiality of discourse hypothesis draws no distinction between symbolic and material acts, because reality is viewed as being a discursive formation. However, as McGee (1986) pointed out: Action is doing to the world, the chopping of trees. … There is a tremendous gulf between action and discourse, the distance between murder, for example, and the “symbolic killing” of name-calling. In truth, the only actions that consist in discourse are performed on discourse itself. Speech will not fell a tree, and one cannot write a house to dwell in. One can act through discourse on discourse to guide or control the meaning people see in selected representations of the world. Discursive action, however, always stands in anticipation of its consequences, an act that requires additional acts before one is clear that it was ever more than “mere talk.” (p. 122) Hence, as Cloud (1994) maintained, When discourse counts as material, emancipation is seemingly possible in “mere talk” (p. 154), but it is not only discourses and codes from which many people need liberation. A politics of discourse … assumes that those who are oppressed or exploited need discursive redefinition of their identities, rather than transformation of their material conditions as a primary task (p. 157). Cloud pointed out that “to say that hunger and war are rhetorical is to state the obvious; to suggest that rhetoric is all they are is to leave critique behind” (p. 159). Thus, criticism alone, the textualizing of politics, as Farrell (1993) called it, does not produce social change unless it leads “to some kind of concrete oppositional action – a successful strike, a demonstration that builds a mass movement, or other collective and effective refusal of the prevailing social order” (Cloud, 1994, p. 151); that is, action that results in changes in the material world. As Wander (1984) exclaimed, “Cries of help call for much more than appreciation” (p. 199)

Opposing discursive interpretations result in a deadlock – only reaching a consensus through the perm allows for successful solutions and effective critical analysis.

Carr, 89 Prof of Philosophy of Edu @ U. of Sheffield UK, 89 (Wilfred, “The Idea of an Educational Science,” Journal of Philosophy of Education, Vd. 23, No. 1, p 34 1989 http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/119440829/abstract)

But such discourse, Habermas notes, can only proceed if participants are satisfied that certain claims about the validity of what is being said are being met. These “validity claims”-that what is being said is comprehensible, that any factual assertions being made are true, that what is being said is in the context appropriate and justified, and that a speaker is being sincere and not trying to deceive the listener-are thus built into the very structure of discursive language. Hence, the very act of engaging in discourse presupposes a “communicative rationality” such that any agreement reached through a discussion in which these four validity claims are met constitutes what Habermas calls a “rational consensus”-an agreement arising precisely because  “the force of the better argument” has been allowed to prevail.  Habermas recognises, of course, that this kind of purely rational discourse does not describe the way in which disagreements are actually resolved. It nevertheless, creates the image of what Habermas calls an “ideal speech situation”-a social context in which constraints on free and open dialogue have been excluded and in which impediments to rational argumentation and deliberation have been removed. Thus, by their very use of language, individuals reveal an unavoidable allegiance to those forms of social life in which human reason has been “emancipated” from the corrupting influence of tradition and ideology-precisely the form of social life which a critical social science seeks to create.

Generic

Suppressing language because it is offensive preserves its injurious meaning – using the words in new ways makes them more humane.

Kurtz and Oscarson 03 (Anna and Christopher, Members of National Council of Teachers of English Conference on College Composition and Communication, “BookTalk: Revising the Discourse of Hate,” ProQuest)

However, Butler also argues that the daily, repeated use of words opens a space for another, more empowering kind of performance. This alternative performance, Butler insists, can be "the occasion for something we might still call agency, the repetition of an original subordination for another purpose, one whose future is partially open" (p. 38). To think of words as having an "open" future is to recognize that their authority lies less in their historical than in their present uses; it is to acknowledge that people can revise the meaning of words even as we repeat them; it is to embrace the notion that the instability of words opens the possibility that we can use them to (re)construct a more humane future for ourselves and others. Because words can be revised, Butler contends that it would be counterproductive simply to stop using terms that we would deem injurious or oppressive. For when we choose not to use offensive words under any circumstance, we preserve their existing meanings as well as their power to injure. If as teachers, for instance, we were simply to forbid the use of speech that is hurtful to LGBT students we would be effectively denying the fact that such language still exists. To ignore words in this way, Butler insists, won't make them go away. Butler thus suggests that we actually use these words in thoughtful conversation in which we work through the injuries they cause (p. 1.02). Indeed, Butler insists that if we are to reclaim the power that oppressive speech robs from us, we must use, confront, and interrogate terms like "queer." 
Censorship will be co-opted by conservative elements to destroy minority rights – instead language should be used to subvert the conventional meanings of the words.

Nye 99 (Andrea, Professor of Philosophy at the University of Wisconsin Whitewater, “Excitable Speech: A Politics of the Performative; In Pursuit of Privacy: Law, Ethics, and the Rise of Technology,” Jstor)
Once the state has the power to legislate what can be said and not said, she ar​gues, that power will be coopted by conservative elements to defeat liberal causes and minority rights. State power will also curtail the freedom of speech of private individuals that is the very basis for effective antidotes to derogatory name calling. DeCew, however, painstakingly reviews the legal and philosophical history of privacy rights as well as current debates about its scope and status before she takes on the question of whether feminists have any interest in preserving a private sphere. For DeCew, too, a major target is MacKinnon, specifically her argument that leaving alone the pri​vacy of home and family means leaving men alone to abuse and dominate women. DeCew argues that decisions that protect the use of sexually ex​plicit materials in the home, consensual sex practices in private, and per​sonal decisions about abortion are in the interest of women as well as men, even though in some cases, such as wife beating, there may be overriding considerations that justify state intervention. Both authors argue persuasively for a more careful look at the dangers lurking behind calls for state action. For Butler, the danger is that the state becomes arbiter of what is and is not permissible speech, allowing rulings that the erection of burning crosses by the Ku Klux Klan is protected speech but that artistic expressions of gay sexuality or statements of gay identity are actions rather than speech and so are not protected. The danger DeCew sees is that once the right to privacy is denied or narrowly defined, the state can, on the grounds of immorality, move into women's personal lives to interfere with sexual expression, whether homosexual or heterosex​ual, or with the right to choose an abortion established in Roe v. Wade. Both DeCew and Butler, however, provide alternative remedies for the admitted harm that state action is intended to redress. For DeCew, the right to privacy is not absolute; like freedom, it can be overridden by other rights —thus the state can intervene in domestic abuse cases because of the physical harm being done. Butler's remedy for harmful hate language is more deeply rooted in postmodern theories of the speaking subject. Given the postmodern view that the subject can never magisterially use a lan​guage with fixed meanings according to clear intentions, it is always pos​sible to subvert the conventional meanings of words. What is said as a derogatory slur—"nigger," "chick," "spic," or "gay," for example —can be "resignified," that is, returned in such a manner that its conventional mean​ing in practices of discrimination and abuse is subverted. Butler gives as examples the revalorization of terms like "black" or "gay," the satirical cita​tion of racial or sexual slurs, reappropriation in street language or rap mu​sic, and expressions of homosexual identity in art depicting graphic sex. These are expressions that any erosion in First Amendment rights might endanger.
Language =/= Violent

Language isn’t inherently violent – violence exists independent of it

Apressyan, 98, Ruben G. Chair – Department of Ethics – Institute of Philosophy in Moscow, Director – Research and Education Center for the Ethics of Nonviolence, and Professor of Moral Philosophy – Moscow Lomonosov State University, Peace Review, v. 10 i. 4, December, 

There is another aspect, however. Language per se is not violent; although, it easily may become an object of violence. This defenselessness against violence, means that violence exists beyond language. Speech is a prerogative of reason: violence is speechless. This means that violence has no need of language. With the help of language, violence may mark itself, give itself a kind of justification, allude to itself, or hide itself in various forms of reserve and awesomeness. Potential violence may resolve into speech or disembodied words. But in turn, words themselves, or words inserted into certain contexts or articulated with a certain intonation may appear as potentially violent. Thus language becomes a means of violence which "keeps silence." 

Alt = violent

Their efforts to represent those harmed by our language is EQUALLY violent as our use of certain words.  The alt cannot solve. 

Shapiro, 98, Professor of Political Science – University of Hawaii, “Representational Violence,” Peace Review v. 10 i. 4, Michael J.

Of late, critical and polemical commentaries aimed at politicizing language have been focused on the damaging effects of what Judith Butler has called "excitable speech," utterances intended to incite violence toward persons with recognizable social identities: religious groups, ethnic groups, and gays and lesbians, among others. Apart from the problem of neglecting the meaning slippage involved in assigning an unmediated causal effect to speech acts, the position of those who are arguing, for example, in favor of juridical responses to censor hate speech confronts a paradox. In order to militate against one kind of linguistic violence-the damaging effects of utterances on persons--they have to commit another kind of violence. By assigning a unitary identity to the targets of hate speech, the protectors of vulnerable bodies engage in a violence of representation. They must attribute to speech-act victims a unitary and unambiguously coherent identity; they must dissolve hybridities, turning pluralistic and contingent historical affiliations into essential characteristics. As a result, their arguments in favor of protecting the vulnerable reinforce the identity perspectives presupposed in the discourses they oppose.   The paradox evident in juridically oriented attempts to sanction hate speech is part of a more pervasive historical phenomenon toward which Jacques Derrida has pointed in his warning about attempts at definitively expunging violence. As he has famously put it, a commitment to total non-violence risks the "worst violence;" it perpetuates the illusion that an absolute peace is possible. Strategies for attaining such a peace have varied from the structural approach, e.g. the Hobbesian idea of concentrating violence at one point above the social formation, to the conceptual approach, e.g. the Kantian commitment to a universalizing cognitive enlargement at the levels of both the individual and global society. 

Discussions of linguistic violence have the potential to insight violence.

Apressyan, 98, Ruben G., Chair – Department of Ethics – Institute of Philosophy in Moscow, Director – Research and Education Center for the Ethics of Nonviolence, and Professor of Moral Philosophy – Moscow Lomonosov State University, Peace Review, v. 10 i. 4, December, CLASSIC MW/KL

The issue of linguistic violence is an issue of linguistic culture. Hence, any discussion of linguistic violence may be the cause for violence itself. This is the case because the language of violence can also be constructed, cultivated and exercised culturally. Finally, the issue of linguistic violence in the political sphere is ultimately an issue of openness and democracy in political discourse, in which various voices must be incorporated and where any political group and every citizen have an equal right to speak. But for such purposes, political discourse should be organized as a colloquium in the original sense of the word "colloquy." 

2AC: Backfire Turn

Free speech is critical—censorship will backfire on the left. 

Wilson, 2000 – Editor and Publisher of Illinois Academe – 2000 (John K. Wilson, “How the Left can Win Arguments and Influence People” p. 163)

The left must stand strongly on the side of free speech. Because there is so much censorship of progressive ideas, it can be tempting for the left to turn the tables and to try to silence far right advocates. But repression is unnecessary: progressive ideas are more popular than conservatives ones, and all the left needs to do is get a fair and open hearing.  Censorship is not only wrong, it’s also a losing strategy for the left. Progressive attract more attention if they’re the censors. Because conservative censorship is largely taken for granted, news about intolerance on the right isn’t usually publicized. But when someone on the left seems guilty of censorship, the rights publicity machine quickly starts up. That’s why the right was able to push the myth of political correctness in the 1990s and invent the idea of a wave of left-wing oppression sweeping college at a time when there was more freedom of thought than ever before, and infringement of free speech on campuses by conservative forces was more prevalent than anything committed by the left.  Progressives certainly need to better publicize incidents of censorship, but the left must also realize that the right will always win the suppression battles. It has all the resources and the media on its side. When some leftists are willing to make exceptions to the First Amendment to silence conservative hate mongers, it becomes even more difficult for progressive to draw attention to the censorship of left-wing ideas. The only winning strategy is to maintain a consistent commitment to freedom of speech.  
Preventing the use of representations precludes the possibility of giving them new meaning.

Butler, 97, Professor of Rhetoric and Comparative Literature – University of California-Berkeley, Excitable Speech: A Politics of the Performative p. 38 Judith

This story underscores the limits and risks of resignification as a strategy of opposition. I will not propose that the pedagogical recirculation of examples of hate speech always defeats the project of opposing and defusing such speech, but I want to underscore the fact that such terms carry connotations that exceed the purposes for which they may be intended and can thus work to afflict and defeat discursive efforts to oppose such speech. Keeping such terms unsaid and unsayable can also work to lock them in place, preserving their power to injure, and arresting the possibility of a reworking that might shift their context and purpose. That such language carries trauma is not a reason to forbid its use. There is no purifying language of its traumatic residue, and no way to work through trauma except through the arduous effort it takes to direct the course of its repetition. It may be chat trauma constitutes a strange kind of resource, and repetition, its vexed but promising instrument. After all, to be rained by another is traumatic: it is an act that precedes my will, an act that brings me into a linguistic world in which I might then begin to exercise agency at all. A founding subordination, and yet the scene of agency, is repeated in the ongoing interpellations of social life. This is what I have been called. Because I have been called something, I have been entered into linguistic life, refer to myself through the language given by the Other, but perhaps never quite in the same terms that my language mimes. The terms by which we are hailed arc rarely the ones we choose (and even when we try to impose protocols on how we are to be named, they usually fail); but these terms we never really choose arc the occasion for something we might still call agency, the repetition of an originary subordination for another purpose, one whose future is partially open.

XT: Backfire turn

Speech suppression fails and re-entrenches discriminatory practices – empirics prove. 
Strossen, 90, Nadine, Prof. Law @ NYU, General Counsel to the ACLU, 1990 (“FRONTIERS OF LEGAL THOUGHT II THE NEW FIRST AMENDMENT: REGULATING RACIST SPEECH ON CAMPUS: A MODEST PROPOSAL?” 1990 Duke L.J. 484) 

First, there is no persuasive psychological evidence that punishment for name-calling changes deeply held attitudes. To the contrary, psychological studies show that censored speech becomes more appealing and persuasive to many listeners merely by virtue of the censorship. n358 Nor is there any empirical evidence, from the countries that do outlaw racist speech, that censorship is an effective means to counter racism. For example, Great Britain began to prohibit racist defamation in [*555] 1965. n359 A quarter century later, this law has had no discernible adverse impact on the National Front and other neo-Nazi groups active in Britain. n360 As discussed above, n361 it is impossible to draw narrow regulations that precisely specify the particular words and contexts that should lead to sanctions. Fact-bound determinations are required. For this reason, authorities have great discretion in determining precisely which speakers and which words to punish. Consequently, even vicious racist epithets have gone unpunished under the British law. n362 Moreover, even if actual or threatened enforcement of the law has deterred some overt racist insults, that enforcement has had no effect on more subtle, but nevertheless clear, signals of racism. n363 Some observers believe that racism is even more pervasive in Britain than in the United States. n364 C. Banning Racist Speech Could Aggravate Racism For several reasons banning the symptom of racist speech may compound the underlying problem of racism. Professor Lawrence sets up a false dichotomy when he urges us to balance equality goals against free speech goals. Just as he observes that free speech concerns should be weighed on the pro-regulation, as well as the anti-regulation, side of the balance, n365 he should recognize that equality concerns weigh on the anti-regulation, as well as the pro-regulation, side. n366 [*556] The first reason that laws censoring racist speech may undermine the goal of combating racism flows from the discretion such laws inevitably vest in prosecutors, judges, and the other individuals who implement them. One ironic, even tragic, result of this discretion is that members of minority groups themselves -- the very people whom the law is intended to protect -- are likely targets of punishment. For example, among the first individuals prosecuted under the British Race Relations Act of 1965 n367 were black power leaders. n368 Their overtly racist messages undoubtedly expressed legitimate anger at real discrimination, yet the statute drew no such fine lines, nor could any similar statute possibly do so. Rather than curbing speech offensive to minorities, this British law instead has been regularly used to curb the speech of blacks, trade unionists, and anti-nuclear activists. n369 In perhaps the ultimate irony, this statute, which was intended to restrain the neo-Nazi National Front, instead has barred expression by the Anti-Nazi League. n370 The British experience is not unique. History teaches us that anti-hate speech laws regularly have been used to oppress racial and other minorities. For example, none of the anti-Semites who were responsible for arousing France against Captain Alfred Dreyfus were ever prosecuted for group libel. But Emile Zola was prosecuted for libeling the French clergy and military in his "J'Accuse," and he had to flee to England to escape punishment. n371 Additionally, closer to home, the very doctrines that Professor Lawrence invokes to justify regulating campus hate speech -- for example, the fighting words doctrine, upon which he [*557] chiefly relies -- are particularly threatening to the speech of racial and political minorities. n372 The general lesson that rules banning hate speech will be used to punish minority group members has proven true in the specific context of campus hate speech regulations. In 1974, in a move aimed at the National Front, the British National Union of Students (NUS) adopted a resolution that representatives of "openly racist and fascist organizations" were to be prevented from speaking on college campuses "by whatever means necessary (including disruption of the meeting)." n373 A substantial motivation for the rule had been to stem an increase in campus anti-Semitism. Ironically, however, following the United Nations' cue, n374 some British students deemed Zionism a form of racism beyond the bounds of permitted discussion. Accordingly, in 1975 British students invoked the NUS resolution to disrupt speeches by Israelis and Zionists, including the Israeli ambassador to England. The intended target of the NUS resolution, the National Front, applauded this result. However, the NUS itself became disenchanted by this and other unintended consequences of its resolution and repealed it in 1977. n375 The British experience under its campus anti-hate speech rule parallels the experience in the United States under the one such rule that has led to a judicial decision. During the approximately one year that the University of Michigan rule was in effect, there were more than twenty cases of whites charging blacks with racist speech. n376 More importantly, the only two instances in which the rule was invoked to sanction racist speech (as opposed to sexist and other forms of hate speech) involved the punishment of speech by or on behalf of black students. n377 Additionally, the only student who was subjected to a full-fledged disciplinary hearing [*558] under the Michigan rule was a black student accused of homophobic and sexist expression. n378 In seeking clemency from the sanctions imposed following this hearing, the student asserted he had been singled out because of his race and his political views. n379 Others who were punished for hate speech under the Michigan rule included several Jewish students accused of engaging in anti-Semitic expression n380 and an Asian-American student accused of making an anti-black comment. n381 Likewise, the student who recently brought a lawsuit challenging the University of Connecticut's hate speech policy, under which she had been penalized for an allegedly homophobic remark, was Asian-American. n382 She claimed that, among the other students who had engaged in similar expression, she had been singled out for punishment because of her ethnic background. n383 Professor Lawrence himself recognizes that rules regulating racist speech might backfire and be invoked disproportionately against blacks and other traditionally oppressed groups. Indeed, he charges that other university rules already are used to silence anti-racist, but not racist, speakers. n384 Professor Lawrence proposes to avoid this danger by excluding from the rule's protection "persons who were vilified on the basis of their membership in dominant majority groups." n385 Even putting aside the fatal first amendment flaws in such a radical departure from [*559] content- and viewpoint-neutrality principles, n386 the proposed exception would create far more problems of equality and enforceability than it would solve. n387 A second reason why censorship of racist speech actually may subvert, rather than promote, the goal of eradicating racism is that such censorship measures often have the effect of glorifying racist speakers. Efforts at suppression result in racist speakers receiving attention and publicity which they otherwise would not have garnered. As previously noted, psychological studies reveal that whenever the government attempts to censor speech, the censored speech -- for that very reason -- becomes more appealing to many people. n388 Still worse, when pitted against the government, racist speakers may appear as martyrs or even heroes. Advocates of hate speech regulations do not seem to realize that their own attempts to suppress speech increase public interest in the ideas they are trying to stamp out. Thus, Professor Lawrence wrongly suggests that the ACLU's defense of hatemongers' free speech rights "makes heroes out of bigots"; n389 in actuality, experience demonstrates that it is the attempt to suppress racist speech that has this effect, not the attempt to protect such speech. n390 There is a third reason why laws that proscribe racist speech could well undermine goals of reducing bigotry. As Professor Lawrence recognizes, [*560] given the overriding importance of free speech in our society, any speech regulation must be narrowly drafted. n391 Therefore, it can affect only the most blatant, crudest forms of racism. The more subtle, and hence potentially more invidious, racist expressions will survive. Virtually all would agree that no law could possibly eliminate all racist speech, let alone racism itself. If the marketplace of ideas cannot be trusted to winnow out the hateful, then there is no reason to believe that censorship will do so. The most it could possibly achieve would be to drive some racist thought and expression underground, where it would be more difficult to respond to such speech and the underlying attitudes it expresses. n392 The British experience confirms this prediction. n393 The positive effect of racist speech -- in terms of making society aware of and mobilizing its opposition to the evils of racism -- are illustrated by the wave of campus racist incidents now under discussion. Ugly and abominable as these expressions are, they undoubtedly have had the beneficial result of raising public consciousness about the underlying societal problem of racism. If these expressions had been chilled by virtue of university sanctions, then it is doubtful that there would be such widespread discussion on campuses, let alone more generally, about the real problem of racism. n394 Consequently, society would be less mobilized to attack this problem. Past experience confirms that the public airing of racist and other forms of hate speech catalyzes communal efforts to redress the bigotry that underlies such expression and to stave off any discriminatory conduct that might follow from it. n395 [*561] Banning racist speech could undermine the goal of combating racism for additional reasons. Some black scholars and activists maintain that an anti-racist speech policy may perpetuate a paternalistic view of minority groups, suggesting that they are incapable of defending themselves against biased expressions. n396 Additionally, an anti-hate speech policy stultifies the candid intergroup dialogue concerning racism and other forms of bias that constitutes an essential precondition for reducing discrimination. In a related vein, education, free discussion, and the airing of misunderstandings and failures of sensitivity are more likely to promote positive intergroup relations than are legal battles. The rules barring hate speech will continue to generate litigation and other forms of controversy that will exacerbate intergroup tensions. Finally, the censorship approach is diversionary. It makes it easier for communities to avoid coming to grips with less convenient and more expensive, but ultimately more meaningful, approaches for combating racial discrimination. 

2AC: Democracy Turn

Lack of freedom of speech enables genocide and the death of democracy

D'Souza, 96 Executive Director of Article 19, the International Centre Against Censorship. Public Hearing Committee on Foreign Affairs, Security and Defence Policy Subcommittee on Human Rights Brussels, 25 April 1996. “Freedom of Expression: The First Freedom?” Article 19, International Centre Against Censorship. http://www.europarl.europa.eu/hearings/19960425/droi/freedom_en.htm, Frances

There are undoubted connections between access to information, or rather the lack of it, and war, as indeed there are between poverty, the right to freedom of expression and development. One can argue that democracy aims to increase participation in political and other decision-making at all levels. In this sense democracy empowers people. The poor are denied access to information on decisions which deeply affect their lives, are thus powerless and have no voice; the poor are not able to have influence over their own lives, let alone other aspect of society. Because of this essential powerlessness, the poor are unable to influence the ruling elite in whose interests it may be to initiate conflict and wars in order to consolidate their own power and position.  Of the 126 developing countries listed in the 1993 Human Development Report, war was ongoing in 30 countries and severe civil conflict in a further 33 countries. Of the total 63 countries in conflict, 55 are towards the bottom scale of the human development index which is an indicator of poverty. There seems to be no doubt that there is a clear association between poverty and war. It is reasonably safe to assume that the vast majority of people do not ever welcome war. They are normally coerced, more often than not by propaganda, into fear, extreme nationalist sentiments and war by their governments. If the majority of people had a democratic voice they would undoubtedly object to war. But voices are silenced. Thus, the freedom to express one's views and to challenge government decisions and to insist upon political rather than violent solutions, are necessary aspects of democracy which can, and do, avert war.  Government sponsored propaganda in Rwanda, as in former Yugoslavia, succeeded because there weren't the means to challenge it. One has therefore to conclude that it is impossible for a particular government to wage war in the absence of a compliant media willing to indulge in government propaganda. This is because the government needs civilians to fight wars for them and also because the media is needed to re-inforce government policies and intentions at every turn.  In a totalitarian state where the expression of political views, let alone the possibility of political organisation, is strenuously suppressed, one has to ask what other options are open to a genuine political movement intent on introducing justice. All too often the only perceived option is terrorist attack and violence because it is, quite literally, the only method available to communicate the need for change.

Democracy prevents extinction

Diamond, 95 Larry Diamond, Hoover Institution, Stanford University, December, PROMOTING DEMOCRACY IN THE 1990S, 1995, p. http://www.carnegie.org//sub/pubs/deadly/diam_rpt.html //
Nuclear, chemical and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty and openness. The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built.

2AC: Freedom Turn

Censorship is deconstructive and regressive and turns the criticism – blocking the freedom of speech will only guarantee the domination of current prevailing discursive practices.

Ward, 90 ( David V.  Ph.D. Professor of Philosophy at Widener University in Pennsylvania.    “Library Trends” Philosophical Issues in Censorship and Intellectual Freedom, Volume 39, Nos 1 & 2. Summer/Fall 1990. Pages 86-87)

Second, even if the opinion some wish to censor is largely false, it may contain some portion of truth, a portion denied us if we suppress the speech which contains it. The third reason for allowing free expression is that any opinion “however true it may be, if it is not fully, frequently, and fearlessly discussed, ... will be held as a dead dogma, not a living truth” (Mill, 1951, p. 126). Merely believing the truth is not enough, Mill points out, for even a true opinion held without full and rich understanding of its justification is “a prejudice, a belief independent of, and proof against, argument-this is not the way in which truth ought to be held by a rational being. This is not knowing the truth. Truth, thus held, is but one superstition the more, accidentally clinging to the words which enunciate a truth” (p. 127). Fourth, the meaning of a doctrine held without the understanding which arises in the vigorous debate of its truth, “will be in danger of being lost, or enfeebled, and deprived of its vital effect on the character and conduct the dogma becoming a mere formal profession, inefficacious for good, but cumbering the ground, and preventing the growth of any real and heartfelt conviction, from reason or personal experience” (p. 149). Censorship, then, is undesirable according to Mill because, whether the ideas censored are true or not, the consequences of suppression are bad. Censorship is wrong because it makes it less likely that truth will be discovered or preserved, and it is wrong because it has destructive consequences for the intellectual character of those who live under it. Deontological arguments in favor of freedom of expression, and of intellectual freedom in general, are based on claims that people are entitled to freely express their thoughts, and to receive the expressions made by others, quite independently of whether the effects of that speech are desirable or not. These entitlements take the form of rights, rights to both free expression and access to the expressions of others. 

Every invasion of freedom must be rejected

Petro, 74 Sylvester Petro, professor of law, Wake Forest University, Spring 1974, TOLEDO LAW REVIEW, p. 480.
However, one may still insist, echoing Ernest Hemingway – “I believe in only one thing: liberty.” And it is always well to bear in mind David Hume’s observation: “It is seldom that liberty of any kind is lost all at once.” Thus, it is unacceptable to say that the invasion of one aspect of freedom is of no import because there have been invasions of so many other aspects. That road leads to chaos, tyranny, despotism, and the end of all human aspiration. Ask Solzhenitsyn. Ask Milovan Djilas. In sum, if one believes in freedom as a supreme value, and the proper ordering principle for any society aiming to maximize spiritual and material welfare, then every invasion of freedom must be emphatically identified and resisted with undying spirit.

XT: Freedom Turn

Censorship destroys rights – this should take precedence over discursive consequences

Ward, 90 ( David V.  Ph.D. Professor of Philosophy at Widener University in Pennsylvania.    “Library Trends” Philosophical Issues in Censorship and Intellectual Freedom, Volume 39, Nos 1 & 2. Summer/Fall 1990. Pages 90-91)

This line of reasoning has consequences for what I take to be a more important issue than the subsidy of controversial works of art. That is the issue of removal or banning of books from publicly supported libraries (including public school libraries) because of their political, sexual, racial, or ethnic content. What is the ethical position for the librarian in such cases? The libraries in question are publicly supported. Doesn’t this give the public the right to determine which books will and will not be included in the collection? Isn’t the librarian a public employee, obligated to carry out the public’s will, as expressed through the appropriate elected officials?  The answer to these questions is “yes,” but an importantly qualified “yes.” It is true that no one’s rights are violated if the taxpayers remove Huckleberry Finn or Soul on Ice from a tax-supported library. The taxpayers are exercising their acknowledged right to decide what they will and will not support, just as in the Mapplethorpe/Serrano case. And the librarian, if he or she is to remain in that position, must acknowledge the public’s rights to be selective about what it wants in libraries it pays for. This does not mean that we, or the librarian, must agree with the public’s position. What librarians can do in such cases is to articulate the important consequentialist reasons for not removing books. In the passion of the moment, the public might rashly choose to ban what it regards as a particularly outrageous book from the public library with no thought to the difficult to discern and serious long-term costs imposed by a policy which allowed such removals. The librarian is in a special position to aid the public in understanding that, while it has the right to remove or ban books from publicly supported institutions, doing so is unwise. Such removals are wrong and constitute bad public policy just because the long-term consequences may be disastrous. The points of this article can be summarized in a few succinct ideas. Deontological rights-based arguments for intellectual freedom and against censorship are stronger than, and take precedence over, consequentialist considerations. Utilitarian counter arguments fail against arguments based on justice or rights. This precedence however must not serve as a motive for attempting to turn all that is desirable into a right. The inflation of rights, by conflating the merely desirable with the obligatory, dilutes the rights which protect us all. But when rights issues are not at stake, or when conflicting plausible rights claims produce a “deontological stand-off,” consequentialist arguments, especially those of Mill, are authoritative. To say that such arguments are secondary to deontological considerations in no way diminishes their validity in those situations where they correctly apply.

Any risk that the aff turns are right makes censorship a violation of rights – rights are a prior question to whether language is intrinsically wrong.
Ward, 90 ( David V.  Ph.D. Professor of Philosophy at Widener University in Pennsylvania.    “Library Trends” Philosophical Issues in Censorship and Intellectual Freedom, Volume 39, Nos 1 & 2. Summer/Fall 1990. Pages 85-86)

The first task is to lay out the ethical theories under which issues of censorship and free expression can be evaluated. There are two basic types of moral theories: consequentialist theories and deontological theories. This discussion will regard utiltarianism, the pre-eminent consequentialist theory, and a variety of deontological concerns. Consequentialist moral theories are those which hold that the rightness of an action is determined solely by the degree to which it produces good consequences. Utilitarianism is a consequentialist theory which holds that the best actions are those which produce the greatest amount of good (understood as pleasure or happiness) for the greatest number of people. It is the moral theory underlying modern cost-benefit and risk-benefit analysis, according to which we are directed to choose the action with the most favorable ratio of cost or risks to benefits. Deontological theories, the most important alternative to consequentialism, hold that the rightness of an action depends upon factors other than the consequences of the action. These include such things as whether the intentions with which the act is done were good, whether the action is just, whether it respects the rights of those affected by it, whether the action is consistent with the demands of duty, and whether, whatever its consequences, something in the nature of the action makes it intrinsically wrong. There are a variety of deontological theorists, from the first deontologist, Immanuel Kant, to W. D. Ross in the twentieth century. This discussion is neutral among them for our interest is in the deontological form of argument rather that in the specifics of any particular deontological theory. Our first major problem is whether issues of intellectual freedom are to be decided primarily by appeal to utilitarianism or to deontological considerations. That is, we must determine which of the two ethical theories expresses the more fundamental and overriding moral concerns. The classical objection to utilitarianism is that it makes insufficient provision for considerations of rights and justice. Utilitarianism, it is argued, would countenance, even mandate, actions which violated individuals’ rights or which were unjust in other ways, so long as those actions maximized utility. This objection is a sound one. Rights take precedence over utility; thus, deontological theories take precedence over consequentialist theories. This is not to say that utilitarian arguments are wrong or worthless, only that they do not express the most fundamental truths about ethical issues. In disputes in which injustice or violation of rights is not at issue, or in which equally balanced rights claims offset each other, it is often the case that utilitarian arguments determine the issue. Additionally, utilitarian arguments can be used in support of deontological arguments. The claim that deontological concerns take precedence over considerations of utility means only that in cases of conflict, rights and justice are more important than is maximization of utility. Deontological arguments cannot be answered by utilitarian counter-arguments, but need to be dealt with directly in deontological terms. This will prove of great practical significance when we begin to apply these ethical theories to a number of recent controversies involving freedom of expression. First, however, we must lay out the arguments concerning freedom of expression from both ethical perspectives. In Utilitarianism, Liberty, and Representative Government, J. S. Mill (1950), the leading proponent of utilitarianism, gives an elegant and detailed defense of freedom of expression. He offers four arguments against censorship. The first is that: the opinion which it is attempted to suppress by authority may possibly be true. Those who desire to suppress it, of course deny its truth; but they are not infallible. They have no authority to decide the question for all mankind, and exclude every other person from the means of judging. To refuse a hearing to an opinion, because they are sure that it is false, is to assume that their certainty is the same thing as absolute certainty. All silencing of discussion is an assumption of infallibility. (pp. 104-05) 
**LIFTON** 

2AC AT: Lifton

Lifton misidentifies apocalypse as a motive- this reinforces the clash of civilizations view that drives the war against Islam and prevents proper policy analysis

Ira Chernus, Univ. of Colorado Boulder, Journal of the American Academy of Religion Dec 2004 

All of the hallmarks of Lifton's work are here: careful research, deft interweaving of psychology and politics, stimulating insights, a fluid readable style, and above it all a sensitive conscience pointing toward a better human future. As always, Lifton's rhetoric is so compelling that it seems to offer a powerful analytical argument. As so often, though, there is ultimately more fine rhetoric than fine logical argumentation. Trying to reconstruct Lifton's logic with analytical precision is often like trying to nail Jell-O to the wall. This may be a minor sin in a writer with such a refined moral compass and such a large audience. But for those who study the interface between contemporary politics and religion, the result is a somewhat frustrating mix of sharp insight and murky overall argument. Lifton's master trope here is "apocalypticism" (hence the subtitle: "America's Apocalyptic Confrontation with the World"). He finds a worldwide trend toward apocalypticism throughout the twentieth century. He warns that the Bush administration accelerated this trend by pushing U.S. policy far too much in apocalyptic directions. But what, precisely, is this apocalypticism? At times, Lifton seems to be talking about the classic Jewish and Christian vision of apocalypse: a cataclysm that destroys the entire existing world to usher in a new and perfect world. Most often, though, he uses the words apocalypse and apocalyptic more loosely to refer to any act of large-scale violence intended to purify some part of the world of evil and thereby renew it. Although Lifton always places acts of apocalyptic violence in their particular historical contexts, he has little interest in analyzing or classifying the differences among them. His persistent theme is to find a psychological thread connecting all apocalyptic gestures. All are ultimately efforts to fend off vulnerability, particularly vulnerability to death, he suggests; all aim at transcendent life. But all apocalyptic believers know, if only unconsciously, that their gestures are futile. Therefore, they are very likely to feel threatened and see themselves as potential or actual victims. To still their own doubts (and guilt feelings), they identify the threat as coming from some evil other. Then they set out to erase their doubts by destroying that other. Apocalypticists also battle their death anxiety by identifying themselves with God or some equally cosmic force or symbol. This totalizing impulse constantly raises the stakes: every frustration becomes evidence of radical victimization at the hands of absolute evil. The logical response is to plan greater acts of violence commensurate with the scale of the victimization and evil. So the whole process must unfold on a grandiose scale, creating visions of a final battle between global good and global evil. Thus apocalypticists see themselves as serving the ultimate force in control of history; they wield their violence to bring history to a purified, perfect end. This is all very thought-provoking stuff (though perhaps familiar to specialists in apocalyptic studies). And Lifton hangs numerous smaller insights on his overall structure. But when he comes to the meat of his subject—the conflict between the U.S. government and "Islamic terrorists" as represented by Osama bin Laden and Al-Qaeda—the structure sometimes seems to run too quickly past demonstrable facts. For Lifton, the violent form of jihad practiced by Al-Qaeda and other Islamist groups reflects "a powerful, amorphous impulse to destroy a tainted world and renew it through Islamist purity" (75). This impulse emerges from Muslims' sense of humiliation at the hands of the West. Yet Lifton's own words, and  words he cites from Muslims and scholars of Islam, suggest that the dominant impulse in today's violent jihad is not an aggressive effort to transform the world. It is, rather, "a defense of the worldwide Islamic community ... an impulse to reassert the health of Islam" (75, 82), aiming to return Muslim lands to the purity of a "holy era, the founding period" (78). The battle must continue "until all other lands that were Muslim are returned to us so that Islam will reign again" (79).  Although Lifton is usually quite respectful of empirical political facts, here he barely mentions the specific grievances voiced repeatedly by Osama bin Laden: U.S. troops stationed in Muslim lands, the U.S. attack on Iraq through both military force and economic sanctions, and U.S. support for the Israeli occupation of Palestine. Those goals comport well with a defensive stance. There is no convincing evidence that violent Islamists want to wreak violence on non-Muslims in order to destroy the world as we know it and pave the way for global Muslim domination. Yet that is the erroneous impression so many Americans have. By forcing the data into his vaguely defined and generalized model of apocalypticism, Lifton may inadvertently reinforce that error.  Nearly half the book is devoted to the response to Al-Qaeda under George W. Bush after September 11. Here, too, Lifton finds humiliation the key: "The 'war on terrorism' represents an impulse to undo violently precisely the humiliation ofthat day" (107). The feeling of vulnerability and death anxiety spawned on 9/11 was especially galling because such things are not supposed to happen to a superpower. Possession of overwhelming nuclear power has imbued the United States with a "superpower syndrome," a sense that we have a right to eternal invulnerability and control of history. The 9/11 attack challenged that assumption and turned all Americans into survivors.  Lifton brings all his previous psychological analyses of the survivor's anxiety, numbing, and guilt to bear here quite effectively. He suggests that the need to find meaning in survival reinforces the innate American tendency to believe in America's sacred mission and to seek national regeneration through violence. He offers specific evidence that the George W. Bush administration leaned heavily on these traditions to promote its "war on terrorism." Ultimately, he claims, the Bush administration sought "an empire oí fluid world control... total sway over human endeavors" (175,177).  In the course of explaining why Bush and his advisers were so powerfully driven to military solutions for every problem, Lifton offers a damning indictment of Bush policy and a persuasive explanation of its dangers. The "war on terrorism" is perhaps most dangerous because it is self-perpetuating and therefore self-defeating. It has created "a sense of fear and insecurity among Americans, which is then mobilized in support of further aggressive plans" (115). We must continue to fight against "evil" to cleanse ourselves of our own fear as well as humiliation. Therefore, this is a war "without limits of time or place ... it has no clear end" (112).  But is apocalypticism indeed the master key here? Again, Lifton's own words suggest an alternative view: "The war on terrorism, then, took amorphous impulses toward combating terrorism and used them as a pretext for realizing  a prior mission aimed at American global hegemony . . . spreading our own version of democracy and open markets" (114, 121). This is a mission that any U.S. president would have pursued both before and after 9/11. Bush and company gave it a more apocalyptic tinge than others might (as Lifton demonstrates at length), and this led to somewhat more militaristic and unilateralist policies.  However, the hegemonic mission was created before George W. Bush was born, for essentially the same kind of reason that Al-Qaeda wages its jihad: to defend what U.S. leaders believed to be the one true and right way to live and to defend the nations where that true and right way of life is practiced. Unlike Al-Qaeda, the U.S. foreign policy elite does demand that its hegemony encompass the whole world. According to its faith, any challenge to global democratic capitalism could well be the seed ofthat precarious system's demise.  Apart from this one difference, the two opposing systems are in many ways mirror images, as Lifton suggests. And he is right that both now employ elements of apocalypticism to legitimate their violence. But it seems misleading to describe this as essentially a conflict of competing apocalyptic systems. It is far more a conflict of competing defensive systems, each built on a master narrative that casts the other as the major threat to its existence. An analysis starting from this premise, incorporating many of Lifton's very helpful insights along the way, would take us far to understanding the complex web of political, psychological, and religious threads that weave together to create the reality of our world. 

**METHODOLOGY**

Perm

Critiques of methodology and representations can access the political, but only through compromise- This means that the alternative cannot succeed on its own – Modern politics is transformative when approached under a political framework

Lepgold and Nincic 2K1 (Joesph, associate professor of Government at Georgetown and Miroslav professor of Poly Sci at UC-Davis, Beyond the Ivory Tower: International Relations Theory and the Issue of Policy Relevance pg. 6-7) (SIR = Scholastic International Relations, the term for thinkers who discuss the theory behind real world processes) CS
One might deal with this problem by assuming that even though officials will not read the scholarly article, let alone the book, they might read an op-ed piece or a Foreign Affairs article that digests it and highlights the policy- relevant implications. Along with his work in scholarly journals, Mearshei- mer produced a steady stream of opinion pieces during the 1990s in The New York Times, mainly on such front-page topics as the Balkans conflict. Along with an intriguing but distinctively “academic” version of an argument linking the probability of war to the process of democratization, Edward Mansfield and Jack Snyder produced a shorter, more accessible version of the same material for Foreign Affairs.46 Even if busy officials cannot read the more user-friendly versions, their staffs might do so, and future officials will be more likely to absorb the ideas if they are presented in accessible forms and outlets. When asked, policymakers tend to be forthright about what they find useful from SIR. “The simple, well-founded empirical proposition”47 is one such contribution. For example, the link between democratization and the incidence of conflict has been influential because it is intuitive: it accords with common sense and can be explained easily to almost any audience. Of course, few SIR generalizations are as straightforward and well-supported as this one. Still, decades of empirical work have yielded more of them than is often realized. We now understand reasonably well how cooperative and more coercive strategies can be used to maximize the likelihood of coop- eration, when deterrence is likeliest to fail, the conditions under which eco- nomic sanctions seem to work, and the causes and effects of nuclear prolif- eration. If it were presented in digestible forms, such research might be more useful to policymakers than it now seems to be. Another such contribution consists of “models of strategy”48—proposi- tions that link various tools of statecraft to foreign policy objectives. Alex- ander George’s influential book Bridging the Gap argues that such models, along with the case studies that show how the various strategic options have performed, constitute the IR theorist’s most effective contribution to better policymaking.49 George’s suggestion is buttressed by the organization of the IR field, especially in the United States. Most scholarly work in IR either consists either of “issue-specific” puzzles that examine empirical or theo- retical problems in generic causal terms or more detailed, less generalizable case studies, often dealing with these same issues. Some of the most endur- ing, important IR puzzles include those mentioned or implied in the pre- vious paragraph: Are economic sanctions useful? If so, when and for what? When is accommodating an adversary likely to avert war, and when is such a strategy likely to induce it? These are precisely the kinds of issues policy- makers must deal with and the questions they want answered. IR scholars have produced a wide body of empirical literature that might, if appropriately packaged, provide them with guidance.

**NEOLIBERALISM GOOD**

2AC: Neoliberalism Good

Neoliberalism solves global poverty.

Bandow 01 senior fellow at the CATO Institute [Doug Bandow, , March 25th, 2001 Globalization Serves the World's Poor, http://www.cato.org/dailys/04-25-01.html]

Indeed, the problems of globalization must always be "compared to what?" Yes, factories pay low wages in Third World countries. But workers in them have neither the education nor the skills to be paid at First World levels. Their alternative is not a Western university education or Silicon Valley computer job, but an even lower-paying job with a local firm or unemployment. The choice is clear: according to Edward Graham of the Institute of International Economics, in poor countries, American multinationals pay foreign citizens an average of 8.5 times the per capita GDP. Overall, the process of globalization has been good for the poor. During the 1980s, advanced industrialized countries grew faster than developing states. In the 1990s, as globalization accelerated, poor nations grew at 3.6 percent annually, twice that of their richer neighbors. Despite the illusion of left-wing activists that money falls from the sky, poverty has been the normal condition of humankind throughout most of history. As even Marx acknowledged, capitalism is what eliminated the overwhelming poverty of the pre- industrial world. That remains the case today. Resource endowment, population level and density, foreign aid transfers, past colonial status none of these correlate with economic wealth. Only economic openness does. The latest volume of the Economic Freedom in the World Report, published by the Cato Institute and think tanks in 50 other countries, finds that economic liberty strongly correlates with economic achievement. Policies that open economies strongly correlate with economic growth. By pulling countries into the international marketplace, globalization encourages market reforms. With them comes increased wealth.

Neoliberalism solves human rights – international coalitions.

Shelton, 02, Dinah, Professor of Law, Notre Dame Law School, Spring, 2002
GLOBALIZATION & THE EROSION OF SOVEREIGNTY IN HONOR OF PROFESSOR LICHTENSTEIN: Protecting Human Rights in a Globalized World”, 25 B.C. Int'l & Comp. L. Rev. 273, Lexis

The Article concludes that responses to globalization are significantly changing international law and institutions in order to protect persons from violations of human rights committed by non-state actors. To the extent that these changes have brought greater transparency to and participation in international organizations, globalization has  produced unintended benefits and further challenges to the democratic deficit in global governance.  At the same time, an emphasis on subsidiarity and a strengthening of weak states and their institutions may be necessary to ensure that globalization does not mean a decline in state promotion and protection of human rights. To ensure that such strengthening does not lead to further human rights violations, the international community should make concerted multilateral efforts to enhance its ability to respond to human rights violations, rather than unleashing each state to control what it views as the sins of the private sector.

Neoliberalism solves extinction and genocide.

Teune, 02, Henry, Political Science Department at the University of Pennsylvania, May, 2002
“Global Democracy”, The Annals of The American Academy of Political and Social Science, 581 Annals 22, Lexis

During the past three decades, social scientists and professional observers described an emerging global political economy, but without democracy.  It took most of the 1990s to grasp that without democracy, globalization could not continue in a peaceful, orderly fashion. Democracy began to become the bedrock of the prosperity promised by globalization. It may well turn out to be the best invention for human survival and the betterment of everyday living. Indeed, in time, democracy in large-scale societies may be judged the most important discovery of the twentieth century since vaccines. Governments systematically killing their own peoples and nearly nonstop international wars of scale marked the first half of the twentieth century (Rummel 1996).  The killing of masses of people by legitimate authorities may be the most important international fact of the first half of the twentieth century. But the most important fact of this era of globalization is that almost all  governments, save one or two, stopped doing that around the century's end, following the spread of democracy.  

XT: Poverty

Statistics prove that neoliberalism dramatically decreases poverty problems

Chen, 2K, Jim, Professor of Law University of Minnesota Law School, November/December, 2k
Fordham International Law Journal, PAX MERCATORIA: GLOBALIZATION AS A SECOND CHANCE AT "PEACE FOR OUR TIME, 24 Fordham Int'l L.J. 217, Lexis

The antiglobalization movement has made some extraordinary claims. Let us transplant a precept of natural science into this social realm: extraordinary claims demand extraordinary proof. From Seattle to Prague, protesters have argued that the organs of international economic law conspire with multinational corporations to sap national and local governments of legitimate power, to destabilize global security, and to poison workplaces as well as ecosystems. That case has not met even the most generous standard of proof. The antiglobalization movement has failed to refute the following: Dramatic improvements in welfare at every wealth and income level.  Since 1820 global wealth has expanded tenfold, thanks largely to technological advances and the erosion of barriers to trade. The world economic order, simply put, is lifting people out of poverty. According to the World Bank, the percentage of the world's population living in extreme poverty fell from 28.3 to 23.4% between 1987 and 1998. n182 (The World Bank defines extreme and absolute poverty according to "reference lines set at $ 1 and $ 2 per day" in 1993 terms, adjusted for "the relative purchasing power of currencies across countries.") A more optimistic study has concluded that "the share of the world's population earning less than US$ 2 per day shrank by more than half" between 1980 and 1990, "from 34 to 16.6 percent." In concrete terms, "economic growth associated with globalization" over the course of that decade helped lift 1.4 billion people out of absolute poverty.  Whatever its precise magnitude, this improvement in global welfare has taken place because of, not in spite of, flourishing world trade.

XT: Human Rights/Genocide

Globalization solves human rights and genocide – intervention.

Vachon, 98, Christyne J., Summer, 1998
Denver Journal of International Law and Policy, “Sovereignty Versus Globalization: The International Court of Justice's Advisory Opinion on the Threat or Use of Nuclear Weapons”, 26 Denv. J. Int'l L. & Pol'y 691, Lexis

The international community has become more sensitive to global human rights.  The number of international institutions providing for the safeguard of human rights has increased.  Sovereignty and the principles of nonintervention may excuse countries that violate international human rights laws.  However, the international unveiling of violations of human rights (especially genocide) has greatly reduced the nation-state's ability to claim, in the name of sovereignty, immunity from international accountability for domestic actions upon their own citizens.  In fact, the majority of threats to human rights occurs at the state or local level. It is argued that states should take collective action in favor of supporting human rights, even if that action may cause some controversy; instead of remaining inactive and thus incapable of providing assistance to combat brutality or towards achieving democracy.  If older notions of nation-state sovereignty and non intervention are abandoned in favor of a more globalist perspective, the international community will be better enabled to aid peoples in need of assistance. 

Genocide leads to extinction

Campbell, 01 (Kenneth J Campbell, Professor of Political Science & International Relations at the University of Delaware, '1,
Genocide and the Global Village, p. 15-6) 


Regardless of where or on how small a scale it begins, the crime of genocide is the complete ideological repudiation of, and a direct murderous assault upon. the prevailing liberal international order. Genocide is fundamentally incompatible with, and destructive of, an open, tolerant. democratic, free market international order As genocide scholar Herbert Hirsch has explained. The unwillingness of the world community to take action to end genocide and political massacres is not only immoral but also impractical … [W]ithout some semblance of stability, commerce, travel, and the international and intranational interchange of goods and information are subjected to severe disruptions.3 Where genocide is permitted to proliferate, the liberal international order cannot long survive. No group will be safe: every group will wonder when they will be next. Left unchecked, genocide threatens to destroy whatever security, democracy, and prosperity exists in the present international system. As Roger Smith notes : Even the most powerful nations- those armed with nuclear weapons may end up in struggles that will lead (accidentally, intentionally. insanely) to the ultimate genocide in which they destroy not only each other. but (hu)mankind itself, sewing the fate of the earth forever with a final genocidal effort.4 In this sense, genocide is a grave threat to the very fabric of the international system and must be stopped, even at some risk to lives and treasure.
2AC: War Module

Neoliberalism checks war through interdependence and democracy

Griswold 06 director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies at the Cato Institute [Daniel T. Griswold, , 2006 CATO Institute, Peace on earth? Try free trade among men, http://www.freetrade.org/node/282)]

First, trade and globalization have reinforced the trend toward democracy, and democracies don't pick fights with each other. Freedom to trade nurtures democracy by expanding the middle class in globalizing countries and equipping people with tools of communication such as cell phones, satellite TV, and the Internet. With trade comes more travel, more contact with people in other countries, and more exposure to new ideas. Thanks in part to globalization, almost two thirds of the world's countries today are democracies -- a record high. Second, as national economies become more integrated with each other, those nations have more to lose should war break out. War in a globalized world not only means human casualties and bigger government, but also ruptured trade and investment ties that impose lasting damage on the economy. In short, globalization has dramatically raised the economic cost of war.  Third, globalization allows nations to acquire wealth through production and trade rather than conquest of territory and resources. Increasingly, wealth is measured in terms of intellectual property, financial assets, and human capital. Those are assets that cannot be seized by armies. If people need resources outside their national borders, say oil or timber or farm products, they can acquire them peacefully by trading away what they can produce best at home.

Global conflict leads to nuclear war.

Copley News Service, 99, Lexis
For decades, many children in America and other countries went to bed fearing annihilation by nuclear war. The specter of nuclear winter freezing  the life out of planet Earth seemed very real. Activists protesting the World Trade Organization's meeting in Seattle apparently have forgotten  that threat. The truth is that nations join together in groups like the WTO not just to further their own prosperity, but also to forestall conflict with other  nations. In a way, our planet has traded in the threat of a worldwide nuclear war for the benefit of cooperative global economics. Some Seattle protesters clearly fancy themselves to be in the mold of nuclear disarmament or anti-Vietnam War protesters of decades past. But they're not. They're special-interest activists, whether the cause is environmental, labor or paranoia about global government. Actually, most of the demonstrators in Seattle are very much unlike yesterday's peace activists, such as Beatle John Lennon or philosopher Bertrand Russell, the father of the nuclear disarmament movement, both of whom urged people and nations to work together rather than strive against each other. These and other war protesters would probably approve of 135 WTO nations sitting down peacefully to discuss economic issues that in the past might have been settled by bullets and bombs. As long as nations are trading peacefully, and their economies are built on exports to other countries, they have a major disincentive to wage war. That's why bringing China, a budding superpower, into the WTO is so important. As exports to the United States and the rest of the world feed Chinese prosperity, and that prosperity increases demand for the goods we produce, the threat of hostility diminishes. Many anti-trade protesters in Seattle claim that only multinational corporations benefit from global trade, and that it's the everyday wage earners who get hurt. That's just plain wrong. First of all, it's not the military-industrial complex benefiting. It's U.S. companies that make high-tech goods. And those companies provide a growing number of jobs for Americans. In San Diego, many people have good jobs at Qualcomm, Solar Turbines and other companies for whom overseas markets are essential. In Seattle, many of the 100,000 people who work at Boeing would lose their livelihoods without world trade. Foreign trade today accounts for 30 percent of our gross domestic product. That's a lot of jobs for everyday workers. Growing global prosperity has helped counter the specter of nuclear winter. Nations of the world are learning to live and work together, like the singers of anti-war songs once imagined. Those who care about world peace shouldn't be protesting world trade. They should be celebrating it
XT: War Module

Globalization solves war – cross-cultural understanding and wealth.

Chen, 2K, Jim, Professor of Law University of Minnesota Law School, November/December, 2000
Fordham International Law Journal, PAX MERCATORIA: GLOBALIZATION AS A SECOND CHANCE AT "PEACE FOR OUR TIME, 24 Fordham Int'l L.J. 217, Lexis

To be sure, a causal link between trade and peace eludes easy empirical verification. Nevertheless, the Golden Arches hypothesis rests on a sound theoretical foundation. At the simplest level, interaction across borders enhances cross-cultural understanding and reduces xenophobia.  Trade's social and economic effects compound over time. Groups with a stake in the  peaceable maintenance of open borders and open markets gain leverage over their parochial counterparts. Wealth decreases the taste for war, just as wealth increases the taste for environmental amenities.  Finally, trade appears to be a one-way ratchet: once a country commits itself to the economic specialization implicit in the theory of comparative advantage, reverting to autarky and closed markets becomes prohibitively expensive.

2AC: Democracy Module

Globalization solves democracy – political climate, multinational corporations, NGOs.

Chen, 2K, Jim, Professor of Law University of Minnesota Law School, November/December, 2000
Fordham International Law Journal, PAX MERCATORIA: GLOBALIZATION AS A SECOND CHANCE AT "PEACE FOR OUR TIME, 24 Fordham Int'l L.J. 217, Lexis

Globalization advances democracy not only by raising overall wealth, but also by improving the political climate within nations. The ability of multinational corporations and skilled workers to adopt "fight or flight" strategies encourages governments to adopt transparent policies and to broaden political participation.  Businesses and nongovernmental organizations respond by cooperating with the government to form "transnational epistemic communities."  Even where they are despised as scourges against local businesses, multinational corporations introduce moral values in countries that have yet to realize globalization's full benefits.  At the opposite end of the ideological spectrum, even as unstable governments plunge into kleptocracy and anti-Western terrorists flourish, nongovernmental organizations have stepped into the resulting power vacuum in order to help police the morals of globalized society. 

Democracy is key to prevent extinction.

Diamond, 95, Larry, Senior Research Fellow at the Hoover Institute, 1995, Promoting Democracy in the 1990s, Online

Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness.  LESSONS OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. 

XT: Democracy Module

Globalization solves democracy by promoting civil freedoms and reform.

Griswold, 06, Daniel T., director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies at the Cato Institute, 2006
CATO Institute, Peace on earth? Try free trade among men, http://www.freetrade.org/node/282)

As theory would predict, trade, development, and political and civil freedom appear to be tied together in the real world. Everyone can agree that the world is more globalized than it was 30 years ago, but less widely appreciated is the fact that the world is much more democratized than it was 30 years ago. According to the most recent survey by Freedom House, the share of the world's population enjoying full political and civil freedoms has increased substantially in the past three decades, as has the share of the world's governments that are democratic. This compares to the 35 percent of mankind that enjoyed a similar level of freedom in 1973. The percentage of people in countries that are "Not Free," where political and civil liberties are systematically oppressed, dropped during the same period from 47 percent to 36 percent. The percentage of the population in countries that are "Partly Free" has remained at 18 percent. Meanwhile, the percentage of the world's governments that are democracies has reached 64 percent, the highest in the 33 years of Freedom House surveys. Thanks in good measure to the liberating winds of globalization, the shift of 11 percentage points of the world's population in the past three decades from "Not Free" to "Free" means that another 650 million human beings today enjoy the kind of civil and political liberties taken for granted in such countries as the United States, Japan, and Belgium, instead of suffering under the kind of tyranny we still see in the most repressive countries. Within individual countries, economic and political freedoms also appear to be linked. A 2004 study by the Cato Institute, titled "Trading Tyranny for Freedom," found that countries that are relatively open to the global economy are much more likely to be democracies that respect civil and political liberties than those that are relatively closed. And relatively closed countries are far more likely to deny systematically civil and political liberties than those that are open.

2AC: Environment Module

Neoliberalism solves environmental collapse.

Christmann and Taylor 01 American businessman and the head of a privately held multinational company, Professor Christmann specializes in research of the global economy (Petra and Glen, Globalization and the environment: Determinants of firm self-regulation in China. Journal of International business studies, 32(3), 439-458, ABI/INFORM) http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=277452]

In contrast, globalization proponents contend that lower barriers to trade and foreign investment encourage firms to transfer environmental technologies and managemement systems from countries with stricter environmental standards to developing countries, which lack access to environmental technologies and capabilities (Drezner, 2000).  Governmental failure to protect the environment, it is suggested in this line of argument, might also be ameliorated through self-regulation of environmental performance by firms in developing countries.  Self-regulation refers to a firm’s adoption of environmental performance standards or environmental management systems (EMS) beyond the requirements of governmental regulations.  Globalization can increase self-regulation pressures in several ways.  First, globalization increases MNEs’ investment in developing countries where their subsidiaries can be expected to self-regulate their environmental performance more than domestic firms do.  MNEs can transfer the more advanced environmental technologies and management systems developed in response to more stringent regulations in developed countries to their subsidiaries.  MNEs also face pressures from interest groups to improve their worldwide environmental performance.  Second, globalization might contribute to environmental performance as a supplier-selection criterion, which also pressures domestic firms in developing countries to self-regulate environmental performance…Globalization does not necessarily have negative effects on the environment in developing countries to the extend suggested by the pollution-haven and industrial-flight hypotheses.  Our study suggests that globalization increases institutional and consumer pressures on firms to surpass local requirements, even when they may be tempted by lax regulations and enforcement in countries offering themselves as pollution havens (Hoffman, 1999; Rugman and Verbeke, 1998).

Environment collapse leads to extinction.

Diner ‘94—Major David, Judge Advocate General’s Corps, United States Army, Military Law Review, Winter, 143 Mil. L. Rev. 161

Biologically diverse ecosystems are characterized by a large number of specialist species, filling narrow ecological niches. These ecosystems inherently are more stable than less diverse systems. "The more complex the ecosystem, the more successfully it can resist a stress. . . . [l]ike a net, in which each knot is connected to others by several strands, such a fabric can resist collapse better than a simple, unbranched circle of threads -- which if cut anywhere breaks down as a whole."  n79 By causing widespread extinctions, humans have artificially simplified many ecosystems. As biologic simplicity increases, so does the risk of ecosystem failure. The spreading Sahara Desert in Africa, and the dustbowl conditions of the 1930s in the United States are relatively mild examples of what might be expected if this trend continues. Theoretically, each new animal or plant extinction, with all its dimly perceived and intertwined affects, could cause total ecosystem collapse and human extinction. Each new extinction increases the risk of disaster. Like a mechanic removing, one by one, the rivets from an aircraft's wings,  n80 [hu]mankind may be edging closer to the abyss.
XT: Environment Module

Neoliberalism solves the environment – policies fail.

Chen, 2K, Jim, Professor of Law University of Minnesota Law School, November/December, 2000
Fordham International Law Journal, PAX MERCATORIA: GLOBALIZATION AS A SECOND CHANCE AT "PEACE FOR OUR TIME, 24 Fordham Int'l L.J. 217, Lexis

"Across-the-board globalism" is the best way of coordinating free trade and environmental protection as "complementary" policies.  Admittedly, simultaneously advocating free trade and environmental integrity typically earns a deluxe suite at the "very small hotel" that will be hosting the next "global convention of rabid free trade environmentalists."  Yet this jarring juxtaposition is unavoidable in a world of falling frontiers. The creation of "transboundary communities" causes "environmental interconnection" and in turn the "inevitable" abandonment of "localism in all spheres."  Strictly localist solutions will not suffice; "haphazard local encouragement" cannot replace coordinated responses to "diffuse, cross-jurisdictional" problems such as mobile source emissions and nonpoint-source runoff. 
2AC: Terrorism Module

Globalization solves terrorism – discourages the bandwagon effect.

Barber, 04, U.S. Managing Editor, Financial Times, International Economy Publications, Gale Group, “Is continued globalization of the world economy inevitable?” 2004, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2633/is_3_18/ai_n6276708/print

For all its merits, globalization must never be taken for granted. The continued integration of the world economy depends on support not only from rich beneficiaries in the west but increasingly from the still disadvantaged in Africa, India, and Latin America. Cultural barriers also pose increasingly powerful obstacles to globalization.  The rise of Islamic fundamentalism offers an alternative vision of society, one which will appeal to all those left behind in countries with exploding populations and persistent high unemployment among young people.  Yet there are still plenty of reasons for optimism. The benefits of globalization in terms of investment, jobs, and competition are there for all to see, on cable television screens as well as in the shops and soukhs. The forces in favor of globalization are far stronger than those pitted against. 

Terrorism causes extinction.

Sid-Ahmed, 04, Mohamed, Al-Ahram Weekly Online, August 26-September 1, 2004
http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm
A nuclear attack by terrorists will be much more critical than Hiroshima and Nagasaki, even if -- and this is far from certain -- the weapons used are less harmful than those used then, Japan, at the time, with no knowledge of nuclear technology, had no choice but to capitulate. Today, the technology is a secret for nobody. So far, except for the two bombs dropped on Japan, nuclear weapons have been used only to threaten. Now we are at a stage where they can be detonated. This completely changes the rules of the game. We have reached a point where anticipatory measures can determine the course of events. Allegations of a terrorist connection can be used to justify anticipatory measures, including the invasion of a sovereign state like Iraq. As it turned out, these allegations, as well as the allegation that Saddam was harbouring WMD, proved to be unfounded. What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive.But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.       

XT: Terrorism Module

Neoliberalism solves terrorism by increasing opportunity.

Griswold, 06, Daniel T, director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies at the Cato Institute, 2006
CATO Institute, Peace on earth? Try free trade among men, http://www.freetrade.org/node/282)
In the past two decades, a number of economies have followed the path of economic and trade reform leading to political reform. South Korea and Taiwan as recently as the 1980s were governed by authoritarian regimes that did not permit much open dissent. Today, after years of expanding trade and rising incomes, both are multiparty democracies with full political and civil liberties. Other countries that have most aggressively followed those twin tracks of reform include Chile, Ghana, Hungary, Mexico, Nicaragua, Paraguay, Portugal, and Tanzania. In other words, governments that grant their citizens a large measure of freedom to engage in international commerce find it increasingly difficult to deprive them of political and civil liberties, while governments that "protect" their citizens behind tariff walls and other barriers to international commerce find it much easier to deny those same liberties. Of course, the correlation between economic openness and political freedom across countries is not perfect, but the broad trends are undeniable. The application for U.S. foreign policy is that trade and development, along with its economic benefits, can prove to be powerful tools for spreading broader freedoms and democracy around the world. In mainland China, for example, economic reform and globalization give reason to hope for political reforms. After 25 years of reform and rapid growth, an expanding middle class is experiencing for the first time the independence of home ownership, travel abroad, and cooperation with others in economic enterprise free of government control. The number of telephone lines, mobile phones, and Internet users has risen exponentially in the past decade. Millions of Chinese students and tourists travel abroad each year. That can only be good news for individual freedom in China, and a growing problem for the government. Free trade and globalization can also play a role in promoting democracy and human rights in the Middle East. In a May 2003 address outlining his plan for a Middle East free trade area, President Bush said, "The Arab world has a great cultural tradition, but is largely missing out on the economic progress of our time. Across the globe, free markets and trade have helped defeat poverty, and taught men and women the habits of liberty." Economic stagnation in the Middle East feeds terrorism, not because of poverty but because of a lack of opportunity and hope for a better future, especially among the young. Young people who cannot find meaningful work and who cannot participate in the political process are ripe pickings for religious fanatics and terrorist recruiters. Any effort to encourage greater freedom in the Middle East must include an agenda for promoting economic liberty and openness.

2AC: Euro Relations Module
Neoliberalism is key to US-EU relations

Cafruny, 08 (Alan, International Relations professor, “The ‘Imperial Turn’ and the Future of US Hegemony: ‘Terminal’ Decline or Retrenchment?.” March 25th, http://www.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/2/5/2/1/0/pages252105/p252105-3.php)

By proclaiming the limited utility of military force and the advantages of “soft power” in the contemporary era proponents of this concept seek to rescue the thesis of a “European challenge.” (Nye, 2003, 2004; McCormick, 2007). Yet, the dual track enlargements of NATO and the EU have entrenched the position of political elites and transnational business interests across Europe linked to the United States and to neoliberalism. Indeed, even if one grants the limited utility arising from “soft power,” the bargaining position that might, in principle, derive from the sheer weight of the European economy is compromised by the neoliberal context in which a (self-limiting) socio-economic project demands adherence to Washington and Wall Street. Europe’s geopolitical predicament precludes attempts to establish an autonomous EU power and marginalizes forces in “core Europe” that favor alternatives to U.S.-led neoliberalism.

Strong European relations key to sustainable multilateralism

Prodi, Verhofstadt, et al, 10 (Romano and Guy, co-chairs of Notre Europe, a think tank, former prime minister of Italy and former prime minister of Belgium, “Reshaping EU-US Relations: A Topic Paper”, http://www.notre-europe.eu/uploads/tx_publication/Etude75-EU-US_Relations-en.pdf)

On the contrary: the United States and the European Union are in a position to guide the process, and as leading players they have a special responsibility to do so: their policies, agendas and decisions will be as crucial to the course of globalization as those of the other players – Asia, international financial institutions, the private sector and civil society – if not more so. There is thus no more important goal for the Euro-American partnership, at the start of the 21st century, than to agree on the best possible way to manage globalisation. The US and the EU must cooperate to make it a success and achieve positive outcomes… In its 2003 Security Strategy, the European Union cited “effective multilateralism” as one of the vital prerequisites for future world security and prosperity. The challenges facing the planet and the simultaneous occurrence of three major crises – the financial crisis, the environmental crisis and the geopolitical crisis in the Middle East – at the start of this century make the invention of multilateral governance urgent and necessary. In his speeches and in his diplomatic overtures, President Barack Obama has indicated that recourse to multilateral forums such as the G20 (on the economic crisis) and the UN (on the Iranian issue) is in the interest of the United States. The time has therefore come to make the promotion of a multilateral world order a primary goal of the Euro-American partnership
Hegemony k2 Neoliberalism

The neoliberal order is held up by US hegemony—key justification for continued dominance 

Cafruny, 08, IR prof, 8—Henry Platt Bristol Professor of International Affairs. Ph.D. (Alan, The ‘Imperial Turn’ and the Future of Us Hegemony: ‘Terminal’ Decline or Retrenchment?, 25 March 2008, http://www.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/2/5/2/1/0/pages252105/p252105-3.php)
The role played by U.S. structural financial power in the construction of Europe’s neoliberal project has been analyzed by many scholars (Helleiner, 1994; Gowan, 1999; Seabrooke, 2001; Baker, 2003); Panitch and Gindin, 2005; Cafruny and Ryner, 2007a; Ryner, 2007). However, the relationship between neoliberalism and geopolitics has received less attention. In the first part of this chapter I discuss the role of U.S. military power as it has served, in tandem with U.S. structural financial power, to consolidate the turn to neoliberalism in Europe. Beginning in the mid-1990s the United States transformed NATO from a containment-oriented and defensive alliance to an instrument designed to promote the forward expansion of American power across the European continent and into central Asia. This reinforced Europe’s geopolitical dependence on the United States and buttressed neoliberal social forces across the continent. In the second part of the chapter I consider the long-range possibilities for the United States and Europe in view of growing challenges to U.S. power in both its geoeconomic and geopolitical dimensions. The uncertain status of the dollar is the natural accompaniment to relative industrial decline and the transnationalization of production even as U.S. hegemony has been prolonged through financial deregulation and a resultant series of bubbles. In this context the Bush administration’s policy of geopolitical advance and militarization, designed in part to maintain its hold over global energy resources, is a compensatory strategy (Harvey, 2003) that has, however, encountered substantial costs and risks. Notwithstanding the deepening crisis of the U.S. imperium, the possibilities for a European challenge are sharply circumscribed by its subordinate participation within a U.S.-led neoliberal transnational financial order and its related inability to develop an autonomous regional security structure. U.S. power in both its structural financial and military dimensions has been central to the construction and consolidation of a European neoliberalism. It has not, however, led to transnational class formation or the suppression of inter-imperialist rivalry either at the Atlantic level or within the European Union. Neoliberal ideology cements national capitalist classes together in an organic alliance under a declining but still minimally hegemonic U.S. superpower. From within the framework of this intersubjective agreement the United States continues to provide collective goods in the form of liquidity, trade openness, and military security, albeit very much on its own terms as it externalizes its own problems and social contradictions into the international system. In the eurozone mercantilist rivalry has been displaced from the sphere of national monetary policy to “structural labor reform” and, intermittently, fiscal policy 

Neoliberalism High

Neoliberalism is on the rise.

Lindsey 2K Cato's vice president for research and a senior fellow at the Cato Institute and director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies [Brink Lindsey 11-1-00 (“Trade Winds” http://www.freetrade.org/pubs/reviews/wooldridge.html) Brink Lindsey is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute and director of the Center for Trade Policy Studies]

But the initial burst of globalization did not last. It was destroyed by the outbreak of World War I and the ensuing calamities of totalitarianism, the Great Depression, and World War II. In the postwar era international trade gradually resumed and expanded, but a truly global economy remained an impossibility: The communist nations sealed themselves off from international markets, as did much of the Third World. It is only in the past couple of decades-with the opening of China, the fall of the Soviet empire, and the abandonment by many developing countries of isolationist "import substitution" policies-that a global division of labor has reasserted itself. Micklethwait and Wooldridge cleverly encapsulate what they call "the fall and rise of globalization" by reviewing the twists and turns of John Maynard Keynes' posture toward the international economy. Keynes burst onto the scene in 1919 with his The Economic Consequences of the Peace, in which he rhapsodized about the prewar international order and warned (correctly) that the draconian provisions of the Versailles treaty were antithetical to the reestablishment of that order. By 1933, Keynes' faith in the possibility of a stable, peaceful international system was so badly shaken that he called for a turn toward "national self-sufficiency." "I sympathise," he wrote, "with those who would minimise rather than maximise economic entanglements between nations." Yet by 1944 Keynes' faith was sufficiently restored that he played a leading role in creating the Bretton Woods institutions (the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank, and the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade). Those bodies, for all their flaws, provided a framework for restoring "economic entanglements," at least among the nations of what came to be known as the Free World. What we call globalization today has resulted in large part from the collapse of the communist and Third World alternatives to that Free World international order. This historical background puts the world economy in a very different light than the one that colors most people's understanding. Globalization is commonly portrayed, by friends and foes alike, as a process whereby market forces-turbo-charged by the microchip and the Internet-inexorably bend weakened governments to their will. But until relatively recently, most people in the world lived under governments that flatly rejected the verdicts of the marketplace. Why do they now pay attention? Yes, new information and communications technologies allow markets to operate more effectively, but that hardly matters when governments ban markets from operating at all. Why did many of them stop doing so?

AT: Neoliberalism Oppressive

Neoliberalism not oppressive or exploitive – empirically proven

Bhagvati 04 University Professor at Columbia University and Senior Fellow in International Economics at the Council on Foreign Relations [Jagdish Bhagwati, “In Defense of Globalization”. 2004. Overview, http://www.cfr.org/publication/6769/in_defense_of_globalization.html]

Jagdish Bhagwati takes conventional wisdom—that globalization is the cause of several social ills—and turns it on its head. Properly regulated, globalization, he says, is the most powerful force for social good in the world. Drawing on his unparalleled knowledge of international economics, Bhagwati dismantles the antiglobalization case. He persuasively argues that globalization often leads to greater general prosperity in an underdeveloped nation: it can reduce child labor, increase literacy, and enhance the economic and social standing of women. And to counter charges that globalization leads to cultural hegemony, to a bland “McWorld,” Bhagwati points to several examples, from literature to movies, in which globalization has led to a spicy hybrid of cultures. Often controversial and always compelling, Bhagwati cuts through the noise on this most contentious issue, showing that globalization is part of the solution, not part of the problem. Anyone who wants to understand what’s at stake in the globalization wars will want to read In Defense of Globalization. The first edition of In Defense of Globalization addressed the critiques that concerned the social implications of economic globalization. Thus, it addressed questions such as the impact on women’s rights and equality, child labor, poverty in the poor countries, democracy, mainstream and indigenous culture, and the environment. Professor Bhagwati concluded that globalization was, on balance, a force for advancing these agendas as well. Thus, whereas the critics assumed that globalization lacked a human face, it actually had a human face. He also examined in depth the ways in which policy and institutional design could further advance these social agendas, adding more glow to the human face. 

**NIETZSCHE**

Political Action Key

Political action is key to counterbalance the will to power—without it atrocities like the Holocaust are inevitable 

Fasching 93—professor of religious studies at the University of South Florida 

(Darrell J. “The Ethical Challenge of Auschwitz and Hiroshima: Apocalypse or Utopia?” pg.28)

Auschwitz and Apocalyptic Madness: From the Death of God to Genocide Scarcely more than half a century after Nietzsche's madman had unleashed his prophecy the Nazis came along to embrace his vision of a normless will to power. Nietzsche had offered a vision of a new type of individual who would have to take charge of human history after the death of God; namely, the Übermensch or self-transcending person. Such individuals would have the courage to "transvalue all values" and remake the world in their own image. Nietzsche, of course, had a somewhat aristocratic vision of these new individuals. But his vision was easily usurped by the Nazis who imagined themselves, the pure Aryan race, as the natural embodiment of this superior human being who would recreate the world through a will to power. The Nazi program of attempted genocide of the Jews is a logical outcome of this new normless situation expressed in Nietzsche's parable of "the Death of God." In a world where power is the final arbiter of values and might makes right, deicide is inexorably followed by genocide. It is not the will to power itself which is unique to the modern situation. The will to power has been present in every age and every culture. What is unique is the presence of the will to power in a culture without counterbalancing norms to hold it in check. In traditional or premodern societies religion played a central and public role in influencing the social order. What all traditional societies have in common is the belief that the order of society is part of a normative order of nature as structured by the sacred ancestors, gods or God. Because the order of society was considered part of the order of nature as divinely established, such societies were conservatively ordered. Society, like nature, was viewed as fixed and given and not an object to be manipulated and changed. Modern society differs fundamentally from all traditional societies in that in the modern world we now understand society as artificial rather than natural. We now see society as a construct, shaped by human decisions, rather than as an extension of nature. The essence of technological civilization is not the transformation of nature, nor is it the proliferation of machines. It is, rather, the awareness of self and society as human constructs that can be shaped and changed. Neither astronomy nor chemistry nor even physics has produced the revolution in self-understanding in which we are caught up. These sciences were revolutionary for an industrial society. The revolutionary sciences for a technological civilization are the human sciencesespecially history, sociology, and anthropology. It was the new comparative sociohistorical consciousness accompanying the emergence of the social sciences in the nineteenth century that gave birth to a consciousness of society as a human product rather than an extension of nature. Society, so understood, is the expression of modern technological consciousness. Industrial society, which attempted to shape and change nature, has been superseded by a technological civilization that seeks to shape and change not only nature but the human self and society. The problem is that the very process by which human beings have come to think of society as capable of being shaped and changed is a secularizing or desacralizing process. The public order of traditional societies was stabilized by the firm belief that this order was part of a value-laden natural order determined by the gods and ancestors. Each society saw its social order through the lens of a sacred myth or story, what Peter Berger calls a sacred canopy, which made its social order appear to be a direct expression of the natural order. But with the emergence of sociohistorical consciousness in the nineteenth century, the variety of cultures strung out through time and across cultural boundaries came to be compared. As a result the natural order of each society came to be seen as an artificial construct and all cultural values came to be thought of as relative. These values no longer appeared, as they had from within each society, as firmly fixed in a cosmic order. Now they appeared as subjective, culturally relative, human options. This is the point at which the fundamental crisis of modern society appears. Because human values in premodern societies were typically embedded in normative myths of natural order, their demythologization, which made it possible to think of changing society at the same time undermined the very norms by which such decisions could be made. Precisely at that point at which human beings became conscious of their ability to shape and change society they lost access to the norms needed to make those decisions. It is this situation, which Nietzsche addresses with his parable of the death of God, that unchained the earth from its sun so that we now drift aimlessly in space without any sense of up or down. We have lost our sense of moral direction. The world we have made for ourselves seems to be the embodiment of Babela confusing pluralism of voices and values. We live, it seems, in a sea of cultural and ethical relativism in which all ethical choice is reduced to arbitrary personal preference. With no rational way to adjudicate moral disputes such disagreements are reduced to ideological struggles based on the will to power. It is the tragic paradox of our time that the increase of our power over nature and society has been in inverse proportion to our capacity to discover a normative consensus by which to govern the exercise of this power. We are faced now with what I believe to be the most serious and pressing problem of our time: the discovery and articulation of the philosophical and theological foundations of a normative social ethic whereby culture itself can be critiqued and hence shaped and changed through those public policies and personal commitments that truly promote the human good.

Perm

Perm solves – the only way to deconstruct astrofuturism is as a participant

Kilgore 3 -  Associate Professor of English and American and Cultural Studies at Indiana University.

 (De Witt Douglas Kilgore, University of Pennsylvania Press, 2003, “Astrofuturism: Science, Race, and Visions of Utopia in Space,” Print)

An instance of such a scholarly method is provided by Textual Poachers, Henry Jenkins’s valuable study of media fandom. Jenkins emphasizes the importance of exploring a culture from within rather than from without. He acknowledges that it was not “academic curiosity” that led him into his course of study, but his “fannish enthusiasm” for the narratives and the communities within his subset of media culture (5). In other words, Jenkins’s work is motivated by his desire to understand why media culture has the power to move him and so many others. His study, while “not overtly autobiographical… is nevertheless deeply personal” (5). As such, it enables him to stake out a dual position as both a scholar who brings a wealth of disciplinary training to his project and as a participant who has access to otherwise unavailable knowledges and understandings (6).

Only the Perm solves, the alternative of rejection alone fails to overcome. 

Frazer 6 – Phd in political theory from Princetown 

(Michael,  Ph,  The Compassion of Zarathustra: Nietzsche on Sympathy and Strength, http://www.gov.harvard.edu/files/The%20Compassion%20of%20Zarathustra.pdf; WBTR)

The discovery of such an ethically authoritative perspective is the hallmark of Nietzsche’s mature philosophy; he refers to it repeatedly as “the perspective of life.” While Nietzsche undoubtedly holds that there is “no limit to the ways in which the world can be interpreted,” he also maintains that, when seen from the all-important perspective of life, every interpretation can itself be interpreted as “a symptom of growth or decline” (WM 600, p. 326). The question which dominates every aspect of Nietzsche’s writings on virtually all human matters is thus to what extent the phenomenon in question “is life-promoting, life-preserving, species-preserving, perhaps even species-cultivating” (JGB I:4, p. 201). It is from the perspective of life that Nietzsche weighs the uses and disadvantages of history in the untimely meditation of that title, for the sake of life that he revaluates the value of truth itself at the beginning of Beyond Good and Evil, and it is from this same perspective that Nietzsche determines the worth of competing moral systems in On the Genealogy of Morals and elsewhere. “For what reason does Nietzsche privilege this specific perspective,” Henry Staten asks, “and to privilege it so massively as an interpretation of the entire history of his culture? Is it because he thinks it’s true? Not if he’s really a perspectivist. What then?”16 At times, strength and health in life are presented as goals to which every animal, humanity included, strives instinctively (e.g., GM III:7, p. 543). The valuations which result are “more clearly” understood as “physiological demands for the preservation of the preservation of a certain type of life” (JGB 1:3, p. 201). Yet Nietzsche does not hold that the perspective of life is the one which, as a matter of  fact, we all happen to take; to the contrary, many professional valuators (prophets, priests, philosophers, etc.) have assumed an opposite perspective. Nietzsche must therefore argue that there is something wrong with those who refuse to evaluate values in terms of their uses and disadvantages for life. How can we make sense of this “wrongness,” and of the apparently unconditional “ought” which it implies, in a manner consistent with Nietzsche’s work as a whole? The answer to our question lies in the possibility, famously suggested by Martin Heidegger, that Nietzsche may not actually be “nearly so subversive as he himself was wont to pose.”17 Heidegger, for one, argues that Nietzsche succeeds only in “inverting” Platonic metaphysics, never truly “overcoming” it.18 Peter Berkowitz makes an argument analogous to Heidegger’s concerning Nietzsche’s ethics specifically; Nietzsche here emerges as more of an inverted Aristotle than an inverted Plato, analyzing human life in terms of natural potentialities that establish natural virtues or excellences necessary for the good life.19 Berkowitz thus adamantly rejects Nehamas’s contention that Nietzsche’s perspectivism prohibits grading “people and views along a single scale;”20 there is, from the perspective of life, precisely such a single scale of excellence—an order of rank in terms of natural, vital virtue (arete in the Aristotelian sense)—the excellence of the natural aristocracy as established by the teleology of human life. For this reason, John Rawls classifies Nietzsche alongside Aristotle as a “perfectionist.”21  Nietzsche’s conception of human perfection, of course, is rather different from Aristotle’s ideal of virtuous moderation. The excellent man under Nietzsche’s ethics seeks “not virtue but fitness (Renaissance virtue, virtu` , virtue that is moraline-free).” (AC 2, p. 570). In rejecting the content of Aristotelian ethics, however, Nietzsche insists that he has not rejected its categories, most notably that of virtue itself.22 To the contrary, he has done them a great service; “I have imparted to virtue a new charm—the charm of something forbidden,” Nietzsche proudly notes. “It appears as a vice” (WM 328, p. 179). Now in keeping with our vital instincts, this new and improved version of virtue has a natural appeal. “One would make a little boy stare if one asked him: ‘Would you like to become virtuous?’” goes one charming account of this appeal, “but he will open his eyes wide if asked: ‘Would you like to become stronger than your friends?’” (WM 918, p. 485). 

Suffering is only inevitable in a world where affirmative action is not taken, this internal link turns the entire critique, only the permutation has the ability to overcome ressentiment  

May 5—PhD  from Penn State University in 1989, and has been at Clemson since 1991. 
(Todd May, “To change the world, to celebrate life,” Philosophy & Social Criticism 2005 Vol 31 nos 5–6 pp. 517–531nex)

For those among us who seek in philosophy a way to grapple with our lives rather than to solve logical puzzles; for those whose reading and whose writing are not merely appropriate steps toward academic advancement but a struggle to see ourselves and our world in a fresher, clearer light; for those who ﬁnd nourishment among impassioned ideas and go hungry among empty truths: there is a struggle that is often waged within us. It is a struggle that will be familiar to anyone who has heard in Foucault’s sentences the stammering of a fellow human being struggling to speak in words worth hearing. Why else would we read Foucault? We seek to conceive what is wrong in the world, to grasp it in a way that offers us the possibility for change. We know that there is much that is, to use Foucault’s word, ‘intolerable’. There is much that binds us to social and political arrangements that are oppressive, domineering, patronizing, and exploitative. We would like to understand why this is and how it happens, in order that we may prevent its continuance. In short, we want our theories to be tools for changing the world, for offering it a new face, or at least a new expression. There is struggle in this, struggle against ideas and ways of thinking that present themselves to us as inescapable. We know this struggle from Foucault’s writings. It is not clear that he ever wrote about anything else. But this is not the struggle I want to address here. For there is, on the other hand, another search and another goal. They lie not so much in the revisioning of this world as in the embrace of it. There is much to be celebrated in the lives we lead, or in those led by others, or in the unfolding of the world as it is, a world resonant with the rhythms of our voices and our movements. We would like to understand this, too, to grasp in thought the elusive beauty of our world. There is, after all, no other world, except, as Nietzsche taught, for those who would have created another one with which to denigrate our own. In short, we would like our thought to celebrate our lives. To change the world and to celebrate life. This, as the theologian Harvey Cox saw, is the struggle within us. 1 It is a struggle in which one cannot choose sides; or better, a struggle in which one must choose both sides. The abandonment of one for the sake of the other can lead only to disaster or callousness. Forsaking the celebration of life for the sake of changing the world is the path of the sad revolutionary. In his preface to Anti-Oedipus, Foucault writes that one does not have to be sad in order to be revolutionary. The matter is more urgent than that, however. One cannot be both sad and revolutionary. Lacking a sense of the wondrous that is already here, among us, one who is bent upon changing the world can only become solemn or bitter. He or she is focused only on the future; the present is what is to be overcome. The vision of what is not but must come to be overwhelms all else, and the point of change itself becomes lost. The history of the left in the 20th century offers numerous examples of this, and the disaster that attends to it should be evident to all of us by now. The alternative is surely not to shift one’s allegiance to the pure celebration of life, although there are many who have chosen this path. It is at best blindness not to see the misery that envelops so many of our fellow humans, to say nothing of what happens to sentient nonhuman creatures. The attempt to jettison world-changing for an uncritical assent to the world as it is requires a self-deception that I assume would be anathema for those of us who have studied Foucault. Indeed, it is anathema for all of us who awaken each day to an America whose expansive boldness is matched only by an equally expansive disregard for those we place in harm’s way. This is the struggle, then. The one between the desire for life celebration and the desire for world-changing. The struggle between reveling in the contingent and fragile joys that constitute our world and wresting it from its intolerability. I am sure it is a struggle that is not foreign to anyone who is reading this. I am sure as well that the stakes for choosing one side over another that I have recalled here are obvious to everyone. The question then becomes one of how to choose both sides at once. III Maybe it happens this way. You walk into a small meeting room at the back of a local bookstore. There are eight or ten people milling about. They’re dressed in dark clothes, nothing fancy, and one or two of them have earrings or dreadlocks. They vary in age. You don’t know any of them. You’ve never seen them before. Several of them seem to know one another. They are affectionate, hugging, letting a hand linger on a shoulder or an elbow. A younger man, tall and thin, with an open face and a blue baseball cap bearing no logo, glides into the room. Two others, a man and a woman, shout, ‘Tim!’ and he glides over to them and hugs them, one at a time. They tell him how glad they are that he could make it, and he says that he just got back into town and heard about the meeting. You stand a little off to the side. Nobody has taken a seat at the rectangle of folding tables yet. You don’t want to be the ﬁrst to sit down. Tim looks around the room and smiles. Several other people ﬁlter in. You’re not quite sure where to put your hands so you slide them into your jean pockets. You hunch your shoulders. Tim’s arrival has made you feel more of an outsider. But then he sees you. He edges his way around several others and walks up to you and introduces himself. You respond. Tim asks and you tell him that this is your ﬁrst time at a meeting like this. He doesn’t ask about politics but about where you’re from. He tells you he has a friend in that neighborhood and do you know . . . ? Then several things happen that you only vaguely notice because you’re talking with Tim. People start to sit down at the rectangle of tables. One of them pulls out a legal pad with notes on it. She sits at the head of the rectangle; or rather, when she sits down there, it becomes the head. And there’s something you don’t notice at all. You are more relaxed, your shoulders have stopped hunching, and when you sit down the seat feels familiar. The woman at the head of the table looks around. She smiles; her eyes linger over you and a couple of others that you take to be new faces, like yours. She says, ‘Maybe we should begin.’ IV I can offer only a suggestion of an answer here today. It is a suggestion that brings together some thoughts from the late writings of Maurice Merleau-Ponty with those of Foucault, in order to sketch not even a framework for thought, but the mere outlines of a framework. It is not a framework that would seek to ﬁnd the unconscious of each in the writings of the other. Neither thinker ﬁnishes or accomplishes the other. (Often, for example regarding methodology, they do not even agree.) Rather, it is a framework that requires both of them, from their very different angles, in order to be able to think it. My goal in constructing the outlines of this framework is largely philosophical. That is to say, the suggestion I would like to make here is not one for resolving for each of us the struggle of life-celebration and world-changing, but of offering a way to conceive ourselves that allows us to embrace both sides of this battle at the same time. Given the thinkers I have chosen as reference points, it will be no surprise when I say that that conception runs through the body. Let me start with Merleau-Ponty. In his last writings, particularly in The Visible and the Invisible, he offers a conception of the body that is neither at odds nor even entangled with the world, but is of the very world itself. His concept of the ﬂesh introduces a point of contact that is also a point of undifferentiation. The ﬂesh, Merleau-Ponty writes, ‘is the coiling over of the visible upon the seeing body, of the tangible upon the touching body, which is attested in particular when the body sees itself, touches itself seeing and touching the things, such that, as tangible it descends among them’. 2 We must recall this economy of the ﬂesh before we turn to Foucault. There is, for Merleau-Ponty, a single Being. Our world is of that Being, and we are of our world. We are not something that confronts the world from outside, but are born into it and do not leave it. This does not mean that we cannot remove ourselves from the immediacy of its grasp. What it means is that to remove ourselves from that immediacy is neither the breaking of a bond nor the discovery of an original dichotomy or dualism. What is remarkable about human beings is precisely our capacity to confront the world, to reﬂect upon it, understand it, and change it, while still being of a piece with it. To grasp this remarkable character, it is perhaps worth recalling Gilles Deleuze’s concept of the fold. The world is not composed of different parts; there is no transcendent, whether of God or of subjectivity. The world is one. As Deleuze sometimes says, being is univocal. This oneness is not, however, inert or inanimate. Among other things, it can fold over on itself, creating spaces that are at once insides and outsides, at once different from and continuous with one another. The ﬂesh is a fold of Being in this sense. It is of the world, and yet encounters it as if from a perceptual or cognitive distance. It is a visibility that sees, a tangible that touches, an audible that hears. Merleau-Ponty writes: There is vision, touch when a certain visible, a certain tangible, turns back upon the whole of the visible, the whole of the tangible, of which it is a part, or when suddenly it ﬁnds itself surrounded by them, or when between it and them, and through their commerce, is formed a Visibility, a Tangible in itself, which belong properly neither to the body qua fact nor to the world qua fact . . . and which therefore form a couple, a couple more real than either of them. 3 For Merleau-Ponty, thought and reﬂection do not attach themselves to this ﬂesh from beyond it, but arise through it. As our body is of this world, our thought is of our bodies, its language of a piece with the world it addresses. ‘[I]f we were to make completely explicit the architectonics of the human body, its ontological framework, and how it sees itself and hears itself, we would see the possibilities of language already given in it.’ 4 This conception of the body as ﬂesh of the world is not foreign to Foucault, although of course the terms Merleau-Ponty uses are not his. We might read Foucault’s politics as starting from here, inaugurated at the point of undifferentiation between body and world. The crucial addition he would make is that that point of undifferentiation is not historically inert. The body/world nexus is inscribed in a history that leaves its traces on both at the same time, and that crosses the border of the ﬂesh and reaches the language that arises from it, and the thought that language expresses. How does this work? V Maybe it doesn’t happen that way. Maybe it happens another way. Maybe you walk into a room at a local community center. The room is large, but there aren’t many people, at least yet. There’s a rectangular table in the center, and everyone is sitting around it. A couple of people look up as you walk in. They nod slightly. You nod back, even more slightly. At the head of the table is someone with a legal pad. She does not look up. She is reading the notes on the pad, making occasional marks with the pen in her right hand. Other people come in and take places at the table. One or two of them open laptop computers and look for an outlet. Eventually, the table ﬁlls up and people start sitting in chairs behind the table. Your feel as though you’re in an inner circle where you don’t belong. You wonder whether you should give up your chair and go sit on the outside with the others who are just coming in now. Maybe people notice you, think you don’t belong there. At this moment you’d like to leave. You begin to feel at once large and small, visually intrusive and an object of scrutiny. You don’t move because maybe this is OK after all. You just don’t know. The room is quiet. A couple of people cough. Then the woman seated at the head of the table looks up. She scans the room as if taking attendance. She says, ‘Maybe we should begin.’ VI Merleau-Ponty’s discussion of the body as ﬂesh is an ontological one. Although he does not see the body as remote from its historical inscription, his discussion does not incorporate the role such inscription plays. For a body to be of the world is also for it to be temporal, to be encrusted in the continuous emerging of the world over time. And this emerging is not abstract; rather, it is concrete. The body/world nexus evolves during particular historical periods. This fold of the ﬂesh, this body, is not nowhere and at any time. It is there, then; or it is here, now. A body is entangled within a web of speciﬁc events and relations that, precisely because it is of this world, are inescapably a part of that body’s destiny. As Merleau-Ponty tells us in Phenomenology of Perception, ‘our open and personal existence rests on an initial foundation of acquired and stabilized existence. But it could not be otherwise, if we are temporality, since the dialectic of acquisition and future is what constitutes time.’ 5 The medium for the body’s insertion into a particular net of events and relations is that of social practices. Our bodies are not ﬁrst and foremost creatures of the state or the economy, no more than they are atomized wholes distinct from the world they inhabit. Or better, they are creatures of the state and the economy inasmuch as those appear through social practices, through the everyday practices that are the ether of our lives. Social practices are the sedimentation of history at the level of the body. When I teach, when I write this article, when I run a race or teach one of my children how to ride a bicycle, my body is oriented in particular ways, conforming to or rejecting particular norms, responding to the constraints and restraints of those practices as they have evolved in interaction with other practices over time. Through its engagement in these practices, my body has taken on a history that is not of my making but is nevertheless part of my inheritance. It is precisely because, as Merleau-Ponty has written, the body and the world are not separate things but rather in a chiasmic relation that we can think this inheritance. And it is because of Foucault’s histories that we can recognize that this inheritance is granted through speciﬁc social practices. And of course, as Foucault has taught us, social practices are where the power is. It is not, or not simply, at the level of the state or the modes of production where power arises. It is, as he sometimes puts it, at the capillaries. One of the lessons of Discipline and Punish is that, if the soul is the prison of the body, this is because the body is inserted into a set of practices that create for it a soul. These practices are not merely the choices of an individual whose thought surveys the world from above, but instead the fate of a body that is of a particular world at a particular time and place. Moreover, these practices are not merely in service to a power that exists outside of them; they are mechanisms of power in their own right. It is not because Jeremy Bentham disliked the prison population that the Panopticon became a grid for thinking about penal institutions. It is instead because the evolution of penal practices at that time created an opening for the economy of visibility that the Panopticon represented. When Foucault writes that . . . the soul has a reality, it is produced permanently around, on, within the body by the functioning of a power that is exercised on those punished – and, in a more general way, on those one supervises, trains and corrects, over madmen, children at home and at school, the colonized, over those who are stuck at a machine and supervised for the rest of their lives 6 his claim is informed by four other ones that lie behind it: that bodies are of a piece with the world, that the body/world nexus is a temporal one, that the medium of that corporeal temporality is the practices a body is engaged in, and that that medium is political as well as social. The last three claims are, of course, of the framework of Foucault’s thought. The ﬁrst one is the ontological scaffolding provided by Merleau-Ponty. And it is by means of all four that we can begin to conceive things so as to be able to choose both world-changing and lifecelebrating at the same time. VII It could happen yet another way. Increasingly, it does. There is no meeting. There are no tables and no legal pads. Nobody sits down in a room together, at least nobody sits down at a place you know about. There may not even be a leaﬂet. Maybe you just got an email that was forwarded by someone you know slightly and who thought you might be interested. At the bottom there’s a link, in case you want to unsubscribe. If you don’t unsubscribe you get more notices, with petitions to sign or times and places for rallies or teach-ins or marches. Maybe there’s also a link for feedback or a list for virtual conversations or suggestions. If you show up, it’s not to something you put together but to something that was already in place before you arrived. How did you decide on this rally or teach-in? You sat in front of your computer screen, stared at it, pondering. Maybe you emailed somebody you know, asking for their advice. Is it worth going? If it’s on campus you probably did. It matters who will see you, whether you have tenure, how much you’ve published. There are no Tims here. You’ve decided to go. If it’s a teach-in, you’ve got plausible deniability; you’re just there as an observer. If it’s a rally, you can stand to the side. But maybe you won’t do that. The issue is too important. You don’t know the people who will be there, but you will stand among them, walk among them. You will be with them, in some way. Bodies at the same time and place. You agree on the issue, but it’s a virtual agreement, one that does not come through gestures or words but through sharing the same values and the same internet connections. As you march, as you stand there, nearly shoulder to shoulder with others of like mind, you’re already somewhere else, telling this story to someone you know, trying to get them to understand the feeling of solidarity that you are projecting back into this moment. You say to yourself that maybe you should have brought a friend along. VIII There are many ways to conceive the bond between world-changing and life-celebrating. Let me isolate two: one that runs from Merleau-Ponty to Foucault, from the body’s chiasmic relation with the world to the politics of its practices; and the other one running back in the opposite direction. The ontology Merleau-Ponty offers in his late work is one of wonder. Abandoning the sterile philosophical debates about the relation of mind and body, subject and object, about the relation of reason to that which is not reason, or the problem of other minds, his ontology forges a unity of body and world that puts us in immediate contact with all of its aspects. No longer are we to be thought the self-enclosed creatures of the philosophical tradition. We are now in touch with the world, because we are of it. Art, for example, does not appeal solely to our minds; its beauty is not merely a matter of the convergence of our faculties. We are moved by art, often literally moved, because our bodies and the work of art share the same world. As Merleau-Ponty says, ‘I would be at great pains to say where is the painting I am looking at. For I do not look at it as I do a thing; I do not ﬁx it in its place. My gaze wanders in it as in the halos of Being. It is more accurate to say that I see according to it, or with it, than that I see it.’ 7 It is only because my body is a fold of this world that art can affect me so. But this affection is also a vulnerability. As my look can happen according to a work of art, so it can happen according to a social practice. And even more so in proportion as that social practice and its effects are suffused through the world in which I carry on my life, the world my body navigates throughout the day, every day. I do not have a chance to look according to a painting by Cezanne very often; but I do encounter the effects of normalization as it has ﬁltered through the practices of my employment, of my students’ upbringing, and of my family’s expectations of themselves and one another. The vulnerability of the body, then, is at once its exposure to beauty and its opening to what is intolerable. We might also see things from the other end, starting from politics and ending at the body. I take it that this is what Foucault suggests when he talks about bodies and pleasures at the end of the ﬁrst volume of the History of Sexuality. If we are a product of our practices and the conception of ourselves and the world that those practices have fostered, so to change our practices is to experiment in new possibilities both for living and, inseparably, for conceiving the world. To experiment in sexuality is not to see where the desire that lies at the core of our being may lead us; that is simply the continuation of our oppression by other means. Rather, it is to construct practices where what is at issue is no longer desire but something else, something that might go by the name of bodies and pleasures. In doing so, we not only act differently, we think differently, both about ourselves and about the world those selves are inseparable from. And because these experiments are practices of our bodies, and because our bodies are encrusted in the world, these experiments become not merely acts of political resistance but new folds in the body/ world nexus. To construct new practices is to appeal to aspects or possibilities of the world that have been previously closed to us. It is to offer novel, and perhaps more tolerable, engagements in the chiasm of body and world. Thus we might say of politics what Merleau-Ponty has said of painting, that we see according to it. Here, I take it, is where the idea of freedom in Foucault lies. For Foucault, freedom is not a metaphysical condition. It does not lie in the nature of being human, nor is it a warping, an atomic swerve, in the web of causal relations in which we ﬁnd ourselves. To seek our freedom in a space apart from our encrustation in the world is not so much to liberate ourselves from its inﬂuence as to build our own private prison. Foucault once said: There’s an optimism that consists in saying that things couldn’t be better. My optimism would consist rather in saying that so many things can be changed, fragile as they are, bound up more with circumstances than with necessities, more arbitrary than self-evident, more a matter of complex, but temporary, historical circumstances than with inevitable anthropological constraints . . . 8 That is where to discover our freedom. IX And what happens from there? From the meetings, from the rallies, from the petitions and the teach-ins? What happens next? There is, after all, always a next. If you win this time – end aid to the contras, divest from apartheid South Africa, force debt-forgiveness by technologically advanced countries – there is always more to do. There is the de-unionization of workers, there are gay rights, there is Burma, there are the Palestinians, the Tibetans. There will always be Tibetans, even if they aren’t in Tibet, even if they aren’t Asian. But is that the only question: Next? Or is that just the question we focus on? What’s the next move in this campaign, what’s the next campaign? Isn’t there more going on than that? After all, engaging in political organizing is a practice, or a group of practices. It contributes to making you who you are. It’s where the power is, and where your life is, and where the intersection of your life and those of others (many of whom you will never meet, even if it’s for their sake that you’re involved) and the buildings and streets of your town is. This moment when you are seeking to change the world, whether by making a suggestion in a meeting or singing at a rally or marching in silence or asking for a signature on a petition, is not a moment in which you don’t exist. It’s not a moment of yours that you sacriﬁce for others so that it no longer belongs to you. It remains a moment of your life, sedimenting in you to make you what you will become, emerging out of a past that is yours as well. What will you make of it, this moment? How will you be with others, those others around you who also do not cease to exist when they begin to organize or to protest or to resist? The illusion is to think that this has nothing to do with you. You’ve made a decision to participate in world-changing. Will that be all there is to it? Will it seem to you a simple sacriﬁce, for this small period of time, of who you are for the sake of others? Are you, for this moment, a political ascetic? Asceticism like that is dangerous. X Freedom lies not in our distance from the world but in the historically fragile and contingent ways we are folded into it, just as we ourselves are folds of it. If we take Merleau-Ponty’s Being not as a rigid foundation or a truth behind appearances but as the historical folding and refolding of a univocity, then our freedom lies in the possibility of other foldings. Merleau-Ponty is not insensitive to this point. His elusive concept of the invisible seems to gesture in this direction. Of painting, he writes: the proper essence of the visible is to have a layer of invisibility in the strict sense, which it makes present as a certain absence . . . There is that which reaches the eye directly, the frontal properties of the visible; but there is also that which reaches it from below . . . and that which reaches it from above . . . where it no longer participates in the heaviness of origins but in free accomplishments. 9 Elsewhere, in The Visible and the Invisible, he says: if . . . the surface of the visible, is doubled up over its whole extension with an invisible reserve; and if, ﬁnally, in our ﬂesh as the ﬂesh of things, the actual, empirical, ontic visible, by a sort of folding back, invagination, or padding, exhibits a visibility, a possibility that is not the shadow of the actual but its principle . . . an interior horizon and an exterior horizon between which the actual visible is a partitioning and which, nonetheless, open indeﬁnitely only upon other visibles . . . 10 What are we to make of these references? We can, to be sure, see the hand of Heidegger in them. But we may also, and for present purposes more relevantly, see an intersection with Foucault’s work on freedom. There is an ontology of freedom at work here, one that situates freedom not in the private reserve of an individual but in the unﬁnished character of any historical situation. There is more to our historical juncture, as there is to a painting, than appears to us on the surface of its visibility. The trick is to recognize this, and to take advantage of it, not only with our thoughts but with our lives. And that is why, in the end, there can be no such thing as a sad revolutionary. To seek to change the world is to offer a new form of life-celebration. It is to articulate a fresh way of being, which is at once a way of seeing, thinking, acting, and being acted upon. It is to fold Being once again upon itself, this time at a new point, to see what that might yield. There is, as Foucault often reminds us, no guarantee that this fold will not itself turn out to contain the intolerable. In a complex world with which we are inescapably entwined, a world we cannot view from above or outside, there is no certainty about the results of our experiments. Our politics are constructed from the same vulnerability that is the stuff of our art and our daily practices. But to refuse to experiment is to resign oneself to the intolerable; it is to abandon both the struggle to change the world and the opportunity to celebrate living within it. And to seek one aspect without the other – life-celebration without world-changing, world-changing without life-celebration – is to refuse to acknowledge the chiasm of body and world that is the wellspring of both. If we are to celebrate our lives, if we are to change our world, then perhaps the best place to begin to think is our bodies, which are the openings to celebration and to change, and perhaps the point at which the war within us that I spoke of earlier can be both waged and resolved. That is the fragile beauty that, in their different ways, both MerleauPonty and Foucault have placed before us. The question before us is whether, in our lives and in our politics, we can be worthy of it. XI So how might you be a political body, woven into the fabric of the world as a celebrator and as a changer? You went to the meeting, and then to the demonstration. How was it there? Were the bodies in harmony or in counterpoint? Did you sing with your feet, did your voice soar? Did your mind come alive? Did you see possibilities you had not seen before? Were there people whose words or clothes, or even the way they walked hand in hand (how long has it been since you’ve walked hand in hand with someone out in public?) offer you a possibility, or make you feel alive as well as righteous? And how about those people off to the side, the ones on the sidewalk watching? Maybe they just stared, or maybe nodded as you went past. Or maybe some of them shouted at you to stop blocking the streets with your nonsense. Did you recoil within yourself, see yourself as in a mirror, or as the person at Sartre’s keyhole who’s just been caught? Did you feel superior to them, smug in your knowledge? Or did they, too, show you something you might learn from? Are they you at another moment, a moment in the past or in the future? Are they your parents that you have not explained to, sat down beside, or just shared a meal with? That one over there, the old man slightly stooped in the long overcoat: whom does he remind you of? What message might he have unwittingly brought for you? And why does it have to be a demonstration? You go to a few meetings, a few more demonstrations. You write some letters to legislators. You send an email to the President. And then more meetings. The next thing you know, you’re involved in a political campaign. By then you may have stopped asking why. This is how it goes: demonstrations, meetings with legislators, internet contacts. Does it have to be like this? Are demonstrations and meetings your only means? Do they become, sooner or later, not only means but ends? And what kinds of ends? In some sense they should always be ends: a meeting is a celebration, after all. But there are other ends as well. You go to the meeting because that fulﬁlls your obligation to your political conscience. Does it come to that? There are other means, other ends. Other means/ends. Some people ride bicycles, en masse, slowly through crowded urban streets. You want environmentalism? Then have it. The streets are beautiful with their tall corniced buildings and wide avenues. To ride a bike through these streets instead of hiding in the armor of a car would be exhilarating. If enough of you do it together it would make for a pleasant ride, as well as a little lived environmentalism. Would you want to call it a demonstration? Would it matter? There are others as well who do other things with their bodies, more dangerous things. Some people have gone to Palestine in order to put their bodies between the Palestinians and the Israeli soldiers and settlers who attack them. They lie down next to Palestinians in front of the bulldozers that would destroy homes or build a wall through a family’s olive orchard. They feel the bodies of those they are in solidarity with. They smell the soil of Palestine as they lay there. Sometimes, they are harmed by it. A young woman, Rachel Corrie, was deliberately crushed by a US bulldozer operated by an Israeli soldier as she kneeled in front of a Palestinian home, hoping to stop its demolition. To do politics with one’s body can be like this. To resist, to celebrate, is also to be vulnerable. The world that you embrace, the world of which you are a part, can kill you too. And so you experiment. You try this and you try that. You are a phenomenologist and a genealogist. You sense what is around you, attend to the way your body is encrusted in your political involvements. And you know that that sensing has its own history, a history that often escapes you even as it envelops you. There is always more to what you are, and to what you are involved in, than you can know. So you try to keep vigilant, seeking the possibilities without scorning the realities. It’s a difﬁcult balance. You can neglect it if you like. Many do. But your body is there, woven into the fabric of all the other bodies, animate and inanimate. Whether you like it or not, whether you recognize it or not. The only question is whether you will take up the world that you are of, or leave it to others, to those others who would be more than willing to take your world up for you.
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To change the world and to celebrate life. This, as the theologian Harvey Cox saw, is the struggle within us. It is a struggle in which one cannot choose sides; or better, a struggle in which one must choose both sides. The abandonment of one for the sake of the other can lead only to disaster or callousness. Forsaking the celebration of life for the sake of changing the world is the path of the sad revolutionary. In his preface to Anti-Oedipus, Foucault writes that one does not have to be sad in order to he revolutionarv. The matter is more urgent than that, however. One cannot be both sad and revolutionary lacking a sense of the wondrous that is already here, among us, one who is bent upon changing the world can   only become solemn or bitter. He or she is focused only on the future; the present is what is to be overcome. The vision of what is not but must come to be overwhelms all else, and the point of change itself becomes lost. The history of the left in the 20th century offers numerous examples of this, and the disaster that attends to it should be evident to all of us by now. The alternative is surely not to shift one’s allegiance to the pure celebration of life, although there are many who have chosen this path. It is at best blindness not to see the misery that envelops so many of our fellow humans, to say nothing of what happens to sentient nonhuman creatures. The attempt to jettison world-changing for an uncritical assent to the world as it is requires a self-deception that I assume would be anathema for those of us who have studied Foucault. Indeed, it is anathema for all of us who awaken each day to an America whose expansive boldness is matched only by an equally expansive disregard for those we place in harm’s way. This is the struggle, then. The one between the desire for life celebration and the desire for world-changing. The struggle between reveling in the contingent and fragile joys that constitute our world and wresting it from its intolerability. I am sure it is a struggle that is not foreign to anyone who is reading this. I am sure as well that the stakes for choosing one side over another that I have recalled here are obvious to everyone. The question then becomes one of how to choose both sides at once. III Maybe it happens this way. You walk into a small meeting room at the back of a local bookstore. There are eight or ten people milling about. They’re dressed in dark clothes, nothing fancy, and one or two of them have earrings or dreadlocks. They vary in age. You don’t know any of them. You’ve never seen them before. Several of them seem to know one another. They are affectionate, hugging, letting a hand linger on a shoulder or an elbow. A younger man, tall and thin, with an open face and a blue baseball cap bearing no logo, glides into the room. Two others, a man and a woman, shout, ‘Tim!’ and he glides over to them and hugs them, one at a time. They tell him how glad they are that he could make it, and he says that he just got back into town and heard about the meeting. You stand a little off to the side. Nobody has taken a seat at the rectangle of folding tables yet. You don’t want to be the first to sit down. Tim looks around the room and smiles. Several other people filter in. You’re not quite sure where to put your hands so you slide them into your jean pockets. You hunch your shoulders. Tim’s arrival has made you feel more of an outsider. But then he sees you. He edges his way around several others and walks up to you and introduces himself. You respond. Tim asks and you tell him that this is your first time at a meeting like this. He doesn’t ask about politics but about where you’re from. He tells you he has a friend in that neighborhood and do you know . . . ? Then several things happen that you only vaguely notice because you’re talking with Tim. People start to sit down at the rectangle of tables. One of them pulls out a legal pad with notes on it. She sits at the head of the rectangle; or rather, when she sits down there, it becomes the head. And there’s something you don’t notice at all. You are more relaxed, your shoulders have stopped hunching, and when you sit down the seat feels familiar. The woman at the head of the table looks around. She smiles; her eyes linger over you and a couple of others that you take to be new faces, like yours. She says, ‘Maybe we should begin.’ IV I can offer only a suggestion of an answer here today. It is a suggestion that brings together some thoughts from the late writings of Maurice Merleau-Ponty with those of Foucault, in order to sketch not even a framework for thought, but the mere outlines of a framework. It is not a framework that would seek to find the unconscious of each in the writings of the other. Neither thinker finishes or accomplishes the other. (Often, for example regarding methodology, they do not even agree.) Rather, it is a framework that requires both of them, from their very different angles, in order to be able to think it. My goal in constructing the outlines of this framework is largely philosophical. That is to say, the suggestion I would like to make here is not one for resolving for each of us the struggle of life-celebration and world-changing, but of offering a way to conceive ourselves that allows us to embrace both sides of this battle at the same time. Given the thinkers I have chosen as reference points, it will be no surprise when I say that that conception runs through the body. Let me start with Merleau-Ponty. In his last writings, particularly in The Visible and the Invisible, he offers a conception of the body that is neither at odds nor even entangled with the world, but is of the very world itself. His concept of the flesh introduces a point of contact that is also a point of undifferentiation. The flesh, Merleau-Ponty writes, ‘is the coiling over of the visible upon the seeing body, of the tangible upon the touching body, which is attested in particular when the body sees itself, touches itself seeing and touching the things, such that, as tangible  it descends among them’.2 We must recall this economy of the flesh before we turn to Foucault. There is, for Merleau-Ponty, a single Being. Our world is of that Being, and we are of our world. We are not something that confronts the world from outside, but are born into it and do not leave it. This does not mean that we cannot remove ourselves from the immediacy of its grasp. What it means is that to remove ourselves from that immediacy is neither the breaking of a bond nor the discovery of an original dichotomy or dualism. What is remarkable about human beings is precisely our capacity to confront the world, to reflect upon it, understand it, and change it, while still being of a piece with it. To grasp this remarkable character, it is perhaps worth recalling Gilles Deleuze’s concept of the fold. The world is not composed of different parts; there is no transcendent, whether of God or of subjectivity. The world is one. As Deleuze sometimes says, being is univocal. This oneness is not, however, inert or inanimate. Among other things, it can fold over on itself, creating spaces that are at once insides and outsides, at once different from and continuous with one another. The flesh is a fold of Being in this sense. It is of the world, and yet encounters it as if from a perceptual or cognitive distance. It is a visibility that sees, a tangible that touches, an audible that hears. Merleau- Ponty writes: There is vision, touch when a certain visible, a certain tangible, turns back upon the whole of the visible, the whole of the tangible, of which it is a part, or when suddenly it finds itself surrounded by them, or when between it and them, and through their commerce, is formed a Visibility, a Tangible in itself, which belong properly neither to the body qua fact nor to the world qua fact . . . and which therefore form a couple, a couple more real than either of them.3 For Merleau-Ponty, thought and reflection do not attach themselves to this flesh from beyond it, but arise through it. As our body is of this world, our thought is of our bodies, its language of a piece with the world   it addresses. ‘[I]f we were to make completely explicit the architectonics of the human body, its ontological framework, and how it sees itself and hears itself, we would see the possibilities of language already given in it.’4 This conception of the body as flesh of the world is not foreign to Foucault, although of course the terms Merleau-Ponty uses are not his. We might read Foucault’s politics as starting from here, inaugurated at the point of undifferentiation between body and world. The crucial addition he would make is that that point of undifferentiation is not historically inert. The body/world nexus is inscribed in a history that leaves its traces on both at the same time, and that crosses the border  of the flesh and reaches the language that arises from it, and the thought that language expresses. How does this work?V Maybe it doesn’t happen that way. Maybe it happens another way. Maybe you walk into a room at a local community center. The room is large, but there aren’t many people, at least yet. There’s a rectangular table in the center, and everyone is sitting around it. A couple of people look up as you walk in. They nod slightly. You nod back, even more slightly. At the head of the table is someone with a legal pad. She does not look up. She is reading the notes on the pad, making occasional marks with the pen in her right hand. Other people come in and take places at the table. One or two of them open laptop computers and look for an outlet. Eventually, the table fills up and people start sitting in chairs behind the table. Your feel as though you’re in an inner circle where you don’t belong. You wonder whether you should give up your chair and go sit on the outside with the others who are just coming in now. Maybe people notice you, think you don’t belong there. At this moment you’d like to leave. You begin to feel at once large and small, visually intrusive and an object of scrutiny. You don’t move because maybe this is OK after all. You just don’t know. The room is quiet. A couple of people cough. Then the woman seated at the head of the table looks up. She scans the room as if taking attendance. She says, ‘Maybe we should begin.’ VI Merleau-Ponty’s discussion of the body as flesh is an ontological one. Although he does not see the body as remote from its historical inscription, his discussion does not incorporate the role such inscription plays. For a body to be of the world is also for it to be temporal, to be encrusted in the continuous emerging of the world over time. And this emerging is not abstract; rather, it is concrete. The body/world nexus evolves during particular historical periods. This fold of the flesh, this body, is not nowhere and at any time. It is there, then; or it is here, now. A body is entangled within a web of specific events and relations that, precisely because it is of this world, are inescapably a part of that body’s destiny. As Merleau-Ponty tells us in Phenomenology of Perception, ‘our open and personal existence rests on an initial foundation of acquired  and stabilized existence. But it could not be otherwise, if we are temporality, since the dialectic of acquisition and future is what constitutes time.’5 The medium for the body’s insertion into a particular net of events and relations is that of social practices. Our bodies are not first and foremost creatures of the state or the economy, no more than they are atomized wholes distinct from the world they inhabit. Or better, they are creatures of the state and the economy inasmuch as those appear through social practices, through the everyday practices that are the ether of our lives. Social practices are the sedimentation of history at the level of the body. When I teach, when I write this article, when I run a race or teach one of my children how to ride a bicycle, my body is oriented in particular ways, conforming to or rejecting particular norms, responding to the constraints and restraints of those practices as they have evolved in interaction with other practices over time. Through its engagement in these practices, my body has taken on a history that is not of my making but is nevertheless part of my inheritance. It is precisely because, as Merleau-Ponty has written, the body and the world are not separate things but rather in a chiasmic relation that we can think this inheritance. And it is because of Foucault’s histories that we can recognize that this inheritance is granted through specific social practices. And of course, as Foucault has taught us, social practices are where the power is. It is not, or not simply, at the level of the state or the modes of production where power arises. It is, as he sometimes puts it, at the capillaries. One of the lessons of Discipline and Punish is that, if the soul is the prison of the body, this is because the body is inserted into a set of practices that create for it a soul. These practices are not merely the choices of an individual whose thought surveys the world from above, but instead the fate of a body that is of a particular world at a particular time and place. Moreover, these practices are not merely in service to a power that exists outside of them; they are mechanisms of power in their own right. It is not because Jeremy Bentham disliked the prison population that the Panopticon became a grid for thinking about penal institutions. It is instead because the evolution of penal practices at that time created an opening for the economy of visibility that the Panopticon represented. When Foucault writes that . . . the soul has a reality, it is produced permanently around, on, within the body by the functioning of a power that is exercised on those punished – and, in a more general way, on those one supervises, trains and corrects, over madmen, children at home and at school, the colonized, over those who are stuck at a machine and supervised for the rest of their lives6  his claim is informed by four other ones that lie behind it: that bodies are of a piece with the world, that the body/world nexus is a temporal one, that the medium of that corporeal temporality is the practices a body is engaged in, and that that medium is political as well as social. The last three claims are, of course, of the framework of Foucault’s thought. The first one is the ontological scaffolding provided by Merleau-Ponty. And it is by means of all four that we can begin to conceive things so as to be able to choose both world-changing and lifecelebrating at the same time. VII It could happen yet another way. Increasingly, it does. There is no meeting. There are no tables and no legal pads. Nobody sits down in a room together, at least nobody sits down at a place you know about. There may not even be a leaflet. Maybe you just got an email that was forwarded by someone you know slightly and who thought you might be interested. At the bottom there’s a link, in case you want to unsubscribe. If you don’t unsubscribe you get more notices, with petitions to sign or times and places for rallies or teach-ins or marches. Maybe there’s also a link for feedback or a list for virtual conversations or suggestions. If you show up, it’s not to something you put together but to something that was already in place before you arrived. How did you decide on this rally or teach-in? You sat in front of your computer screen, stared at it, pondering. Maybe you emailed somebody you know, asking for their advice. Is it worth going? If it’s on campus you probably did. It matters who will see you, whether you have tenure, how much you’ve published. There are no Tims here. You’ve decided to go. If it’s a teach-in, you’ve got plausible deniability; you’re just there as an observer. If it’s a rally, you can stand to the side. But maybe you won’t do that. The issue is too important. You don’t know the people who will be there, but you will stand among them, walk among them. You will be with them, in some way. Bodies at the same time and place. You agree on the issue, but it’s a virtual agreement, one that does not come through gestures or words but through sharing the same values and the same internet connections. As you march, as you stand there, nearly shoulder to shoulder with others of like mind, you’re already somewhere else, telling this story to someone you know, trying to get them to understand the feeling of solidarity that you are projecting back into this moment. You say to yourself that maybe you should have brought a friend along.   There are many ways to conceive the bond between world-changing and life-celebrating. Let me isolate two: one that runs from Merleau-Ponty to Foucault, from the body’s chiasmic relation with the world to the politics of its practices; and the other one running back in the opposite direction. The ontology Merleau-Ponty offers in his late work is one of wonder. Abandoning the sterile philosophical debates about the relation of mind and body, subject and object, about the relation of reason to that which is not reason, or the problem of other minds, his ontology forges a unity of body and world that puts us in immediate contact with all of its aspects. No longer are we to be thought the self-enclosed creatures of the philosophical tradition. We are now in touch with the world, because we are of it. Art, for example, does not appeal solely to our minds; its beauty is not merely a matter of the convergence of our faculties. We are moved by art, often literally moved, because our bodies and the work of art share the same world. As Merleau-Ponty says, ‘I would be at great pains to say where is the painting I am looking at. For I do not look at it as I do a thing; I do not fix it in its place. My gaze   wanders in it as in the halos of Being. It is more accurate to say that I see according to it, or with it, than that I see it.’7 It is only because my body is a fold of this world that art can affect me so. But this affection is also a vulnerability. As my look can happen according to a work of art, so it can happen according to a social practice. And even more so in proportion as that social practice and its effects are suffused through the world in which I carry on my life, the world my body navigates throughout the day, every day. I do not have a chance to look according to a painting by Cezanne very often; but I do encounter the effects of normalization as it has filtered through the practices of my employment, of my students’ upbringing, and of my family’s expectations of themselves and one another. The vulnerability of the body, then, is at once its exposure to beauty and its opening to what is intolerable. We might also see things from the other end, starting from politics and ending at the body. I take it that this is what Foucault suggests when he talks about bodies and pleasures at the end of the first volume of the History of Sexuality. If we are a product of our practices and the conception of ourselves and the world that those practices have fostered, so to change our practices is to experiment in new possibilities both for living and, inseparably, for conceiving the world. To experiment in sexuality is not to see where the desire that lies at the core of our being may lead us; that is simply the continuation of our oppression by other means. Rather, it is to construct practices where what is at issue is no  longer desire but something else, something that might go by the name of bodies and pleasures. In doing so, we not only act differently, we think differently, both about ourselves and about the world those selves are inseparable from. And because these experiments are practices of our bodies, and because our bodies are encrusted in the world, these experiments become not merely acts of political resistance but new folds in the body/ world nexus. To construct new practices is to appeal to aspects or possibilities of the world that have been previously closed to us. It is to offer novel, and perhaps more tolerable, engagements in the chiasm of body and world. Thus we might say of politics what Merleau-Ponty has said of painting, that we see according to it. Here, I take it, is where the idea of freedom in Foucault lies. For Foucault, freedom is not a metaphysical condition. It does not lie in the nature of being human, nor is it a warping, an atomic swerve, in the web of causal relations in which we find ourselves. To seek our freedom in a space apart from our encrustation in the world is not so much to liberate ourselves from its influence as to build our own private prison. Foucault once said: There’s an optimism that consists in saying that things couldn’t be better. My optimism would consist rather in saying that so many things can be changed, fragile as they are, bound up more with circumstances than with necessities, more arbitrary than self-evident, more a matter of complex, but temporary, historical circumstances than with inevitable anthropological constraints . . .8 That is where to discover our freedom.  And what happens from there? From the meetings, from the rallies, from the petitions and the teach-ins? What happens next? There is, after all, always a next. If you win this time – end aid to the contras, divest from apartheid South Africa, force debt-forgiveness by technologically advanced countries – there is always more to do. There is the de-unionization of workers, there are gay rights, there is Burma, there are the Palestinians, the Tibetans. There will always be Tibetans, even if they aren’t in Tibet, even if they aren’t Asian. But is that the only question: Next? Or is that just the question we focus on? What’s the next move in this campaign, what’s the next campaign? Isn’t there more going on than that? After all, engaging in political organizing is a practice, or a group of practices. It contributes to making you who you are. It’s where the power is, and where your life is, and where the intersection of your life and those of others (many of whom you will never meet, even if it’s for their sake that you’re involved) and the buildings and streets of your town is. This moment when you are seeking to change the world, whether by making a suggestion in a meeting or singing at a rally or marching in silence or asking for a signature on a petition, is not a moment in which you don’t exist. It’s not a moment of yours that you sacrifice for others so that it no longer belongs to you. It remains a moment of your life, sedimenting in you to make you what you will become, emerging out of a past that is yours as well. What will you make of it, this moment? How will you be with others, those others around you who also do not cease to exist when they begin to organize or to protest or to resist? The illusion is to think that this has nothing to do with you. You’ve made a decision to participate in world-changing. Will that be all there is to it? Will it seem to you a simple sacrifice, for this small period of time, of who you are for the sake of others? Are you, for this moment, a political ascetic? Asceticism like that is dangerous. Freedom lies not in our distance from the world but in the historically fragile and contingent ways we are folded into it, just as we ourselves are folds of it. If we take Merleau-Ponty’s Being not as a rigid foundation or a truth behind appearances but as the historical folding and refolding of a univocity, then our freedom lies in the possibility of other foldings. Merleau-Ponty is not insensitive to this point. His elusive concept of the invisible seems to gesture in this direction. Of painting, he writes: the proper essence of the visible is to have a layer of invisibility in the strict sense, which it makes present as a certain absence . . . There is that which reaches the eye directly, the frontal properties of the visible; but there is also that which reaches it from below . . . and that which reaches it from above . . . where it no longer participates in the heaviness of origins but in free accomplishments.9 Elsewhere, in The Visible and the Invisible, he says: if . . . the surface of the visible, is doubled up over its whole extension with an invisible reserve; and if, finally, in our flesh as the flesh of things, the actual, empirical, ontic visible, by a sort of folding back, invagination, or padding, exhibits a visibility, a possibility that is not the shadow of the actual but its principle . . . an interior horizon and an exterior horizon between which the actual visible is a partitioning and which, nonetheless, open indefinitely only upon other visibles . . .10  What are we to make of these references? We can, to be sure, see the hand of Heidegger in them. But we may also, and for present purposes more relevantly, see an intersection with Foucault’s work on freedom. There is an ontology of freedom at work here, one that situates freedom not in the private reserve of an individual but in the unfinished character of any historical situation. There is more to our historical juncture, as there is to a painting, than appears to us on the surface of its visibility. The trick is to recognize this, and to take advantage of it, not only with our thoughts but with our lives. And that is why, in the end, there can be no such thing as a sad revolutionary. To seek to change the world is to offer a new form of life-celebration. It is to articulate a fresh way of being, which is at once a way of seeing, thinking, acting, and being acted upon. It is to fold Being once again upon itself, this time at a new point, to see what that might yield. There is, as Foucault often reminds us, no guarantee that this fold will not itself turn out to contain the intolerable. In a complex world with which we are inescapably entwined, a world we cannot view from above or outside, there is no certainty about the results of our experiments. Our politics are constructed from the same vulnerability that is the stuff of our art and our daily practices. But to refuse to experiment is to resign oneself to the intolerable; it is to abandon both the struggle to change the world and the opportunity to celebrate living within it. And to seek one aspect without the other – life-celebration without world-changing, world-changing without life-celebration – is to refuse to acknowledge the chiasm of body and world that is the wellspring of both.  If we are to celebrate our lives, if we are to change our world, then perhaps the best place to begin to think is our bodies, which are the openings to celebration and to change, and perhaps the point at which the war within us that I spoke of earlier can be both waged and resolved. That is the fragile beauty that, in their different ways, both Merleau- Ponty and Foucault have placed before us. The question before us is whether, in our lives and in our politics, we can be worthy of it.  So how might you be a political body, woven into the fabric of the world as a celebrator and as a changer? You went to the meeting, and then to the demonstration. How was it there? Were the bodies in harmony or in counterpoint? Did you sing with your feet, did your voice soar? Did your mind come alive? Did you see possibilities you had not seen before? Were there people whose words or clothes, or even the way they walked hand in hand (how long has it been since you’ve walked hand in hand with someone out in public?) offer you a possibility, or make you feel alive as well as righteous? And how about those people off to the side, the ones on the sidewalk watching? Maybe they just stared, or maybe nodded as you went past. Or maybe some of them shouted at you to stop blocking the streets with your nonsense. Did you recoil within yourself, see yourself as in a mirror, or as the person at Sartre’s keyhole who’s just been caught? Did you feel superior to them, smug in your knowledge? Or did they, too, show you something you might learn from? Are they you at another moment, a moment in the past or in the future? Are they your parents that you have not explained to, sat down beside, or just shared a meal with? That one over there, the old man slightly stooped in the long overcoat: whom does he remind you of? What message might he have unwittingly brought for you? And why does it have to be a demonstration? You go to a few meetings, a few more demonstrations. You write some letters to legislators. You send an email to the President. And then more meetings. The next thing you know, you’re involved in a political campaign. By then you may have stopped asking why. This is how it goes: demonstrations, meetings with legislators, internet contacts. Does it have to be like this? Are demonstrations and meetings your only means? Do they become, sooner or later, not only means but ends? And what kinds of ends? In some sense they should always be ends: a meeting is a celebration, after all. But there are other ends as well. You go to the meeting because that fulfills your obligation to your political conscience. Does it come to that? There are other means, other ends. Other means/ends. Some people ride bicycles, en masse, slowly through crowded urban streets. You want environmentalism? Then have it. The streets are beautiful with their tall corniced buildings and wide avenues. To ride a bike through these streets instead of hiding in the armor of a car would be exhilarating. If enough of you do it together it would make for a pleasant ride, as well as a little lived environmentalism. Would you want to call it a demonstration? Would it matter? There are others as well who do other things with their bodies, more dangerous things. Some people have gone to Palestine in order to put their bodies between the Palestinians and the Israeli soldiers and settlers who attack them. They lie down next to Palestinians in front of the bulldozers that would destroy homes or build a wall through a family’s olive orchard. They feel the bodies of those they are in solidarity with. They smell the soil of Palestine as they lay there. Sometimes, they are harmed by it. A young woman, Rachel Corrie, was deliberately crushed by a US bulldozer operated by an Israeli soldier as she kneeled in front of a Palestinian home, hoping to stop its demolition. To do politics with one’s body can be like this. To resist, to celebrate, is also to be vulnerable. The world that you embrace, the world of which you are a part, can kill you too. And so you experiment. You try this and you try that. You are a phenomenologist and a genealogist. You sense what is around you, attend to the way your body is encrusted in your political involvements. And you know that that sensing has its own history, a history that often escapes you even as it envelops you. There is always more to what you are, and to what you are involved in, than you can know. So you try to keep vigilant, seeking the possibilities without scorning the realities. It’s a difficult balance. You can neglect it if you like. Many do. But your body is there, woven into the fabric of all the other bodies, animate and inanimate. Whether you like it or not, whether you recognize it or not. The only question is whether you will take up the world that you are of, or leave it to others, to those others who would be more than willing to take your world up for you.  
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Relativism is not a trivial thesis, and the strength of its arguments deserves careful analysis. In this article I ask how relativism applies to the analysis of responsibility for mass crime. Mass crime is an act committed by a significant number of members of a group, in the name of all members of that group, and against individuals identified as a target on the basis of their belonging to a different group. 1 It is possible to isolate several constitutive features of mass crimes: their ideological justification; the role of the regime in criminal activities; the number of perpetrators and collaborators; the number of victims, and the attitudes and behavior of bystanders. An important facet of these features is the normalization of crime, which in turn has at least two elements. The first consists in ideological, legal and political institutionalization of crime. The system of values, the political arrangements and the legal norms are all shaped in a manner that allows, justifies, and renders routine the killing of those who are arbitrarily proclaimed as enemies. The second aspect of normalization is the support of an important number of subjects for the regime and its practices. If both criteria of normalization are met, a specific sub-type of criminal regime is created, which can be called a populist criminal regime. 2 Mass killing of innocent people is deeply disturbing. Almost equally disquieting is the normalization of the criminal practice: institutionalization and routinization of the machinery of death, which are made possible by the support of ‘ordinary people’. When one thinks about Nazi Germany or Serbia under Milosevic, the gravity of the crimes sometimes prompts very basic questions. How was it possible? What turned decent people into monsters? What happened to the elementary moral standards of right and good? How did human capacity for empathy and solidarity so suddenly disappear? One of the questions that always comes back concerns the ability of an individual to judge and to act autonomously when confronted with the evil that permeates through the whole of society. A negative answer – the inability thesis – is in the core of the relativist argument against moral responsibility of perpetrators, collaborators and bystanders. I will argue that this argument does not hold. The relativist failure to properly conceptualize responsibility for crime follows from the mistaken view of moral autonomy, which then leads to the erroneous explanation of the establishment, authority and justification of moral judgments.
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But relativism is not free of ambiguities. Most importantly, it fails to provide a clear account of the justification of moral judgments. It often reduces moral beliefs to the prevailing points of view, grounded in habits, shared cultural practices, and from this personal choice is derived. 12 On closer examination, this strategy may cut short understanding, relying instead on ready-made convictions and conventions, justified by the recourse to tradition and the majority support. 13 This simple relativism argues that in our search for justification there is always a point at which we stop, concede to the primary fact of our social condition, and stick to the existing rules, beliefs and attitudes: Since all justifications come to an end [with] what the people who accept them find acceptable and not in need of further justification, no conclusion, it is thought, can claim validity beyond the community whose acceptance validates it. 14 Some relativists realize the gravity of this objection. Also, some of them are aware of the potentially frightening implications of the ‘relativity of truth(s)’ and ‘disappearance of moral conl ict’ arguments. Assume that I, a citizen of New Zealand, insist that Auschwitz or Srebrenica are objectively wrong, morally indefensible practices, and that they are such regardless of what some Germans or some Serbs think about them. Confronted with such a claim, a relativist cannot simply maintain that all truths are relative to the given contexts, and that one’s contextually shaped moral position – including the positions of killers, collaborators, and bystanders – cannot be judged from the perspective of any other moral position. A consistent application of this understanding of relativism would lead to the conclusion that only Germans can say that the Holocaust was wrong (or that it was not wrong), or that only Serbs can say the same about Srebrenica. This would be an irresponsibly wrong statement, regardless of where we belong, or which theory we subscribe to. Therefore, relativism has to defend its argument in a manner that would effectively reject the objection of its inability to confront moral questions that arise from the practices which most people, irrespective of their belonging, condemn as morally unacceptable.
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How does this abstract theory work when applied to concrete cases in specific contexts? Harman explores Hitler’s case, looking for the proper moral understanding of his role in the Holocaust, and, more generally, for the proper moral attitude towards the whole practice of the Holocaust. Anyone is entitled to make a normative, that is, non-inner and hence non-moral, judgment about the Holocaust, and to assess it as a practice that ought never to have happened. In the same way, anyone can infer that what Hitler did was wrong. Following Harman’s exposition of the analytical conditions for inner judgments, we would expect that only Germans could say that Hitler’s intentions were morally wrong. But, Harman here makes an interesting theoretical turn, arguing that in Hitler’s case even Germans cannot reconstruct an inner, moral judgment: ‘It sounds odd to say that Hitler should not have ordered the extermination of the Jews, that it was wrong of him to have done so.’ 22 What would be ‘odd’ in the statement of a German that Hitler’s intentions were morally wrong, or that the Holocaust was morally wrong, given that it would be a clear instance of the inner judgment? The moral judgment does not work here, argues Harman, because it is too weak – the speakers come to realize that Hitler’s actions were so terrible that they placed him beyond the scope of moral considerations. Hitler remains ‘beyond the pale’. 23 This is where a sophisticated theoretical model reaches its limits. By claiming that ‘Hitler is beyond the pale’, Harman uses a concrete extreme example to make a generalizible inference: distinguishing between external and internal judgments is not a sufficient condition for a precise demarcation of the status and the meaning of morality. As persons in the relation of ‘relevant moral understanding’, we realize that distinguishing between right and wrong intentions is sometimes a matter of degree. However, some intentions transpire as so gravely and indisputably wrong that they obstruct the basic meaning and the very possibility of the moral understanding – it is not possible to acknowledge the moral terms of the internal group relationship any more. The (realized) intention to kill the Jews or the Bosniaks tells us about abandoning the background moral understanding. The society has entered a new condition, to which moral criteria do not apply any more. It follows that the moral judgment about mass crime and its agents is not possible because the agents’ intentions and actions remain ‘beyond the motivational reach of the relevant moral considerations’. 24 Or, they do not fit into the logical form of inner judgments.

Ignoring morals justifies Nazi Germany and Serbia under Milosevic

Dimitrijevic 10 – associate professor at CEU Political Science Department

(Nenad, “Moral knowledge and mass crime : A critical reading of moral relativism,” Philosophy Social Criticism February 2010 vol. 36 no. 2 131-156, dml)

When thinking about perpetrators, collaborators or bystanders, we try to understand what made it possible for them to commit or support crimes. We also want to know what led them to abandon moral standards for the sake of the perverted value system imposed by the criminal regime. In this context, both the ability to act and the ability to judge gain special connotations. First, one should not reject nor underestimate the impact of the circumstances on the ability to act freely. The conditions in criminal regimes are so difficult that they sometimes provide excuses for morally wrong (non-)actions. People may be effectively denied freedom of choice, or saddled with a situation they cannot control. They may fail to act out of reasonable fear, or may choose to perform a morally wrong action for the sake of preventing what they see as the direct threat to them or to the people close to them, even though they know that in this way they could cause harm to some other innocent people. In short, the context may perhaps excuse the agent from responsibility for an action or attitude that in normal situations would be considered morally flawed. Second, the question of the status of the autonomous judgment under the criminal regime asks if there can be a reason, or a set of reasons, affecting one’s grasp of the moral character of the criminal intention and action. Can a person be held ignorant of the immorality of crime, on the account of her or his justified ignorance of the moral code? The question is important in the light of the disturbing empirical evidence. In the populist criminal regimes the majority of people supported criminal attitudes, intentions and the practice of the mass crimes committed in their name. They acknowledged the outcomes as right. Looking from the outside, and applying universalist moral standards, we could infer that such an establishment and realization of the perverted ‘ethics of evil’ amounts to a moral breakdown, in which the community and most of its members abandoned basic civilizational standards for the sake of brutal barbarianism. We will see: a lost sense of justice and the absence of an elementary concern for the humanity of the members of the targeted group; indifference of the majority towards suffering of innocent human beings; the institutionalized machinery of violence, and ‘ordinary men’ preaching their loyalty to it. We will identify causal connections between political, societal and individual perspectives. We will conclude that the ruling political and cultural elite somehow brought most of the group members into a state in which they were ready to participate in the crime, and to support it as a legitimate practice. Obviously, this attitude cannot be justified. Something else is the subject of controversy. Can a person, or a group of persons, be absolved of responsibility by pointing to the interpretation of culture that was dominant during the crime, and that presented killing as morally right? Some relativists provide an affirmative answer. Following Michelle Moody-Adams’ critical analysis, I identify this relativist argument as the inability thesis. 26 The claim is that the interplay between culture and agency under the populist criminal regime assumes a distinct form. For instance, the analysis of Nazi Germany or Serbia under Milosevic demonstrates that criminal ideology was so effectively implemented in the processes of socialization, through different measures ranging from education and cultural propaganda to political manipulation, that we can infer a systematically created inability to think, judge, and act morally. Once the enterprise of socialization succeeds, subjects – both perpetrators and ordinary people – do not understand any more the wrongness of the ethical patterns that justify criminal ideology and practices. Culturally induced inability leads to moral ignorance. Morally disabled human beings stop being assumptively responsible agents, simply because they are not autonomous persons any more. They cannot make sense of their place in the world, which is demonstrated both in their inability to judge right from wrong, and in their inability to act morally. This finally justifies the judgment of their diminished legal, political or moral accountability: A graduate of Sandhurst or West Point who does not understand his duty to noncombatants as human beings is certainly culpable of his ignorance; an officer bred up from childhood in the Hitler Jugend might not be. 27 The inability thesis implies that moral corruption at the societal level creates individuals whose patterns of evaluation and action indeed appear to be morally flawed. But the moral corruption of the practice of mass crime can be observed only from the viewpoint of civilized normalcy, in which moral laws are valid. Only people who live in a society whose cultural identity is based on the harmony of the universal and group-specific values, can distinguish between right and wrong. One can know only what is valid in one’s society. Individuals imprisoned in the described cultural contexts remain strictly speaking beyond moral judgment, because they are brought up in a society which has effectively deprived them of the possibility to learn moral standards. This is the standard version of the inability thesis, which argues that the perpetrators and bystanders should be absolved of accountability for crime. But some relativist authors would not stop here – they argue that even in such an extreme context persons remain moral agents. Without denying either the power of duress to diminish the ability to act, or the power of the criminal ideology to destroy one’s ability to judge, they claim that there still exists room for the moral appraisal of one’s actions. It follows that moral guidelines we find in a criminal regime cannot be simply dismissed as morally irrelevant on the account of their unjustified ability. To judge perpetrators, accomplices and bystanders relative to the context, first requires assessing the authenticity of their moral convictions. The second question is whether the agents acted in accordance with their authentic convictions. The conclusion reads that authenticity exculpates.

Your interpretation destroys moral decency

Dimitrijevic 10 – associate professor at CEU Political Science Department

(Nenad, “Moral knowledge and mass crime : A critical reading of moral relativism,” Philosophy Social Criticism February 2010 vol. 36 no. 2 131-156, dml)

Put simply, the ability to judge, as the distinguishing feature of one’s moral agency, is not context-dependent. What remains context-dependent is the capacity to act in accordance with moral reasons. Relativism denies this distinction by reducing ability to judge to the contingent effect of circumstances. It claims that in a social, cultural, or historical context which upholds the standards of decency and moral equality, we can suppose that the people are typically assumptively responsible. But when external conditions change, internal ability to judge will crumble, depending on the type and strength of the blow to normalcy our society suffers, and on our character traits. A decent society produces moral individuals, while a rogue society undermines the moral decency of its members. Surely, these are all complex processes, which importantly depend both on human strength and on the character of the societal, cultural, or political crisis. But what really counts, according to the relativist argument, is that in such situations we cannot legitimately expect individuals to be autonomous agents any more. Maybe some of them will be in a better position – due to their status in society or due to their stronger character – to oppose duress and manipulative socialization. And perhaps we can, with Scarre, ‘demand more from those who are capable of more’. Indeed, this looks like a logically correct step, especially if we abandon the principle of moral equality and settle for the claim that one’s morality is a matter of measure. The measure is calculated by dividing the power of the context by the individual’s social position and psychological and mental qualities. When comparing the results of this calculus, we could – following, for instance, Arneson – assume that the bigger numbers denote one’s higher position on the scale of moral capacities.

The impact is genocide and nuclear war

Fasching 93 (Darrell, professor of religious studies at the University of South Florida, The Ethical Challenge of Auschwitz and Hiroshima: Apocalypse or Utopia pg 8-9, dml)

Living in an age of alienation, I used to think that the experience of alienation was a problem in need of resolution. I have come to see it, however, as a promising opportunity. For when we have become strangers to ourselves we experience a new vulnerability and a new openness to the other: other persons, other ideas, other cultures, and other ways of life. To the degree that secularization alienates us from apocalyptic dangers. The greatest danger created by alienation seems to be that we shall become lost in a sea of relativism, of assuming one way is as good as another. This is just as destructive as those centered theologies that assume there is only one way. Because culture, like nature, abhors a vacuum such relativism inevitably defaults in some arbitrary form of absolutism that refuses to tolerate the pluralism to which it is a reaction. When all values are viewed as equally arbitrary, no good reasons can be offered for one option over another. And when no good reasons can be offered, "the will to power" takes over. In a technological civilization, the autonomous secular rationality of technique, symbolized by Auschwitz and Hiroshima, expresses this arbitrary will to power. The notion that we live in a purely secular civilization needs to be qualified. All public order is structured by experiences of the sacred that, sociologically speaking, legitimate a given social order. The particular form of sacred order that dominates modern civilization simply assumes a secular guise. It is a demonic form rooted in the normlessness of modern cultural relativism and expressed in the paradoxical formula "nothing is any longer sacred not even human life." It is my conviction, however, that a path lies between the extremes of relativism and absolutism, and that path is the way of doubt and self-questioning which accompanies passing over and coming back as a quest for insight through the sharing in the narrative traditions of the stranger. For as a permanent way I believe it prevents one from settling into either a self-complacent absolutism or a self-complacent relativism, replacing both with the experience of self-transcendence as a surrender to doubt and its social correlate, openness to the stranger.
2AC: Fasching Turn

Their vision justifies genocide – Nietzsche may not have been a Nazi but his vision was compatible with theirs – if nothing is true everything is permitted

Fasching 93 (Darrell, professor of religious studies at the University of South Florida, The Ethical Challenge of Auschwitz and Hiroshima: Apocalypse or Utopia pg 25, dml)

Scarcely more than half a century after Nietzsche's madman had unleashed his prophecy the Nazis came along to embrace his vision of a normless will to power. Nietzsche had offered a vision of a new type of individual who would have to take charge of human history after the death of God; namely, the Übermensch or self-transcending person. Such individuals would have the courage to "transvalue all values" and remake the world in their own image. Nietzsche, of course, had a somewhat aristocratic vision of these new individuals. But his vision was easily usurped by the Nazis who imagined themselves, the pure Aryan race, as the natural embodiment of this superior human being who would recreate the world through a will to power. The Nazi program of attempted genocide of the Jews is a logical outcome of this new normless situation expressed in Nietzsche's parable of "the Death of God." In a world where power is the final arbiter of values and might makes right, deicide is inexorably followed by genocide.

Ethics are not relativistic and recognizing this allows us to avoid mass violence

Fasching 93 (Darrell, professor of religious studies at the University of South Florida, The Ethical Challenge of Auschwitz and Hiroshima: Apocalypse or Utopia pg 136, dml)

As long as the social order was believed to have "sacred origins" established "in the beginning," its order was the unchangeable fate of humanity. Once that order was desacralized, society was open to being shaped and changed. But to the degree that the values which shaped public order were understood to be part of the sacred normative order of nature, secularization destroyed the normative horizon of order and left human beings naked and adrift in Nietzsche's horizonless world where only a demonic and unchecked will to power reigns. The task of social ethics today is to discover those norms that transcend any given culture, in order to critique the present order of society and imagine and outline a new world in which the human is realizable through its utopian capacity for self-transcendence. And the effecting of social ethics today is the personal, political and managerial task of a shaping a public policy capable of sustaining the utopian order of an open society where, in the face of finitude and tragedy, we can remain willing and able to make new beginnings.
Your alternative affirms the kind of cultural divisions we criticize – the mindset that these are inevitable and the idea that we should overcome morals causes nuclear omnicide – star this card

Fasching 93 (Darrell, professor of religious studies at the University of South Florida, The Ethical Challenge of Auschwitz and Hiroshima: Apocalypse or Utopia pg 311-312, dml)

In charge of the naked public square we will find the descendants of Nietzsche's madman who came to declare God dead and replace him with the Übermensch who lives by the will to power. Living in a world without horizons, a world of cultural relativism, they propose a politics of realism, a MAD balance of terror, as the essence of human wisdom. Living in a world of relativism, they propose to settle the issue by an arbitrary leap into an absolutized defense of their particular way of life. Nietzsche's madman asked: "How shall we, the murderers of all murderers, comfort ourselves? What was holiest and most powerful of all has bled to death under our knives. Who will wipe this blood off us? What water is there for us to clean ourselves. What festivals of atonement, what sacred games shall we have to invent. Is not the greatness of this deed too great for us? Must not we ourselves become gods simply to seem worthy of it?" 101 We know now what games the descendants of Nietzsche's madman invented. We know now what games the new gods who live by the will to power invented. They were first played at Auschwitz and Hiroshima. The object of the game is to kill in order to heal, to assume total control over life and death. If being a god is being in control then no one is more totally in control of his or her life than the suicidal person who believes that suicide is "the final solution." We have now entered a civilizational era in which this private fantasy has become a public and collective fantasy. We live in a world of realists who offer us a "final solution" to the ambiguity of the human predicament. Nietzsche's Übermensch and Nietzsche's madman are one and the same being. This Nietzschean superior human being is the technological self that assumes its utopian transvaluation of all values can be accomplished through an autonomous will to power. It is no accident that such Nietzschean selves can never leave off from giving in order to receive. This self, which is always trying to fill the naked public square with the works of his or her own ego, ends up trapped in the cycle of eternal return, of eternal repetition. For a self-transcendence that is not empty, that is not open to the infinite, can produce only an infinitizing (or absolutizing) of the self, in which its will to power proceeds from deicide to homicide. The will to power and its violence is never the midwife of the utopian but always and ever returns us to the world of necessity and selfdestruction – the wheel of eternal repetition. There are those who think that the MAD-ness of our civilization has dissipated with the fall of the Iron Curtain and the dissolution of the Soviet Union. But it remains to be seen whether these changes are profound or merely surface changes. Psychologically, we seem to have been given a reprieve, Nuclear annhilation may seem to us less imminent than at any other time since Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Yet whether nuclear annihilation is viewed as imminent or relatively remote is more likely a symptom of a shift in the manic-depressive rhythms of the Janus-faced myth that governs our era than of any truly utopian change. There are still enough nuclear weapons in their silos to more than complete our annihilation. And with the break up of the Soviet Union there is less control over these weapons than beforeand more possibilities for their mindless use. But the MAD-ness of our era is not determined by whether such weapons are ever used. The bomb simply brings into dramatic relief the madness that pervades our everyday world. The MAD-ness is in our methods – our techno-bureaucratic methods. Our dehumanizing techno-bureaucratic methods conjoined with our various sacral (dualistic) narratives governed by a Nietzschean will to power feed the conflicts that divide us, both within and between nations – conflicts that have tempted us (and will tempt us again) to seek "final solutions." 
Destroying ethical norms sends us back into a world of a MAD mentality where nuclear destruction becomes inevitable

Fasching 93 (Darrell, professor of religious studies at the University of South Florida, The Ethical Challenge of Auschwitz and Hiroshima: Apocalypse or Utopia pg 25, dml)

Scarcely more than half a century after Nietzsche's madman had unleashed his prophecy the Nazis came along to embrace his vision of a normless will to power. Nietzsche had offered a vision of a new type of individual who would have to take charge of human history after the death of God; namely, the Übermensch or self-transcending person. Such individuals would have the courage to "transvalue all values" and remake the world in their own image. Nietzsche, of course, had a somewhat aristocratic vision of these new individuals. But his vision was easily usurped by the Nazis who imagined themselves, the pure Aryan race, as the natural embodiment of this superior human being who would recreate the world through a will to power. The Nazi program of attempted genocide of the Jews is a logical outcome of this new normless situation expressed in Nietzsche's parable of "the Death of God." In a world where power is the final arbiter of values and might makes right, deicide is inexorably followed by genocide.

XT: Ethics k2 Stop Nuke War

Modern technologies, such as WMDs, means that we can no longer afford to live beyond good and evil, ethical norms are a necessary check on apocalypse. 

Fasching, 93 - professor in USF's religious studies department – 1993 (Darrell, The Ethical Challenge of Auschwitz and Hiroshima : Apocalypse or Utopia?, Pg. 28)

Our modern technological civilization offers us seemingly infinite utopian opportunities to recreate ourselves (e.g., genetic engineering, behavioral engineering) and our societies (social engineering) and our world (chemical engineering, atomic engineering). But having transcended all limits and all norms, we seem bereft of a normative vision to govern the use of our utopian techniques. This normlessness threatens us with demonic self-destruction. It is this dark side of technical civilization that was revealed to us not only at Auschwitz and but also at Hiroshima. Auschwitz represents a severe challenge to the religious traditions of the West: to Christians, because of the complicity of Christianity in the anti-Judaic path that led to Auschwitz renders its theological categories ethically suspect; to Jews, because their victim status presses faith in the God of history and in humanity to the breaking point. But the path to Auschwitz, and from Auschwitz to Hiroshima, represents a challenge, equally severe, for the scientific and technical, secular culture of the Enlightenment. We do not seem to have fared any better under a secular ethic than we did under a religious one. Indeed we have fared worse. Genocide it seems is a unique product of the modern secular world and its technically competent barbarians. Auschwitz stands for a demonic period in modern Western civilization in which the religious, political and technological developments converged to create a society whose primary purpose was the most efficient organization of that entire society for the purpose of exterminating all persons who were regarded as aliens and strangers—especially the Jews. The Nazi vision of the pure Aryan society represents a utopian vision of demonic proportions—a vision that inspired an apocalyptic revolutionary program of genocide. It reveals at once both a time of "The Death of God" in the Nietzschean sense and yet the resurgence of religion, that is, a demonic religiosity that creates a new public order in which all pluralism is eliminated from the public square and in which virtually nothing is sacred—not even human life. The period of the Holocaust stands as prophetic warning to a technological civilization that has no other norm than the will to power. If Auschwitz embodies the demonic use of technology against targeted populations to commit genocide, Hiroshima and Nagasaki represent the last such use of technology. For with the coming of Nuclear warfare, technology has outstripped human intentionality so that if the bomb is ever used again, genocide will be transformed into collective suicide or omnicide—the destruction of all life. Having enemies is a luxury no community on the face of the earth can any longer afford

2AC: Genocide DA

The trans-valuation of values will result in one of two things: a moral philosophy similar to the aff or an immoral alternative that would allow for rape, racism, cruelty etc. 

Comte- Sponville 91 (Andre, Professor of Philosophy at the Sorbonne. “The Brute, the Sophist, and the Aesthete “Art in the Service of Illusion”, Why We are Not Nietzscheans).

If I had no morality, as I so haughtily claimed, then in the name of what did I condemn rape or forbid it to myself? In the name of what could I decide what was wrong or not? In the name of what, for instance, fight against racism, injustice, or barbarity? In the name of what should I even prefer sincerity to mendacity or sweetness to cruelty? For a time I tried to answer: "In the name of an ethic." But this kind of purely verbal solution is satisfactory only for a while. This ethic still had to be thought out, and the strange fact accounted for that a supposedly amoral ethic most often corresponds quite well, and this on all the serious problems, to what any honest man would call morality. So I took up my Spinoza again, and what I saw there is that there is no Spinozist immoralism, or rather only a theoretical immoralism, and that . . . but let's get back to Nietzsche. There is a Nietzschean immoralism, not only theoretical but practical, and the more I got to know it, the more I found it-I barely dare to write the word, so much does it go without saying, and so much will it make our great wits smile. The more I got to know this immoralism, the more I found it immoral. Simply, stupidly, inadmissibly immoral. 

Nietzsche advocated exterminating those who he thought of as weak and establishing a master race 

Wolin, 06 (The Seduction of Unreason: The Intellectual Romance with Fascism from Nietzsche to Postmodernism, Richard Wolin, Professor of History and Comparative Literature at the Graduate Center, City University). 

How might one translate the conviction that hierarchy is beneficial and equality symptomatic of weakness-beliefs Nietzsche held-into the terms of a consistent political ethos? This was the dilemma confronting Nietzsche as a political philosopher, and the solution he found was an endorsement of "great politics." His belief in the necessity of hierarchy had profound political implications, which found expression in his conviction that the "well-being of the majority and the well-being of the few are opposite viewpoints of value." If one were passionately committed to greatness, as was Nietzsche, one couldn't shy away from drawing the necessary conclusions, harsh as they might seem from a humanitarian point of view. Nietzsche, of course, was anything but timorous in this regard. As he observes in Schopenhauer as Educator, A People is a detour of nature to get six or seven great men." And in the notes for The Will to Power, he flirts seriously with the idea of a "master race": From now on there will be more favorable preconditions for more comprehensive forms of dominion, whose like has never yet existed. . . . The possibility has been established for the production of international racial unions whose task wd be to rear a master race, the future "masters of the earth-a new, tremendous aristocracy, based on the severest self-legislation, in which the will of philosophical men of power and artist tyrants will be made to endure for millennia . In Ecce Homo Nietzsche openly speculates on what a "successful" realization of his doctrines ("my attempt to assassinate two millennia of antinature and human disfiguration") might mean. The scenario he envisions cannot but make one shudder: "That higher Party of Life which would take the greatest of all tasks into its hands, the higher breeding of humanity, including the merciless extermination [Vernichtung] of everything degenerate and parasitical, would make possible again that excess of life on earth from which the Dionysian state will grow again." 

Nietzsche’s embracing of disorder necessitates an abandonment of traditional morality and justifies mass murder. 

White, 90 (Alan, online book, Within Nietzsche’s Labyrinth, Professor of Philosophy, Williams College, http://www.williams.edu/philosophy/faculty/awhite/WNL%20web/beauty_and_goodness.htm).  

Nietzsche exhorts us to live beautifully; on this point, Nehamas and I agree.  A second point of our agreement is in at­tributing  to Nietzsche an insistence that the assessment of a specific life's beauty is a matter, primarily, for the individual living that life.  From  these teachings a serious problem emerges:  if  beauty is the criterion for goodness, and if there are no universal criteria for beauty,  is there anything to prevent the mass murderer and the child molester on the one hand, or the couch potato on the other, from viewing their lives as beautiful, and thus as good --  even as ideal?  This question leads me to one  of Nehamas's central concerns:  "Nietzsche  is clearly much more concerned with the question of how one's ac­tions are to fit  together into a coherent, self-sustaining, well-motivated whole than he is with the  quality of those actions them­selves" (166);  for this reason, "the uncomfortable feeling per­sists that someone might achieve Nietzsche's ideal life and still be nothing short of repugnant" (167). This  uncomfortable feeling arises, for Nehamas, from the teaching that life is literature.  According to Nehamas's Nietzsche, "one should  not take one's misdeeds seriously for long, [because] virtue does not depend on what one does but on whether what one does is an expression of one's whole self, of one's 'own will.'"  This position makes sense, Nehamas adds, because "these are exactly the considerations  that are relevant to the evaluation of  literary characters" (166). Continues... Nietzsche  rejects the notion that there are human obligations deriving from a different world; yet  he is not one of Marcel's fools.  Nehamas  stresses, and I stress, that Nietzsche does not want to take the position of encouraging  sadists and egotists.  Unbridled egotism, he  insists, would lead only to "universal wars of annihilation" (BT:15).  His  position is made yet more explicit in a passage quoted above, but worth repeating: I deny morality as I deny alchemy, that is, I deny their premises:  but I do not  deny that there have been alchemists who believed in these premises and acted in  accordance with them. -- I also deny immorality:  not that countless people feel themselves to be immoral, but that there is  any true reason so to feel.  It goes without saying that I do not deny -- unless  I am a fool -- that many actions called immoral ought to be avoided and resisted, or that  many called moral ought to be done and encouraged -- but I think the one should be  encouraged and the other avoided for other reasons  than hitherto. (D:103) Nietzsche does not want to deny "that many actions called immoral ought to be  avoided and resisted, and that many called moral ought to be done and encouraged"; he  agrees with Marcel that only fools could think otherwise. Yet he rejects other-worldly sources of obligation; how then can he answer Marcel's questions?  What is to be said, or done, to the  mass murderer and the child molester, or to the couch potato? Nehamas responds to this question on Nietzsche's behalf, but his response strikes me as in part inaccurate and in part dan­gerous, and thus, on the whole, unacceptable.  In responding, Nehamas first suggests that Nietzsche severely restricts the audience to whom he addresses his transvaluative  teachings: Exemplifying the very attitude that prompts him to reject uncondi­tional codes, Nietzsche does not  reject them unconditionally.  His demand is  only that philos­ophers, and not all people, "take their stand beyond good and evil and leave the illusion of  moral judgment beneath them" (TIVII:1) Here, Nehamas suggests that only philosophers -- who, he seems to assume, are not  "fools" of the sort Marcel and Nietzsche are worried about -- are to recognize  that moral judgment is il­lusory.  In this central respect, Nehamas's Nietzsche seems to remain a Platonist:  he tells noble lies to the masses in order to keep  them in line, reserving the truth for the intellectually privileged few. No doubt, Nietzsche does restrict the scope of some of his teachings; he has Zarathustra announce, for example, "It is a dis­grace [Schmach] to pray!   Not for everyone, but for you and me and whoever else has his conscience in his  head.  For you it is a disgrace to pray" (ZIII:8.2; 227.27-29).    I grant in addition that Nietzsche points philosophers beyond dogmatic morality; he agrees with Marcel that nothing on this earth obliges us to be thoughtful or kind.  Yet even in the passage Nehamas cites, Nietzsche does not present his teachings to philosophers alone.    And if we distinguish more generally between esoteric and ex­oteric strains in Nietzsche's teachings, then his immoralism, his apparent advocacy of violence and oppression, must certainly be included among his teachings for the many. Continues...  As long as the illusion of moral judgment holds sway, Nietzsche's question cannot  be my guiding question, for as long as that illusion holds, Zarathustra's minotaur rules:  good for all, evil for all.  A post-moral world, one wherein the minotaur was  silenced, would be one in which each of us could determine his or her own good; that would  have to be a world within which diversity would be encouraged rather than inhibited.  But that, it might seem, would entail a new form of moral dog­matism, one with the paradoxical form, "the good for all is that there be no 'good for all'"?  How could Nietzsche  defend such a perspective, or such affirmation, as one appropriate for everyone?  

XT: Genocide DA

Nietzsche’s celebration of cruelty, violence, and authoritarianism are cornerstones of his philosophy. 

Wolin, 06 - Professor of History and Comparative Literature at City University (Richard, The Seduction of Unreason: The Intellectual Romance with Fascism from Nietzsche to Postmodernism). 

Ironically, whereas an earlier generation of critics took Nietzsche's philosophy to task for its repugnant political message, the postmodern approach is fond of celebrating his apoliticism. But no special interpretive talent is needed to see that the remarks just quoted, far from being "apolitical," are fraught with political directives and implications. The postmodernists exaggerate Nietzsche's status as an aesthete and systematically downplay the components of his work that are politically consequential. Nietzsche was, admittedly, an unrelenting critic of contemporary European politics, which in his estimation wreaked of mediocrity and conformity. But that hardly makes him an apolitical thinker. Instead, Nietzsche's unabashed embrace of hierarchy, violence, and the virility of the "warrior type," combined with his visceral distaste for the values of altruism and political egalitarianism, suggests that his doctrines foreshadowed nolm volens some of the more unsavory dimensions of twentieth-century Machtpolitik cum total war. Any serious attempt to reassess Nietzsche's philosophical legacy must ultimately confront the distasteful character of his moral and political views. Conversely, any discussion of Nietzsche that focused exclusively on this aspect of his thought would be extremely limited. Nietzsche's influence on modern thought and literature has been incalculable. Writers as diverse as Rillre, Yeats, Valery, D. H. Lawrence, and George Bernard Shaw embraced his teachings. In Doctor Faustus Thomas Mann used Nietzsche as the model for the composer Adrian Leverkiihn. For a period of five years during the late 1930s Martin Heidegger lectured exclusively on Nietzsche. Perhaps the writer Gottfried Benn said it best when in the late 1940s he observed to a friend, "Really, you know, [Nietzsche] has anticipated and formulated everything, absolutely everything we poke around in-what else have we done these last fifty years but trot out and vulgarize his gigantic thoughts and suffering." His stylistic brilliance aside, no other writer articulated the spiritual disorientation of fin-de-siecle Europe as consummately as Nietzsche. As a cultural analyst, a diagnostician of European moral collapse, his acumen was unparalleled. A self-described "good European," he sensed, in a manner that was almost uncanny, the abyss toward which Europe was uncontrollably heading. Who could deny the preternatural clairvoyance of the following prophetic claim from Ecce Homo: When the truth enters into a fight with the lies of millennia, we shall have upheavals, a convulsion of earthquakes, the like of which has never been dreamed of. . . . The concept of politics will have merged entirely with a war of spirits; all power structures of the old society will have been exploded.. . There will be wars the like of which have never yet been on earth. It is only beginning with me that the earth knows great politic. No one gave voice to the dilemmas of European nihilism with as much force and clarity as Nietzsche. He realized that the religious, moral, and political values that had been the mainstay of the old Europe were moribund and that the new values destined to supplant them had not yet arisen. Nietzsche viewed himself as the midwife of these new values. But he was also aware that he was a man ahead of his time. As a prophet of nihilism, Nietzsche recognized that Europe had lost its moral compass, that it was ethically adrift. In the opening sections of The Will to Power, he offered a succinct definition of nihilism, "The highest values devaluate themselves. The aim is lacking; 'why?' finds no answer." With the advent of the modern age, condemned to labor in the shadow of Zarathustra's chilling proclamation concerning the death of God, Europe had seemingly begun an irreversible course of existential meaninglessness. In Nietzsche's view, its only salvation lay with the birth of the Superman. As Nietzsche proclaims in The Will to Power: In opposition to the dwarfing and adaptation of man to a specialized utility, a reverse movement is needed-the production of a synthetic, summarizing, justifying man for whose existence the transformation of mankind into a machine is a precondition, as a base on which he can invent his higher form of being. . . . A dominating race can grow up only out of terrible and violent beginnings. Where are the barbarians of the twentieth century? The answer to Nietzsche's provocative question would soon materialize. Was Nietzsche really apolitical? Though he mercilessly criticized the dominant political movements of his day, he was also a tireless advocate of "great politics," a veritable leitmotif of his later writings. For Nietzsche, cultural and political greatness were necessary corollaries. Not only was he an enthusiast of Homer, Goethe, and Wagner; he was also a profound admirer of Julius Caesar, Cesare Borgia, and Napoleon. In many respects, his reflections on "great politics" were as coherent and systematic as his musings on cultural and philosophical themes. "The time for petty politics is over," Nietzsche confidently announces in Beyond Good and Evil; "the very next century will bring the fight for the dominion of the earth-the compulsion to great politics." Here, too, Nietzsche's orientation was shaped by his training in the classics. Surveying the world of antiquity, the West's unsurpassed cultural pinnacle, he concluded that a hierarchical organization of society and politics was entirely natural. He subscribed to his University of Base1 colleague Jacob Burckhardt's opinion that the rise of democracy had precipitated Athens' downfall. One of the most felicitous descriptions of his political orientation was provided by his Danish admirer, Georg Brandes, who spoke of Nietzsche's "aristocratic radicalism"-a characterization that Nietzsche M y approved of. Aristocracy means "rule of the best." In Nietzsche's view, it was only natural that "the best-the strongest and most powerful natures-should rule-and rule ruthlessly. As he remarks in The Genealogy of Morals, "To expect that strength will not manifest itself as strength, as the desire to overcome, to appropriate, to have enemies . . . is every bit as absurd as to expect that weakness will manifest itself as strength. . . . No act of violence, rape, exploitation, destruction, is intrinsically 'unjust,' since life itself is violent, rapacious, exploitative, and destructive." Only the Judeo-Christian "slave revolt" in ethics had dared to assume otherwise, insidiously turning the tables on the masters by declaring that strength was evil and weakness good. Nietzsche viewed democracy as merely the political corollary of the pusillanimous Christian view that all persons were equal in the eyes of God. 

If there is no truth, then there is no means of resisting lies—we would be powerless in the face of holocaust denial or conviction of an innocent person at trial.  Truth and morality go hand in hand. 

Comte- Sponville 91 (Andre, Professor of Philosophy at the Sorbonne. “The Brute, the Sophist, and the Aesthete “Art in the Service of Illusion”, Why We are Not Nietzscheans).

If there is no truth, how are you going to resist lies? What would be the sense of asking, for instance, whether Dreyfus was really guilty or who really set the Reichstag on fire? If there is no knowledge, how will you fight obscurantism and ignorance? If there are no facts but only interpretations, what objections will you make to the revisionists who maintain that the gas chambers are not, precisely, a fact, only a point of view, a mere hypothesis, a mere interpretation by certain historians connected to the Jewish lobby? It may be objected that that was not Nietzsche's point of view. Certainly, those were not his examples. As for his point of view, I wouldn't know. In The Antichrist, after having praised Pontius Pilate's attitude ("One Jew more or less-what does it matter?"), Nietzsche adds: The noble scorn of a Roman, confronted with an impudent abuse of the word "truth," has enriched the New Testament with the only saying that has value one which is its criticism, even its annihilation: "What is truth?". Indeed, any judge can say that when he needs to condemn an innocent man. But can we accept that? Should we accept it? And how do we prevent it, if there are neither facts nor truths? In aphorism of Beyond Good and Evil, after having announced, you will recall, that the falseness of a judgment was not for him an objection against that judgment since the only thing that counts is its vital utility, Nietzsche concludes: To recognize untruth as a condition of life-that certainly means resisting accustomed value feelings in a dangerous way; and a philosophy that risks this would by that token alone place itself beyond good and evil. Logic and morality go together. 
2AC: Levinas Turn

Ethics obligate us to act.  We present the story of Harry Ramos, trapped in the inferno of the World Trade Center during 9/11, as a metaphor for our position when faced with unending suffering and impending death.  Instead of abandoning the others and leaping out the window as their alternative would have him do, Harry saved a helpless co-worker in the ultimate gesture of ethics – in the same manner, we ask you to help the torture victims even while knowing that suffering is inevitable.

Jovanovic and Wood 4 (Spoma and Roy, Communications/Rhetoric Professors at Denver University and U North Carolina, Philosophy and Rhetoric Vol 37 no 4, 2004, 317-334, dml)

On September 11, 2001, terrorism touched down in the United States. While millions of us were immobilized and left speechless by what we witnessed live on television, thousands of others in the World Trade Center towers, at the Pentagon, and on three airplanes had no such luxury. They were confronted with a reality few could have ever imagined. One man inside World Trade Center One demonstrates that ethics is a lived response of the type Levinas describes. He was not alone, however. Without advance preparation or rules of conduct to follow, the men and women trapped by evil deeds remind us that ethics is a response to the call of the other. Harry Ramos, forty-six, had just returned to work at his office on the eighty-seventh floor after a week.s absence. Within minutes, the building was shaking violently; he braced himself in a doorway for stability. As light fixtures plummeted to the floor and smoke filled the office, Harry had no idea that a jetliner had just crashed into his building, floors above him. However, he knew enough to know that the survival of hisoffice staff was at stake. Harry, the head trader for a small investment bank, the May Davis Group, was in the throes of pandemonium. Yet, he had to act. With the company.s chief financial officer, Harry marshaled the twelveemployees in the office to the stairwell to begin the descent down eighty-seven floors, one step at a time. Harry stationed himself at the end of the line, making sure no one was left behind. .Nine floors down, the stairwell ended. Emerging into a hallway to look for the next flight of stairs, the group saw wires dangling from the cracked ceilings. Sparks popped. Small fires burned everywhere. Office workers were milling in confusion. The smoke was thickening . (Walsh 2001, 1). The scene was not promising. As the group continued down, Harry convinced the stragglers to keep moving. Along the way, Harry also stopped to help strangers make their way into the stairwell. At the fifty-third floor, Harry found Victor who, because of his large size or perhaps his profound fear, found it difficult to move. Together with another May Davis employee, they made it to the thirty-ninth floor by way of stairs and a short elevator ride. At one point, Harry let go of Victor, towalk ahead and survey the situation. .Victor cried out in fear. "Harry, please help," he begged. "Don't worry, we’re not leaving you," Mr. Ramos said. (Walsh 2001, 1). Stopping to rest, the building sadistically shook again, and so the trio picked themselves up and walked down further, to the thirty-sixth floor. There, an exhausted Victor proclaimed his energy was spent, that his legs could not carry his frame another step. A firefighter rushing by yelled at Harry to leave Victor behind and run. But Harry did not move, assuring the large stranger, "Victor, don.t worry. I'm with you." Moments later, on television sets tuned in to the scene from all over the world, we saw the avalanche of cement and glass crush to the ground as the World Trade Center towers came tumbling down. As the buildings col lapsed, so did thousands of lives. What the ordinary men and women like Harry Ramos left behind was not only a memory of good deeds, but also a glimpse into ethics and communication that compels us to answer the call of the other. Harry Ramos demonstrates for us the detectable evidence of the saying in everyday discourse. In Harry's response, we begin to recognize something compelling that makes possible the saying, what Levinas refers to as .the trace.. The trace signifies presence in absence, like how we feel someone's company even after they have left the room or when the amputee continues to experience the ache of a phantom limb. And, there is the trace of God who has "walked the earth" though is no longer directly visible. For Levinas, the trace is the vestige of the infinite. The Levinasian trace is nonphenomenological, signifying without manifesting anything (Peperzak 1997). As such, it resists our attempts to analyze it or identify it conclusively. Yet we continue to search for it in the saying, in the human face, and in responsibility. This quest, says Levinas, is a worthy one, indicative of an ethical life. The trace itself challenges logic and rationality; the trace resists comprehension as it .disturbs the order of the world. (1996b, 62). The difficulty of talking about the trace arises from its "enigmatic, equivocal" features that elude our attempts to name it. Levinas explains, "The infinite then cannot be tracked down like game by a hunter. The trace left by the infinite is not the residue of a presence; its very glow is ambiguous. (1998, 12). The trace, then, is not a sign or a concrete feature but a paradoxical function of sociality (Bergo 1999). The trace is palpable yet not tangible, within our reach yet out of our grasp. David Michael Levin describes Levinas's phenomenology as tracework, an obsession-sustained meditation on an admittedly hopeless search for the traces .of primordial responsiveness. . The project is hopeless, but not futile; Levin offers, .since the effort, the attempt itself, carries enormous moral merit. (1998, 349). These are powerful ideas.an ethical subject whose ethics are lodged in a place otherwise than being; an ethic that can be conceived as the condition for dialogue in the saying to another; and the possibility of that saying, overwritten in ontology by the said, coming through still as a trace in discourse .like an unheard question. (Bergo 1999, 155). "Harry, please help me," is surely the call of conscience from one terrified and helpless man to a stranger who befriended him. "Don't worry, we're not leaving you," is just as surely the .here I am.. But the repeat at the end, "Don't worry, I'm with you," turns the "here I am" into a deeply exposed and singular commitment. It is no longer "we" but "I" who will be with the man who is not going anywhere in the heart of an inferno.

2AC: VTL Turn

Securing life is a prerequisite to determining value.

Schwartz, 02  (Lisa, Medical Ethics, http://www.fleshandbones.com/readingroom/pdf/399.pdf)

The second assertion made by supporters of  the quality of life as a criterion for decision-  making is closely related to the first, but with  an added dimension. This assertion suggests  that the determination of the value of the  quality of a given life is a subjective determi-nation to be made by the person experiencing  that life. The important addition here is that  the decision is a personal one that, ideally,  ought not to be made externally by another  person but internally by the individual  involved. Katherine Lewis made this decision  for herself based on a comparison between  two stages of her life. So did James Brady.  Without this element, decisions based on  quality of life criteria lack salient information  and the patients concerned cannot give  informed consent. Patients must be given the  opportunity to decide for themselves  whether they think their lives are worth  living or not. To ignore or overlook patients’  judgement in this matter is to violate their  autonomy and their freedom to decide for  themselves on the basis of relevant informa-  tion about their future, and comparative con-  sideration of their past. As the deontological  position puts it so well, to do so is to violate  the imperative that we must treat persons as  rational and as ends in themselves. 

Turn--elevating other values over extinction destroys the value to life and makes extinction certain—their representation that they know the absolute truth of the value to life makes it easier to end it

Schell, 82  (Jonathan, writer for the New Yorker and nuclear weapons expert, The Fate of the Earth)

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

Life First

Life is a prerequisite to determine suffering 

White 90 – Professor of Philosophy at Williams College

(Alan, Within Nietzsche's Labyrinth, http://www.williams.edu/philosophy/faculty/awhite/WNL%20web/beauty_and_goodness.htm,) 

Nietzsche exhorts us to live beautifully; on this point, Nehamas and I agree. A second point of our agreement is in at¬tributing to Nietzsche an insistence that the assessment of a specific life's beauty is a matter, primarily, for the individual living that life. [Continued] A post-moral world , one wherein the minotaur was silenced, would be one in which each of us could determine his or her own good; that would have to be a world within which diversity would be encouraged rather than inhibited. But that, it might seem, would entail a new form of moral dog¬matism, one with the paradoxical form, "the good for all is that there be no 'good for all'"? How could Nietzsche defend such a perspective, or such affirmation, as one appropriate for everyone? How could Nietzsche defend any general position at all? With this question, I turn to what I take to be the dan¬gerous part of Nehamas's response to the problem of immoralism. The problem emerges, for Nehamas, through the question, what is a bad life, if life is literature? Must we not respond, the only bad life is a boring life, a life that doesn't make a good story? Are we then to denounce or condemn the couch potato, but not the mass murderer or the child molester? At times, Nehamas seems to point us in this direction. Insisting that Nietzsche's perspec¬tivism "forbids any general evaluation [of life], positive or negative," Nehamas argues: What Nietzsche eventually comes to attack directly is not any par¬ticular judgment but the very tendency to make general judgments about the value of life in itself, as if there were such a single thing with a character of its own, capable of being praised or blamed by some uniform standard. [...] Life itself has no value, but the life of an individual or a group has as great a value as that individual or group can give it . Some lives are mean or hor¬rible, others magnificent. Life's value depends on what one makes of it, and this is a further sense in which Nietzsche believes that value is created and not discovered. (135) This conclusion, which follows from the forbidding of any general evaluation of life, is, it seems to me, as dangerous in its implications as any of Nietzsche's "words of war," any of his "thunder and fireworks." If "life itself has no value," and if "some lives are mean and horrible," then those who strive to live beautifully need take no account of those whose lives they deem, on whatever basis, to be ugly. "Some lives," Nehamas tells us, "are mean or horrible." I agree, but only if we read Nehamas as asserting that some lives have been mean or horrible. This correction is vital, for no life can be simply "mean or horrible" until it is over. The life that appears, as it develops, to be simply "mean or horrible" may be a life whose beauty has not yet emerged. As Nietzsche notes in what he calls "a parable," "Not every end is a goal. A melody's end is not its goal; nevertheless, so long as the melody has not reached its end, it also has not reached its goal" (HHII:WS:204). Perhaps Nehamas is right in asserting that Nietzsche's perspectivism "forbids any general evaluation [of life], positive or negative"; yet, I have argued, Nietzsche attempts to develop a "general" perspective of life, he attempts to see life as it really is. The lenses of art are not the only lenses we need; Nietzsche exhorts us to view art through the lenses of life. One of the things we see through the lenses of life is that no final evaluation of a life can be made until, at least, the life is over. To say that a life still underway is simply "mean and horrible" is not to express a justifiable opinion, it is to judge prematurely. Nietzsche's parable, which presents life as melody rather than as literature, provides a basis for rejecting the inhumanity seemingly licensed by the simple classification of some lives as "mean or horrible"; yet it may intensify the problem that led to that classification, for it may also seem to provide further sup¬port for the claim that the life of the child molester or serial murderer can be a life that is beautiful. Even if we agree that child molestation is simply ugly, does it follow that a life that has included child molestation must be ugly? That there can be no objection to the execution of the child molester? A different way to put the question is this: can suicide be noble? Would the life of the pale criminal attain its highest beauty if the pale criminal were to kill himself? Granting that nothing the pale criminal may do following his crime will suffice to make his life, as a whole, one to be emulated -- one cannot , I think, will to commit a crime for the sole purpose of then being able to overcome that crime -- we must also recognize that the question that faces the pale criminal himself is not, "would I want others to act as I have acted?" Nor is his question the one posed by Nehamas, i.e., "would I want to do the same things all over again?" His question, rather, is, what now ? What is to be the significance of this murder, which I myself deem repellent, within my life as it continues to develop? Is this calamity to destroy me, or rather, perhaps, to be the basis for my transforma¬tion? We approximate the situation the pale criminal is in if we ask ourselves whether we might think better of him, perhaps even be inspired by him, if, instead of committing suicide, he were to seek to help others to learn from his example. Phrasing the question in terms of suicide indicates that the earlier formulation is too simple. Just as accounts are neither simply true nor simply false, lives are neither simply beautiful or noble nor simply ugly or base. Lives are more or less beauti¬ful, and as long as any life continues, it can, in principle, con¬tinue to transform the initial ugliness, if there be such, of its past. 

Astrofuturism Good

Astrofuturism good – provides progressivism

Kilgore 3 -  Associate Professor of English and American and Cultural Studies at Indiana University.

 (De Witt Douglas Kilgore, University of Pennsylvania Press, 2003, “Astrofuturism: Science, Race, and Visions of Utopia in Space,” Print)

Many feared that Sputnik extended the reach of Soviet power, for it represented the ability of the Soviet Union to span the distance between the Eastern Bloc and the free world of the West with decisive force. But Hickam is not interested in understanding the beginning of the space age as a political historian or public policy analyst. He is concerned with how this moment, defined by the presence and promise of liquid-fueled rocketry, influenced the lives and destinies of an ordinary group of people far removed from the centers of power. His emphasis uncovers the common motivations that made spaceflight so much a part of the intellectual and social landscapes of mid-century America that it had the power to restructure a community’s sense of itself. Hickam’s memoir gives pride of place to images and emotions of transcendence. Sonny’s (Hickam’s boyhood nickname) Sputnik is neither the emblem of John F. Kennedy’s missile gap nor a symbol of Communist aggression. It is an open door, a way out, an ensign of hope. Representing as it does the dream of spaceflight, the satellite offers a material transcendence that can be achieved with the tools of this world.
Astrofuturism good – includes the marginalized
Kilgore 3 -  Associate Professor of English and American and Cultural Studies at Indiana University.

 (De Witt Douglas Kilgore, University of Pennsylvania Press, 2003, “Astrofuturism: Science, Race, and Visions of Utopia in Space,” Print)

We are often hasty to dismiss the power of mainstream projects to move us. At its most constructive, this impulse allows us to attend to marginalized ventures. But while valorizing the avant-grade, we overlook the liberatory potential of less-than-revolutionary gestures: the importance of affiliations, career paths, and life choices offering skills and resources that are withheld from particular segments of our society as a matter of custom or law. The hurdles to a better future for members of disenfranchised groups are not simply a matter of test scores and “innate” abilities. They are also bound up in the dreams to which we have access, the promises they hold for the future, and the social orders that either block the dreamer or provide the resources necessary for the realization of her aspirations. The “conquest of space” and its promise of a bright future was a crucial component of the American dream in the mid-twentieth century, the period of Davis’s and Delany’s childhoods. Spaceflight was imagined as an open door to freedom for those brave and smart enough to step through it. Space itself was a new frontier offering opportunities denied or no longer available on earth. Hence, while the space program of the 1950s and 1960s was as segregated and antidemocratic as any other institution of American life, many white women, poor white men, and members of racial minorities dreamed of sharing in its ambitions and its rewards.

An ontology of Astrofuturism is key to social movements

Ormrod 7—Lecturer in Sociology, University of Brighton. He is co-author, with Peter Dickens, of the forthcoming book Cosmic Society: Towards a Sociology of the Universe.
(September, James S “Psychoanalysis, Culture & Society” JSTOR) 

This paper has argued that fantasies about experiencing life in a spacefaring civilization motivate pro-space activism. In contrast to science fiction fans, who may use literature as escapism, pro-space activists are driven by phantasies about regaining the self experienced in primary narcissism, phantasies translated into symbolic spacefaring fantasies. The existence of these phantasies must be understood in the context of a late-modern culture of narcissism and its effects on people's choice of attachment and development of an ego ideal. Yet, rather than manifesting the anxiety and lack of direction associated with many late-modern individuals, pro-space activists continue to strive to obtain the kind of omnipotence first experienced in primary narcissism. In terms of a more general approach to the study of social movements, I believe it is important to introduce phantasy to the ontology of motivation. This paper suggests that the imagining of future worlds can drive people into social movements. Reticence about re-pathologizing social movements is understandable, but I argue that social movement theory need not ignore the social structuring of unconscious processes. The specific framework I have developed here obviously cannot be applied directly to any other social movement, but I do believe that most social movements involve fantasies about the kind of world for which their members strive. Psychoanalysis could undoubtedly identify interesting phantasmic dimensions to the environmentalist and peace movements, for example. This is one way in which the translation of structural processes into individual political activists' motivation can be better understood.

Link Turn -  Technology

Technological development furthers the will to power; allowing man to become life affirming

McGinn 80 (Robert Director, Program in Science, Technology & Society,Professor (Teaching), Managment Science & Engineering at Stanford University , 1980, “Nietzsche on Technology” Journal of the History of Ideas, Vol. 41, No. 4 (Oct. - Dec., 1980), pp. 679-691) jstor
6. Conclusion-N's general attitude toward technology hinges on the fact that he related it to what he viewed as the two fundamental, opposing sides of human nature: an active, creative force-later called the "will to power"-ever seeking self-aggrandizement through overcoming resistance, and a passive, inertial force inclining the individual toward organismic states requiring minimal expenditures of energy to maintain. N's attitude toward technology was ambivalent because he saw that, in its various aspects, it could strengthen or weaken either or both of these forces in human nature. On the one hand, much technology, from the point of view of invention, is the result of exercizing the "highest intellectual powers." Moreover, the development and use of certain technologies offer opportunities for strengthening the active, creative side of human nature, something vital to N's ideal of human life. On the other hand, many technologies, especially in modern society, have effects which engender or reinforce inertial behavior in their users. Thus N deplored the fact that factory work dissipated much of the energy of workers, some of which might, perhaps with the aid of other technologies, be liberated and utilized for creative ends. N's middle-period criticism of the factory worker was in part directed at the latter's emerging tendency to adapt to rather than resist the inertia-inducing character of machine work. One hallmark of N's middle and late works is an attempt to ascertain the full range of benefits and costs19-especially the spiritual ones-of the vari- ous phenomena he considered, e.g., morality, science, art, and technology. Although his treatment of technology is predominantly critical, N, unlike most philosophers, went some way toward achieving a balanced viewpoint in his consideration of technology. He was neither a facile technological optimist nor a categorical detractor of technology. Technology was a double-edged sword: at once a source of opportunities for creative growth and of temptations to inertial decay. The latter might be minimized or re- buffed but could never be finally eliminated. Alienation from the creative human life-force, whether occasioned by technology or not, was a perma- nent possibility in human life. To the mature N, technology-rooted alienation estranged man from his creative energies, often also from his fellows, and on occasion from nature. It could be overcome not, as the young N thought, by administering periodic doses of Greek tragedy or Wagnerian music drama, but by recurrently focussing one's attention and desire on N's evolving ideal of human excellence: the "free spirit" (in the middle works), the "overman" (in the late works). Only to the extent that such a focus was maintained could the individual keep technological and other forms of alienation at bay. Such an orientation also helped prepare the soil for the emergence of a more rational organization of technological relations of production, exchange, and use in future society. For Marx alienation arose not from any inherent vul- nerability of human nature or from the inherently debilitating character of specific technologies but from the deployment of technology in exploitative socio-economic contexts. Further, unlike N, Marx held that technological alienation was the fundamental mode of alienation from which all others derived and that it could be eliminated definitively by a politico-economic transformation of society altering the power relationships governing the con- trol and use of technology. N, ever a disbeliever in imposed revolutionary solutions, placed his fragile hopes on a vigilant will to resist the temptations of life-denying technologies. Inspired by the Nietzschean ideal of human excellence, the individual20 either would avoid traffic with technologies likely to engender in him inertial or dissipative behavior, e.g., the technology of the assembly line or technologies designed to make life "frictionless," or, put positively, would use a particular technology only to the extent that he possessed the power of discrimination and it possessed the characteristics enabling him to turn it-directly or indirectly-to life-affirming and life- enhancing ends and effects.

Nihilism Bad

Nietszche’s denial of being leads to nihilism – Removing all meaning in life – This leads to an endless search for power which never is successful

Hicks – 3  Prof and Chair of Philosophy @ Queens College of the CUNY

(Steven V., “Nietzsche, Heidegger, and Foucault: Nihilism and Beyond,” Foucault and Heidegger: Critical Encounters, Ed. Alan Milchman and Alan Rosenberg, P. 109, Questia)

Here again, one might raise objections to Heidegger's equating of Nietzsche's doctrine of will to power with the metaphysics of subjectivity. After all, Nietzsche often attacked Descartes's “ego cogito” as a logical or linguistic fiction (cf. BGE, §§ 16, 54). Yet according to Heidegger, Nietzsche still follows Descartes's lead in making human beings the subject or foundation of things. Unlike Descartes, however, Nietzsche's subject is not a fixed mental substance, but the body interpreted as a center of instincts, drives, affects, and sublimations, i.e., as will to power. Heidegger claims that this “body as given” idea still involves Nietzsche in a “fixity” that brings him into the philosophy of presence: “Nietzsche argues that being is as fixated, as permanent” (N, 2:200). And this forced sense of presence, Heidegger thinks, leads to the dangers of “radical objectifiability” and to the “disposability of beings, ” i.e., treating beings as nothing but objects of use, control, and management. 32 Moreover, like its Cartesian counterpart, the Nietzschean subject reins supreme over the whole of beings and posits “the measure for the beingness of every … being” (N, 4:121). 33 In claiming that “truths are illusions” and that “Being is an empty fiction, ” Nietzsche “fashions for the subject an absolute power to enjoin what is true and what is false” and hence to define what it means “to be” or “not to be” a being (N, 4:145). According to Nietzsche, what is true—what has being—is that which serves the interest of the subject whose essence is will to power (in the mode of existence of eternal recurrence; cf. N, 2:203). Being is thus reduced to the status of a value or a “condition of the preservation and enhancement of the will to power” (N, 4:176). This is why Heidegger considers Nietzsche the “consummation, ” and not the overcoming, of Western metaphysics: by reducing Being to a value, the doctrine of will to power makes the nihilism of the metaphysical tradition (the assumption that Being itself is nothing and the human will everything) a matter of philosophical principle. 34 Thus Nietzsche's “counter-ideals” of will to power and eternal recurrence, far from overcoming nihilism, actually express or exemplify the loss of any sense of Being, or the withdrawal of Being itself, in favor of beings (i.e., products of human will). As Heidegger reads him, Nietzsche understands Being in terms of value (or what is useful for enhancing the human will) because Being itself has totally withdrawn in default. And this brings to completion traditional metaphysics, which, according to Heidegger, is the history of Being in its withdrawal. As Heidegger sees it, Nietzsche's metaphysics of will to power is “the most extreme withdrawal of Being” and thus “the fulfillment of nihilism proper” (N, 4:204, 232). So Nietzsche brings to completion, in his denial of Being, the very nihilism he wanted to overcome. Far from twisting free of the ascetic ideal, Heidegger claims, Nietzsche 's doctrine of will to power actually provides the basis for its most complete expression in the modern “secularized” ascetic “will-tocontrol” everything. In other words, instead of seeking salvation in a transcendent world by means of ascetic self-denial—the aspect of metaphysics that Nietzsche most obviously rejects—salvation is now, Heidegger claims, sought “exclusively in the free self-development of all the creative powers of man” (N, 4:89). This unlimited expanding of power for power's sake parallels in many ways what Nietzsche characterized as the most terrifying aspect of the ascetic ideal: the pursuit of “truth for truth's sake.” It is, according to Heidegger, the “hidden thorn” in the side of modern humanity (cf. N, 4:99). This “hidden thorn” expresses itself variously in the Protestant “work ethic” and in the “iron cage” of bureaucratic-technological rationality (discussed in the works of Max Weber); it also expresses itself in the various power aims of modern scientific/technological culture as well as in the frenzied impulse to produce and consume things at ever faster rates.  Heidegger even suggests that Nietzsche's own figure of the Overman (Ubermensch) foreshadows the calculating, technological attitude of modern secularized asceticism: “His Overman [stands] for the technological worker-soldier who would disclose all entities as standingreserve necessary for enhancing the ultimately aimless quest for power for its own sake.”35 This emerging technological human, grounded in a control-oriented anthropocentrism, compels entities to reveal only those one-dimensional aspects of themselves that are consistent with the power aims of a technological/productionist culture. Instead of dwelling and thinking in a world unified by what Heidegger metaphorically terms the “fourfold of earth and sky, gods and mortals, ” impoverished modern technocrats occupy a world “bereft of gods” in which thinking becomes calculating, and dwelling becomes tantamount to the “technological domination of nature” and what Nietzsche calls “the common economic management of the earth” in which “mankind will be able to find its best meaning as a machine in the service of this economy” (WP, § 866). Thus citizens come to be viewed primarily as consumers, wilderness is looked upon in terms of “wildlife management areas, ” and genuine human freedom is “replaced by the organized global conquest of the earth, and the thrust into outer space” (N, 4:248). As Heidegger sees it, “our era entertains the illusion that man, having become free for his humanity, has freely taken the universe into his power and disposition” (N, 4:248). In summary, Nietzsche tried to combat the nihilism of the ascetic ideal (e.g., the collapse of the Christian table of values) by bringing forth new nonascetic values that would enhance rather than devalue humanity's will to power. According to Heidegger, however, instead of overcoming nihilism, Nietzsche simply reinforced it. By characterizing Being as an “empty fiction” and “the last smoke of a vaporized reality ” (TI, 2:2, 481), and by degrading it to the status of a value for enhancing the subject's will to power, Nietzsche loses any sense of Being as such. For him it is a mere nothing, a “nihil.” And this brings to completion the “fundamental movement” of history in the West, which is nihilism: the withdrawal of Being itself and the consequent focus on beings as objects for “consolidating the power of Will and for expanding it out beyond itself” in an ever-increasing spiral. 36 As Heidegger sees it, this “eternally recurring” will to power, or “will to will, ” is a will-to-control that only reinforces the nihilism Nietzsche feared: the loss of meaning or direction, the devaluation of the highest values, the  “constructs of domination, ” and the devotion to frenzied consumption and production.
Nietzsche = Nazi

Nietzsche’s philosophies legitimized the Holocaust – His notions of master morality fueled the fire behind genocides of the weak and imperfect framing them as “man’s greatest danger”

Aschheim 97 - Prof of German Cultural and Intellectual History @ Hebrew U, Jersulem 

(Steven E., “Nietzsche, Anti-Semitism and the Holocaust,” Nietzsche and Jewish Culture, Ed. Jacob Golomb, P. 13-16)

 At any rate, what I am proposing here is that both in its overall bio-eugenic political and medical vision, its programmatic obsession with degeneration and regeneration, whether in parodistic form or not, there are clear informing parallels with key Nietzschean categories and goals. From one perspective, as Robert Jay Lifton has recently persuasively argued, Nazism is about the "medicalisation of killing". Its genocidal impulses were implicit within a bio-medical vision and its vast, self-proclaimed programmatic task of racial and eugenic-hygiene. On an unprecedented scale it would assume control of the human biological future, assuring health to positive racial stock and purging humanity of its sick, degenerative elements. Its vision of "violent cure", of murder and genocide as a "therapeutic imperative", Lifton argues, resonates with such Nietzschean themes.40 While every generation may emphasize their particular Nietzsche, there can be little doubt that in the first half of this century various European political circles came to regard him as the deepest diagnostician of sickness and degeneration and its most thoroughgoing regenerative therapist. "The sick", he wrote, "are man's greatest danger; not the evil, not the 'beasts of prey'."41 To be sure, as was his wont, he employed these notions in multiple, shifting ways, as metaphor and irony (he even has a section on "ennoblement through degeneration"42) but most often, most crucially, it was represented (and understood) as a substantial literal danger whose overcoming through drastic measures was the precondition for the urgent re-creation of a "naturalized", non-decadent humankind. Although he was not alone in the wider nineteenth-century quasi-bio-medical, moral, discourse of "degeneration"43 - that highly flexible, politically adjustable tool that cut across the ideological spectrum, able simultaneously to locate, diagnose and resolve a prevalent, though inchoate, sense of social and cultural crisis through an exercise of eugenic labeling and a language of bio-social pathology and potential renewal44 - he formed an integral part in defining and radicalizing it. He certainly constituted its most important conduit into the emerging radical right. What else was Nietzsche's Lebensphilosophie, his reassertion of instinct and his proposed transvaluation whereby the healthy naturalistic ethic replaced the sickly moral one (a central theme conveniently ignored or elided by the current post-structuralist champions of Nietzsche). "Tell me, my brothers", Zarathustra asks, "what do we consider bad and worst of all? Is it not degeneration}'"15 In this world, the reassertion of all that is natural and healthy is dependent upon the ruthless extirpation of those anti-natural ressentiment sources of degeneration who have thoroughly weakened and falsified the natural and aristocratic bases of life. Over and over again, and in different ways, Nietzsche declared that "The species requires that the ill-constituted, weak, degenerate, perish".46 The Nazi bio-political understanding of, and solution to "degeneration", as I have tried to show here and elsewhere, was in multilayered ways explicitly Nietzsche-inspired. From the World War I through its Nazi implementation, Nietzschean exhortations to prevent procreation of "anti-life" elements and his advocacy of euthanasia, of what he called "holy cruelty" - "The Biblical prohibition 'thou shalt not kill'", he noted in The Will to Power, "is a piece of naivete compared with the seriousness of the prohibition of life to decadents: 'thou shalt not procreate!'. . . Sympathy for decadents, equal rights for the ill-constituted - that would be the profoundest immorality, that would be antinature itself as morality!"47 - both inspired and provided a "higher" rationale for theorists and practitioners off such measures.48 The translation of traditional anti-Jewish impulses into genocide and the murderous policies adopted in different degrees to other labeled outsiders (Gypsies, physically and mentally handicapped, homosexuals, criminals, inferior Eastern peoples and Communist political  enemies)   occurred   within  the  distinct  context  of this medico-bio-eugenic vision. There were, to be sure, many building-blocks that went into conceiving and implementing genocide and mass murder but I would argue that this Nietzschean framework of thinking provided a crucial conceptual precondition and his radical sensibility a partial trigger for its implementation. Related to but also going beyond these programmatic parallels and links we must raise another highly speculative, though necessary, issue: the vexed question of enabling preconditions and psychological motivations. Clearly, for events as thick and complex as these no single theoretical or methodological approach or methodology will suffice. Yet, given the extraordinary nature of the events, more conventional modes of historical analysis soon reach their limits and demand novel answers (the study of Nazism has provided them in abundance, some more, some less convincing49). I am not thus claiming exclusiveness for the Nietzschean element at this level of explanation, but rather arguing for his continued and important relevance. To be sure, of late, many accounts of the ideas behind, and the psychological wellsprings enabling, mass murder have been, if anything, anti-Nietzschean in content. For Christopher Browning it was hardly Nietzschean intoxication, the nihilistic belief that "all is permitted", that motivated the "ordinary killers" - but rather prosaic inuring psychological mechanisms such as group conformity, deference to authority, the dulling powers of alcohol and simple (but powerful) processes of routinization.50 For George L. Mosse, far from indicating a dynamic anti-bourgeois Nietzschean revolt, the mass murders represented a defense of bourgeois morality, the attempt to preserve a clean, orderly middle-class world against all those outsider and deviant groups that threatened it.51 These contain important insights but, in my view, leave out crucial experiential ingredients, closely related to the Nietzschean dimension, which must form at least part of the picture. At some point or another, the realization must have dawned on the conceivers and perpetrators of this event that something quite extraordinary, unprecedented, was occurring and that ordinary and middle-class men were committing radically transgressive, taboo-breaking, quite "un-bourgeois" acts.52 Even if we grant the problematic proposition that such acts were done in order to defend bourgeois interests and values, we would want to know about the galvanizing, radicalizing trigger that allowed decision-makers and perpetrators alike to set out in this direction and do the deed. To argue that it was "racism" merely pushes the argument a step backward, for "racism" on its own -while always pernicious - has to be made genocidal. We are left with the issue of the radicalizing, triggering forces. These may be many in number but it seems to me thatNietzsche's determined anti-humanism (an atheism that, as George Lichtheim has noted, differs from the Feuerbachian attempt to replace theism with humanism33), apocalyptic imaginings and exhortatory visions, rendered such a possibility, such an act, conceivable in the first place (or, at the very least, once thought of and given the correct selective readings easily able to provide the appropriate ideological cover). This Nietzschean kind of thought, vocabulary and sensibility constitutes an important (if not the only) long-term enabling precondition of such radical elements in Nazism. With all its affinities to an older conservatism, it was the radically experimental, morality-challenging, tradition-shattering Nietzschean  sensibility that made the vast transformative scale of the Nazi project thinkable. Nietzsche, as  one contemporary commentator has pointed out, "prepared a consciousness that excluded nothing that anyone might think, feel, or do, including unimaginable atrocities carried out on a gigantic order".54 Of course, Nazism was a manifold historical phenomenon and its revolutionary thrust sat side by side with petit-bourgeois, provincial, traditional and conservative impulses.55 But surely, beyond its doctrinal emphases on destruction and violent regeneration, health and disease, the moral and historical significance of Nazism lies precisely in its unprecedented transvaluations and boundary-breaking extremities, its transgressive acts and shattering of previously intact taboos. It is here - however parodistic, selectively mediated or debased - that the sense of Nazism, its informing project and experiential dynamic, as a kind of Nietzschean Great Politics continues to haunt us.
Nietzsche rejection of values in favor of accepting disorder has fueled Nazism.  Our argument is not that his writing was explicitly anti-Semetic, but the history of misappropriation proves that the alternative is politically undesirable.

Golomb and Wistrich 02 (Nietzsche, Godfather of Fascism? (Professors at the Hebrew University),

On the Uses and Abuses of a Philosophy, http://www.pupress.princeton.edu/chapters/i7403.html).

 At first sight, this sharp rejection of anti-Semitism might seem a good enough reason to answer negatively and decisively the question concerning Nietzsche's responsibility for Nazism. Certainly, a thinker who held a high opinion of Jewish qualities, looked to them as a spearhead for his own free-thinking Dionysian "revaluation of all values," and sought their full integration into European society could hardly be blamed for the Nazi Holocaust. On the other hand, in his sweeping rejection of Judeo-Christian values (as they were mirrored in German Protestantism) Nietzsche constantly referred to their origin in the sublime "vengefulness" of Israel and its alleged exploitation of so-called movements of "decadence" (like early Christianity, liberalism, and socialism) to ensure its own self-preservation and survival (Menahem Brinker). Even though Nietzsche's prime target was clearly Christianity--which he also blamed for the suffering of the Jews--the source of the infection ultimately lay in that fateful transvaluation of values initiated by priestly Judaism two millennia ago. It was a selective reading of this Nietzschean indictment of Judeo-Christianity that led the late Jacob Talmon, an Israeli historian, some forty years ago to see in Nietzsche a major intellectual signpost on the road to Auschwitz. Moreover, even when describing the "Judaization" of the world in terms that mixed admiration with disapprobation, Nietzsche seemed inadvertently to be feeding the myth of Jewish power, so beloved of Christian and racist anti-Semites. Though his intentions were profoundly hostile to anti-Semitism, this provocative technique was undoubtedly a dangerous game to play. While it would be senseless to hold Nietzsche responsible for such distortions, one can find troubling echoes of a vulgarized and debased Nietzscheanism in the later diatribes of Hitler, Himmler, Bormann, and Rosenberg against Judeo-Christianity.

Nietzsche = Racist

Nietzsche is explicitly racist—he praises Aryans and calls others degenerates.  They will say that it is only a metaphor but that flies in the face of his repeated emphasis on biological determinism. 

Comte- Sponville 91 (Andre, Professor of Philosophy at the Sorbonne. “The Brute, the Sophist, and the Aesthete “Art in the Service of Illusion”, Why We are Not Nietzscheans).

Nietzsche's thinking is racist in its essence through its conjunction (under cover of heredity) of elitism with biologism. "One pays a price for being the child of one's parents," Nietzsche wrote in The Gay Science (348), but he is more precise in Beyond Good and Evil (§ 264): "It is simply not possible that a human being should not have the qualities and preferences of his parents and ancestors in his body, whatever appearances may suggest to the contrary. This is the problem of race. If one knows something about the parents, an inference about the child is permissible." For Nietzsche, because of that every human activity depends on what he calls "blood" (Geblut), and even philosophy doesn't escape from this: For every high world one must be born; or to speak more clearly, one must be cultivated for it: a right to philosophy-taking that word in its great sense-one has only by virtue of one's origins; one's ancestors, one's "blood" decide here, too. Many generations must have labored to prepare the origin of the philosopher; every one of his virtues must have been acquired, nurtured, inherited, and digested singly. (BGE, 21 3) The same illumination is, as we might have supposed, also valid for the general history of humanity. In The Genealogy of Morals (I, 4, j), after having noted that the "veritable method to follow" was the genealogical one, Nietzsche writes: In the Latinmalus (which I place next to Greek melas) could indicate the common man as the dark one, especially as the black-haired one ("hic niger est -"), as the pre-Aryan dweller of the Italian soil which distinguished itself most clearly through his color from blonds who became their masters, namely the Aryan conquering race. And then he adds this remark (whose status in a philosophy book leads one to wonder): "The Celts, by the way, were definitely a blond race." And he gravely asks himself: Who can say whether modern democracy, even more modern anarchism and especially that inclination for "commune," for the most primitive form of society, which is now shared by all the socialists of Europe, does not signify in the main a tremendous counterattack-and that the conqueror and master race, the Aryan, is not succumbing physiologically, too? (GM, I, 5) And he drives the nail in the wall: "These carriers of the most humiliating and vengeance-seeking instincts, the descendants of all European and non-European slavery, especially of the pre-Aryan people-they represent mankind's regression! These 'instruments of culture' are a shame for human beings, and a cause for suspicion, a counterargument against 'culture' in general!" (GM, I, 11). And he praises, on the contrary, "the blond beast at the bottom of all the predominant races," all the "jubilant monsters, who perhaps came out of a terrible sequence of murders, burnings, rapes, tortures with high spirits and tranquility of soul, as if it had all been a case of student high jinks; convinced that the poets would now have something to sing and to praise for a long time" (ibid.)! And, perhaps influenced by Gobineau, whom he greatly admired. At heart in these predominant races we cannot mistake the beast of prey, the blond beast who lusts after booty and victory . . . The deep, icy mistrust the German brings forth when he comes to power, even today, is an echo of the indelible outrage with which Europe looked on the rage of the blond Germanic beast for hundreds of years31 All of these texts, and many others one could quote, justify my title, or at least its first qualifier. Not of course that Nietzsche was a brute as an individual (the poor man didn't have the means!); but he is the philosopher-and the only one to my knowledge (for though Machiavelli legitimizes immorality politically, he doesn't thereby condemn morality as such)-who justifies brutes and consciously makes models out of them. At this point it will be said-the Nietzscheans will say that these texts should not be taken literally, that they have but a metaphorical meaning, that the "force" they extol is of an intellectual kind, and finally that (as Heidegger is supposed to have demonstrated!) there is in Nietzsche no biologism, and that therefore the "races" he evokes are not really races. …Continues… To want to absolve Nietzsche of his barbaric or racist remarks on the pretext that, in his case (and contrary, it is specified, to what we see in Mein Kampf or among the theoreticians of national socialism), it is metaphysics is to be mistaken from beginning to end about the status of Nietzschean metaphysics, which, far from escaping from the body's vital order (and therefore from biologism), is but one of its expressions (a "symptom"), neither the most dignified nor the most important one, and one, most of all, that remains de facto and de jure dependent on the body. This is put clearly in one of the posthumously published notes: All our religions and philosophies are the symptoms of our bodily state: that Christianity achieved victory was the result of a generalized feeling of listlessness and of a mixture of races (that is, of conflict and disarray in the organism). (Kroner, XIII, § 600) Thus we must take "the body and physiology [as] the starting point" (WP, $492); consider "all that is 'conscious' . . . only of secondary importance" (Kroner, XIII, $ 382), and consequently revise "our beliefs and our very principle of evaluation" and only hold on to the intellect (das Geistige) as "the body's sign language" (ibid.; see also WP, $ 707, 676). This is where Nietzsche is closest to materialism-and where the materialist must therefore be the most vigilant. If "in man there is material" (BGE, 225), if the soul is only the symptom of the body and if this symptomatology is itself, as Nietzsche never ceases to repeat, biologically determined, how can we not proceed from physical differences (those that result from heredity) to intellectual differences-and what is that called if not racism? The most radical materialisms escape, or can escape, from this by subordinating life to something other than itself, from a point of view either theoretical (the true is not a symptom) or physical (matter is neither racist nor racial), or practical (it is not morality which must subordinate itself to life; it is life, in human beings, which must subordinate itself to morality: even if the notion of race were biologically pertinent, racism would still be morally damnable). Racism is, in a word, a hermeneutics of the epidermis (that is its theoretical error) that mistakes heredity for a morality (that is its practical flaw). It is a barbarous and superficial materialism. I can't draw out the analysis of all this to the extent the topic demands. But it will already be understood at this point that, rejecting as he does both idealism (which is a nonsense for the body) and, in the end, materialism itself (because, he makes clear, "I do not believe in 'matter'"), 44 Nietzsche can only fall into vitalism (in a large sense: he doesn't believe in the existence of any kind of vital principle either) or, if you prefer, into biologism. That is his ontology, what separates him from materialism: "Being-we have no idea of it apart from the idea of 'living.'-How can anything dead 'be'?"45 But "the organic was not generated" (Kroner, XIII, $ 560). Organic life is essentially will to power, as Nietzsche hammers on repeatedly, and will to power is, as we know, the basis of reality. 

Naturalization Turn

The presumption that suffering and violence are inevitable presumes that human experience will always operate in the same way, naturalizing the subject

Foucault 71 

(Michel, “Nietzsche, Genealogy, and History”)

Historical meaning becomes a dimension of wirkliche Historie to the extent that it places within a process of development everything considered immortal in man. We believe that feelings are immutable, but every sentiment, particularly the noblest, and most disinterested, has a history. We believe in the dull constancy of instinctual life and imagine that it continues to exert its force indiscriminately in the present as it did in the past. But a knowledge of history easily disintegrates this unity, depicts its wavering course, locates its moments of strength and weakness, and defines its oscillating reign. It easily seizes the slow elaboration of instincts and those movements where, in turning upon themselves, they relentlessly set about their self­destruction. We believe, in any event, that the body obeys the exclusive laws of physiology and that it escapes the influence of history, but this too is false. The body is molded by a great many distinct regimes; it is broken down by the rhythms of work, rest, and holidays; it is poisoned by food or values, through eating habits or moral laws; it constructs resistances. "Effective" history differs from traditional history in being without constants. Nothing in man--not even his body--is sufficiently stable to serve as the basis for self-recognition or for understanding other men. The traditional devices for constructing a comprehensive view of history and for retracing the past as a patient and continuous development must be systematically dismantled. Necessarily, we must dismiss those tendencies that encourage the consoling play of recognitions. Knowledge, even under the banner of history, does not depend on "rediscovery," and it emphatically excludes the "rediscovery of ourselves." History becomes "effective" to the degree that it introduces discontinuity into our very being--as it divides our emotions, dramatizes our instincts, multiplies our body and sets it against itself. "Effective" history deprives the self of the reassuring stability of life and nature, and it will not permit itself to be transported by a voiceless obstinacy toward a millennial ending. It will uproot its traditional foundations and relentlessly disrupt its pretended continuity. This is because knowledge is not made for understanding; it is made for cutting.
Making this claim of authority over the meaning of life essentializes suffering rather than describe it by an uncontrollable set of human interactions
Foucault 71 

(Michel, “Nietzsche, Genealogy, and History”)

The Untimely Meditations discussed the critical use of history: its just treatment of the past, its decisive cutting of the roots, its rejection of traditional attitudes of reverence, its liberation of man by presenting him with other origins than those in which he prefers to see himself. Nietzsche, however, reproached critical history for detaching us from every real source and for sacrificing the very movement of life to the exclusive concern for truth. Somewhat later, as we have seen, Nietzsche reconsiders this line of thought he had at first refused, but directs it to altogether different ends. It is no longer a question of judging the past in the name of a truth that only we can possess in the present, but of risking the destruction of the subject who seeks knowledge in the endless deployment of the will to knowledge. In a sense, genealogy returns to the three modalities of history that Nietzsche recognized in 1874. It returns to them in spite of the objections that Nietzsche raised in the name of the affirmative and creative powers of life. But they are metamorphosed:  the veneration of monuments becomes parody; the respect for ancient continuities becomes systematic dissociation; the critique of the injustices of the past by a truth held by men in the present becomes the destruction of the man who maintains knowledge by the injustice proper to the will to knowledge.

Rejection Bad

Complete rejection of the cosmological leads to apocalyptic totalitarianism 

Fasching 93—professor of religious studies at the University of South Florida 

(Darrell J. “The Ethical Challenge of Auschwitz and Hiroshima: Apocalypse or Utopia?” pg.40)

This rejection of the "cosmological" status of the world in favor of the "transvaluation of all values" by Nietzsche's Übermensch represents the other extreme in the apocalyptic distortion of utopian freedom. It is one we could call the existentialist distortion of technological utopianism. If it rejects technicism, it does so only in the name of a countertechnicism. It does so only with the intention of delivering on the promise of technological utopianism that technicism both offers and subverts. It is in effect a total rejection of the cosmological status of the world implied by the Procrustean mythos of technicism in favor of the countertechnicist mythos of Proteusthe myth of our infinite capacity to transform our selves and our world into whatever we desire. 25 Contrary to the technicist myth, the Protean myth sees the world not so much as "the cosmos writ small" but rather as "the human writ large." If the cosmological distortion of utopianism would smother human freedom and creativity in a world of necessity and secure mediocrity that invites an apocalyptic totalitarianism, the existential distortion of technological utopianism, at the other extreme, threatens the stability required by every human society with the danger of an anarchistic-apocalyptic conflict of opposing Nietzchean wills to power. If the cosmological distortion would impose an absolute normative order on society, the existentialist distortion threatens to submerge the human city in a sea of anarchic freedom and nihilistic ethical relativism. In reflecting on the murder of God, Nietzsche asks: "How were we able to drink up the sea? Who gave us the sponge to wipe away the entire horizon? What did we do when we unchained this earth from its sun? Whither is it moving now? Whither are we moving now? Away from all suns? Are we not plunging continually? Backward, sideward, forward, in all directions? Is there any up or down left?"26 Replacing God as creator of the world is a terrifying experience, for suddenly there is no frame of reference, no guiding star, no direction from which one can get one's bearings and begin.
Rejection fails, change is only possible through the political paradigm 

Mackinnon 2K—Elizabeth A. Long Professor of Law at the University of Michigan

(Catherine, “Points Against Postmodernism,” Chicago-Kent Law Review http://www.adelinotorres.com/filosofia/Against%20Postmodernism.pdf)

Postmodernism’s analysis of the social construction of reality is stolen from feminism and the left but gutted of substantive content— producing Marxism without the working class, feminism without women. It’s an abstract critique of abstract subjects. The hall of mirrors (that’s plural) that much of postmodernism substitutes for any attempt to grasp a real social world is an ultimate collapse into liberalism’s relativism regresses. As mildly put by Alan Sokal and Jean Bricmont, “relativism is an extremely weak foundation on which to build a criticism of the existing social order.” 59 Once postmodernism’s various acts of theft and sell-out are exposed, what is left is a pose, an empty gesture of theatrical anarchism (to which Marx’s critique applies), a Hegelian negation of the status quo (and just as determined by it), liberalism’s terrible child (many liberals look plenty grounded and engaged by comparison), a precious politics of abdication and passivism. I do know this: we cannot have this postmodernism and still have a meaningful practice of women’s human rights, far less a women’s movement. Ironically, and how postmodernism loves an irony, just as women have begun to become human, even as we have begun to transform the human so it is something more worth having and might apply to us, we are told by high theory that the human is inherently authoritarian, not worth having, untransformable, and may not even exist—and how hopelessly nineteenth-century of us to want it. 60 (That few of the feminist postmodernists, had it not been for the theory of humanity they criticize, would have been permitted to learn to read and write—this is perhaps a small point.) The reason postmodernism undermines a practice of human rights is not because it corrodes universality. Human rights in the real world are proving far less attached to their Enlightenment baggage than are the intellectuals who guard its theory. The reason is, the reality of violation is the only ground the violated have to stand on to end it. Power and its pretenders think they can dispense with ground because they are in no danger of losing theirs or the power that goes with it. Postmodernism vitiates human rights to the extent it erects itself on its lack of relation to the realities of the subordinated because it is only in social reality that human violation takes place, can be known, and can be stopped. This analysis in turn raises a question feminism has not had to answer before, as critically as we do now, because we never had a theory class before: what is the place of the academy in the movement? Postmodernism, empty as much of it is, is taking up a lot of feminist theoretical energy in this one world that we all go to sleep in and wake up in. Postmodernism is an academic theory, originating in academia with an academic elite, not in the world of women and men, where feminist theory is rooted. In the early 1970s, I (for one) had imagined that feminists doing theory would retheorize life in the concrete rather than spend the next three decades on metatheory, talking about theory, rehashing over and over in this disconnected way how theory should be done, leaving women’s lives twisting in the wind. Too, theorizing about little except other theories of theories provides little experience on how to do it. My feeling is, if the postmodernists took responsibility for changing even one real thing, they would learn more about theory than everything they have written to date put together. Instead, as practiced by postmodernists, the job of theory, as the blood sport of the academic cutting edge, is to observe and pass on and play with these big questions, out of touch with and unaccountable to the lives of the unequal. Their critically-minded students are taught that nothing is real, that disengagement is smart (not to mention careerpromoting), that politics is pantomime and ventriloquism, that reality is a text (reading is safer than acting any day), that creative misreading is resistance (you feel so radical and comfortably marginal), that nothing can be changed (you can only amuse yourself). With power left standing, the feminism of this theory cannot be proven by any living woman. It is time to ask these people: what are you doing?

Alt Fails (Affirming Difference)

Their theory should be rejected because of dismal empirical results—the politics of difference have justified racial separatism while modernism has mobilized egalitarian social movements. 

Wolin, 06 (The Seduction of Unreason: The Intellectual Romance with Fascism from Nietzsche to Postmodernism, Richard Wolin, Professor of History and Comparative Literature at the Graduate Center, City University). 

Paradoxically, whereas a visceral rejection of political modernity (rights of man, rule of law, constitutionalism) was once standard fare among counterrevolutionary thinkers, it has now become fashionable among advocates of the cultural left. Postmodernists equate democracy with "soft totalitarianism." They argue that by privileging public reason and the common good, liberal democracy effectively suppresses otherness and difference. Of course, one could very easily make the converse argument: historically speaking, democracy and rule of law have proved the best guarantors of cultural diversity and political pluralism. During the 1980s the debate on "difference" would take an insidious turn as the European New Right, led by France's Jean-Marie Le Pen, embraced the "right to difference" as a justification for racial separatism. The shock of  recognition resulting from Le Pen's electoral successes pushed the European left firmly back into the democratic republican camp. Although Derrida has recently professed a sly interest in a nebulous "democracy to come" ("democratic a venir/avenir"), what he might have in mind by this metapolitical decree-long on rhetoric and short on empirical substance-is anybody's guess. By denying the basic emancipatory potentials of democracy, by downplaying the significant differences between it and its totalitarian anathesis, the postmodern left has openly consigned itself to the political margins. For, whatever their empirical failings, states predicated on rule of law contain a basic capacity for internal political change fundamentally absent from illiberal political regimes. Over the last forty years, the qualified successes of the women's, antiwar, ecological, civil, and gay rights movements have testified to this political rule of thumb. 

Affirmation of differences utterly incompatible with the compromises needed for democracy—authoritarianism is the only government that can control a populace that no longer believes in pluralism. 

Taguieff, 91 (Pierre-André, director of research at CNRS (in an Institut d'Etudes Politiques de Paris The “Traditionalist Paradigm- Horror of Modernity and Antiliberalism” Why We are Not Nietzscheans).  

One cannot be a Nietzschean the way one can be a Kantian, a Hegelian, or a Marxist. Positions and analyses count less than the manner, or the style, which is led by the power to destroy and the capacity to assert with absoluteness. The destructive aim is directed first of all against pluralist/liberal democracy, the object of supreme detestation. Then it is turned against the socialist utopias that intend to fully realize the virtual possibilities of modern egalitarian democracy. After the devastating demystification that is effected by Nietzsche's philosophy, from the moment we attempt to follow it in its ultimate consequences on the political terrain, no expectations become possible that could be fulfilled within the limits of modern democracy. Nothing remains but the exalted call for the "coup de force" and the dream of a redemptive dictatorship. Various generations of Nietzscheanizing aesthetes and pious interpreters have made an effort not to see this terrible logical conclusion, to hide or mask it. It is time to recognize that Nietzsche's pluralism, his hyperrelativistic perspectivism, is, far from being consonant with the regulated pluralism implied by liberal democracy, its total negation. Radical relativism is for Nietzsche but a destructive weapon intended to completely disqualify the value systems and the beliefs of the modern world. Nietzsche does not call for us to settle down comfortably into skeptical doubt, cultural relativism, or doxic pluralism. The "hardness" that his thinking requires, at least in its prophetic mood, is of the kind implied by the assertion of irreducible differences or of hierarchical distances that are also destinies. Do we need to insist on the incompatibility of such an absoluteness of hierarchical difference with the foundational egalitarian requirements of the modern democratic sphere? To be convinced of this, we need to read in their entirety, without evading the letter of the text through this or that angelic reconstruction, fragments as explicit as the following one, of which there are plenty: One of the tendencies of evolution is, necessarily, that which levels humanity . . . The other tendency, my tendency, on the contrary tends to accentuate differences, widen distances, suppress equality, and create monsters of power. The absolute affirmation of difference, the total negation of equality, the cult of hierarchies based on nature: these are the paths that lead to the heroic road, which lead us to the straight road thought out by the "immoralist." It is the only road pointed to by the radical, sovereign negations-the "no of the yes"-uttered against the modern world by the philosopher of the Will to Power. They hardly need to be added to. 

AT: Nietzsche K of Reason

Nietzschean critiques of reason are deeply disempowering—universalism has empirically been successful in the fight against social injustice. 

Wolin, 06 (The Seduction of Unreason: The Intellectual Romance with Fascism from Nietzsche to Postmodernism, Richard Wolin, Professor of History and Comparative Literature at the Graduate Center, City University). 

Nietzsche certainly was a radical critic of reason. He wished to show that the modern West, by emphatically opting for the values of instrumental rationalism, had systematically precluded other, more distinguished value options. Nietzsche forcefully sought to demonstrate the opportunity costs of-the one-sidedness and partiality of, as well as the losses entailed by-"cultural rationalization" (Max Weber). He once lamented that the modern West suffered from a 'hypertrophy of the intellect," to the detriment of other venerable and worthy human faculties-and on this point who would disagree? Yet in the rush to radicalize Nietzsche, to enlist his services in a series of bitter, internecine intellectual disputes, the Gallic reception willfully suppressed the subtleties and nuances of his position. In French hands Nietzsche was transformed from a principled critic of reason into a devout foe of the same. Beginning with Socrates and culminating with the Enlightenment, the critical employment of reason highlighted the tension between the claims of reason and the unreasonable character of existing social institutions. As such, reason's claims were always inimical to illegitimate social authority. Reason sought to illuminate the cleft between unjustifiable claims to authority and its own more general, "universal" standpoint. If, as later historians contended, the collapse of the ancien regime was a foregone conclusion, its demise had been precipitated by the labor of criticism undertaken by lumieres and philosophes, the so-called party of reason. 

Rejection of all reason is mental suicide and risks repeating the worst politics of the 20th century. 

Wolin 98 (Richard, Distinguished Professor of History @ City U. of New York Graduate Center, “The anti-American revolution,” The New Republic, Washington, Aug 17-Aug 24, 1998, Vol. 219, Iss. 7/8; pg. 35-42)

In the postmodernist demonology, it is the Enlightenment that bears direct historical responsibility for the Gulag and Auschwitz. In the eyes of these convinced misologists, or enemies of reason, modern totalitarianism is merely the upshot of the universalizing impetus of Enlightenment reason. Or, as Foucault once observed, "reason is torture." According to the "politics of difference," moreover, reason is little more than the ideological window-dressing for Eurocentrism and its horrors. These wild claims are historically inaccurate. They are also self-defeating: if we abandon rational argument, we have little left to rely on but the "right of the strongest" or "identity politics." (National Socialism was a monumentally monstrous instance of "identity politics.") And they are also self contradictory. For the enemies of reason can only advance their position through force of the better argument; that is, by giving reasons that aim to convince others. To criticize reason's failings is one thing. To reject it in its entirety is not antirationalism but antiintellectualism, or mental suicide. 

Truth does not enable domination—the idea that anyone can be wrong is radically democratic. 

Boyer 91 (Alain, Professor at University of Paris IV [Sorbonne]. “Hierarchy and Truth”, Why We are Not Nietzscheans).

A second, no less serious error consists in suspecting the Idea of absolute Truth of all sorts of authoritarian and liberticide effects. A pragmatist and relativist conception would be better suited to our tolerant and pluralist democratic epoch. Nonsense. That truth is, properly speaking, inhuman, meaning that it in no wise depends on human desire or will-any more than the existence of oil under the soil of Saudi Arabia depends on the desires it brings about-does not in and of itself have any dogmatic effects, quite the contrary. It is this inhumanity which permits the assertion that anyone, me, you, all of us perhaps are wrong, because we have not arrived at a truth that does not depend on our means for getting to it. Truth is not an epistemological concept. 

AT: Suffering Inevitable

Suffering is not part of the human condition but a result of circumstances.  Even if some suffering is inevitable there are degrees 

Jennifer Eagen 2004 “Philisophical interests” September 9 http://home.earthlink.net/~jeagan/id3.html 

Suffering is the theme of two of my published papers, which both examine the question of how philosophy should respond to suffering. Suffering is a mode of living one's body that usually takes into account the ontic features that impact the body. Social and political events are often the cause of suffering, even if the event is painted as natural (example, famine, cancer whose causes are usually greater than just natural). Suffering is often where the body and the social-liguistic order that Foucault talks about meet. Many of the examples that Foucault talks about are examples of suffering, even though he dispassionately displays it without showing the effects of the individual consciousness. Maybe Foucault with a touch more phenomenology is what I'm after. Also, many of the cases of oppression and human rights violations that I deal with in my teaching are examples of suffering to greater or lesser degrees. One challenge that I face as I continue to try to define suffering is how to give an account of suffering and what constitutes suffering. Will the criteria be subjective or objective? Is suffering relative (say between the West and the developing world)? Can we legitimately compare the suffering of different individuals or groups? All good questions. I could argue along with Adorno that suffering is not natural nor is it a permanent feature of the human condition, but is primarily caused by social and political events and conditions. However, I might want to argue something like there are some seemingly permanent features of this social-political landscape that cause everyone to suffer, but to different degrees (e.g., gender). I'm looking forward to exploring this further.

AT: We Don’t Advocate Fascist Nietzsche

It is impossible to separate Nietzsche’s celebration of cruelty, violence, and hierarchy from his other concepts—they are utterly central to his philosophy. 

Wolin, 06 (The Seduction of Unreason: The Intellectual Romance with Fascism from Nietzsche to Postmodernism, Richard Wolin, Professor of History and Comparative Literature at the Graduate Center, City University). 

Nietzsche was an apostle of cultural grandeur, but he was also a dogged defender of power, cruelty and the warrior ethos as personified by several of history's more sanguinary tyrants: Alexander the Great, Julius Caesar, and Napoleon. The problem for interpreters who seek to aestheticize (and thereby, as it were, anesthetize) Nietzsche's doctrines is that, as the following quote from the Nachlass shows, in his mind conquest and cultural flourishing went hand in hand: "The new philosopher can arise only in conjunction with a ruling caste, as its highest spiritualization. Great Politics, rule of the earth, are at hand." Of course Nietzsche was anything but a systematic thinker, and the result has been the predictable hermeneutic feeding frenzy that has always surrounded his work. Nevertheless, "will to power" and "great politics" were mainstays of his later thought. Any attempt to interpretively brush these concepts aside risks distorting Nietzsche's central philosophical intentions.

Nietzsche’s writing was instrumental in Nazism. Their argument that his “great politics” was only a metaphor ignores the fact that he did help to inspire one of the worst phases in human history and that other authors cannot be appropriated in that way.

Wolin, 06 (The Seduction of Unreason: The Intellectual Romance with Fascism from Nietzsche to Postmodernism, Richard Wolin, Professor of History and Comparative Literature at the Graduate Center, City University). 

After all, the National Socialists viewed the doctrine of "total war" and the unprecedented genocide and carnage it had unleashed in quintessentially Nietzschean terms: as a Gotzendiimmmng or "twilight of the idols," a macabre aesthetic spectacle of the first order. Documentary evidence corroborates the extent to which the SS (Schutz Staffel) adopted as its credo-and thereby found ideological inspiration to carry out the "Final Solution"-Nietzsche's admonitions to "live dangerously" and to practice "self-overcoming." As French fascist Marcel Deat remarked at the height of World War 11, "Nietzsche's idea of the selection of 'good Europeans' is now being realized on the battlefield, by the LFV and the Waffen SS. An aristocracy, a knighthood is being created by the war which will be the hard, pure nucleus of the Europe of the future." The Nazis found Nietzsche's self-understanding as a "good European" eminently serviceable for their bellicose, imperialist ends: as an ideological justification for continental political hegemony. The Third Reich's ideology planners considered only three books fit for inclusion at the Tannenberg Memorial commemorating Germany's World War I triumph over Russia: Mein Kampf Alfred Rosenberg's Myth of the Twentieth Century, and Nietzsche's Zarathtra. Although the Nazis also tried to render German poets such as Goethe and Schiller serviceable for their cause, their attachment to the traditional ideals of European humanism represented a formidable hurdle. In Nietzsche's case, however, no such obstacles existed. As Steven Aschheim observes in The Nietzsche Legacy in Germany: Here was a German thinker with what appeared to be genuinely thematic and tonal links, who was able to provide the Nazis with a higher philosophical pedigree and a rationale for central tenets of their weltanschauung. As Franz Neumann noted in 1943, Nietzsche "provided National Socialism with an intellectual father who had greatness and wit, whose style was beautiful and not abominable, who was able to articulate the resentment against both monopoly capitalism and the rising proletariat." Was it really so far-fetched, as Nietzsche's defenders have claimed, that a thinker who celebrated Machtpolitik, flaunted the annihilation of the weak, toyed with the idea of a Master Race, and despised the Jews for having introduced a cowardly "slave morality" into the heretofore aristocratic discourse of European culture-was it really so far-fetched that such a thinker would become the Nazis' court philosopher? Reflecting on Nietzsche's fascination with breeding, extermination, and conquest-all in the name of a "racial hygiene" designed to produce superior Beings-the historian Ernst Nolte speculates that the scope and extent of the wars envisioned by the philosopher might well have surpassed anything Hitler and company were capable of enacting: What Nietzsche had in mind was a "pure" civil war. Yet when one thinks the idea through to its logical conclusion, what needs to be annihilated [vernichtet] is the entire tendency of human development since the end of classical antiquity . . .: Christian priests, vulgar champions of the Enlightenment, democrats, socialists, together with the shepherds and herds of the weak and degenerate. If "annihilation" [Vernichtung] is understood literally, then the result would be a mass murder in comparison with which the Nazis' "Final Solution" seems microscopic.

We concede that there are anti-authoritarian readings of Nietzsche but the alternative will be misappropriated as an excuse for violence. 
Golomb and Wistrich (Professors at the Hebrew University), 02 (Nietzsche, Godfather of Fascism?

On the Uses and Abuses of a Philosophy, http://www.pupress.princeton.edu/chapters/i7403.html).

Nietzsche was clearly an elitist who believed in the right to rule of a "good and healthy aristocracy," one that would, if necessary, be ready to sacrifice untold numbers of human beings. He sometimes wrote as if nations primarily existed for the sake of producing a few "great men," who could not be expected to show consideration for "normal humanity." Not suprisingly, in the light of the cruel century that has just ended, one is bound to regard such statements with grave misgivings. From Mussolini and Hitler to Stalin, Mao, Pol Pot, and Saddam Hussein, the last eighty years have been riddled with so-called political geniuses imagining that they were "beyond good and evil" and free of any moral constraints. One has to ask if there is not something in Nietzsche's philosophy with its uninhibited cultivation of a heroic individualism and the will to power, which may have tended to favor the fascist ethos. Musssolini, for example, raised the Nietzschean formulation "live dangerously" (vivi pericolosamente) to the status of a fascist slogan. His reading of Nietzsche was one factor in converting him from Marxism to a philosophy of sacrifice and warlike deeds in defense of the fatherland. In this mutation, Mussolini was preceded by Gabriele d'Annunzio, whose passage from aestheticism to the political activism of a new, more virile and warlike age, was (as Mario Sznajder points out in his essay) greatly influenced by Nietzsche. Equally, there were other representatives of the First World War generation, like the radical German nationalist writer, Ernst Jünger, who would find in Nietzsche's writings a legitimization of the warrior ethos (as David Ohana makes clear). There have also been Marxist critics like George Lukács, who saw in Nietzsche's philosophy nothing more than an ideological apologia for the rapacious plunder of German capitalist imperialism and a particularly destructive form of irrationalism. Lukács insisted both on the reactionary coherence of Nietzsche's "system" and on the "barren chaos" of his arbitrary language, singling him out as one of the most dangerous "intellectual class-enemies" of socialism. Lukács's own miserable record as an apologist (for the crimes of Stalinism), gave his one-sided reading of Nietzsche (which equated hostility to egalitarian socialism with fascist imperialism) transparently propagandist coloring, yet it is an interpretation that had considerable influence in its day. Many commentators have raised the question as to whether the vulgar exploitation of Nietzsche by fascists, militarists, and Nazis could indeed be altogether arbitrary. While almost any philosophy can be propagandistically abused (as Hans Sluga has shown, Kant was a particular favorite among academic philosophers of the Third Reich!), Nietzsche's pathos, his imaginative excesses as well as his image as a prophetseer and creator of myths, seems especially conducive to such abuse by fascists. The radical manner in which Nietzsche thrust himself against the boundaries of conventional (Judeo-Christian) morality and dramatically proclaimed that God (meaning the bourgeois Christian faith of the nineteenth century) was dead, undoubtedly appealed to something in Nazism that wished to transgress and transcend all existing taboos. The totalitarianism of the twentieth century (of both the Right and Left) presupposed a breakdown of all authority and moral norms, of which Nietzsche was indeed a clear-sighted prophet, precisely because he had diagnosed nihilism as the central problem of his society--that of fin de si`ecle Europe. 

Even if every argument that they make about Nietzsche resisting fascism is right, the fact remains that his anti-democratic rants fueled one of the worst regimes in history.

Comte- Sponville 91 (Andre, Professor of Philosophy at the Sorbonne. “The Brute, the Sophist, and the Aesthete “Art in the Service of Illusion”, Why We are Not Nietzscheans).

We have to stop here for a moment to rule out some false trails and one false conclusion. We know that the Nazis often claimed to be inspired by Nietzsche and that, for example, Hitler made a gift to Mussolini of a luxury edition (that the former had had printed in 1935 of our author's Complete Works. Such facts, and others one could cite, prove nothing. It is doubtful that Hitler ever read Nietzsche, or read more anyway than scattered quotes. And that Nietzsche is in no way suspect of Nazism is a certainty to which both chronology and the reading of the texts are enough to lead us. But the disciples are a little hasty when they conclude that therefore there is no problem and that anyone would definitely have to be ill intentioned to see the least relation between Nietzsche and Hitler. Without, obviously, being one of Nazism's causes, or even one of its real sources, Nietzsche belongs nevertheless to the same spiritual world-antidemocratic, anti-Jewish, antirationalist German thought that will also produce Nazism, and that fact explains to some extent the Nietzschean pretentions of this or that Nazi as well as the Nazi strayings of this or that Nietzschean without in any way authorizing them. "A doctrine," Jankirlirvitch said about Nazism, "in which Heidegger immediately found himself and which so visibly carries Nietzsche's mark." In both cases, that's going too far. Maybe. But it would not be going far enough-in both cases-to attribute to chance or to misunderstanding the monstrous proximity that made of Heidegger a Nazi and seemed, though erroneously, to give the Nazis Nietzsche's blessing. "The porks will wallow in my doctrine" the latter had foreseen, and that, indeed, is what happened. But why? We can hardly imagine the Nazis laying claim to Kant or Husserl in the same way, and every doctrine, we may say, has the porks it deserves. "There will be wars the like of which have never yet been seen on earth," Nietzsche also announced, bragging about it. "It is only beginning with me that the earth knows great politics. It is of course clear that there is a great deal of derision in these swaggering. But a philosopher turns prophet at his own risk. Whose fault is it if, now that history has gone on further down the road, we have the choice only between the ridiculous and the odious? 

**NORMATIVITY/CLS/SCHLAG**

*CLS*

Perm

The permutation is the only way to solve the case and save CLS.  Any theory that is so strong that is can only advocate individual re-conceptualization is doomed to fail.

Hutchinson (York University Law School) 84 (Allan, and Patrick J. Monahan, also from Osgoode Hall Law School of York University, Toronto, January, 36 Stan. L. Rev. 199). 

By reassuring people that things need not always be as they now are, the CLS movement can inspire the confidence necessary to reject prevailing arrangements. And because the CLSers believe that "the strength to live with the sober truth will become general [only when] the causes of untruth are removed," "trashing" is viewed as a valid form of legal scholarship. Indeed, to some of the Critical scholars, it is the "most valid form": That trashing may reveal truth seems significant if one's mission as a scholar is to tell the truth. If telling the truth requires one to engage in delegitimation, then that is what one ought to be doing . . . The point of delegitimation is to expose possibilities more truly expressing reality, possibilities of fashioning a future that might at least partially realize a substantive notion of justice instead of the abstract, rightsy, traditional, bourgeois notions of justice that generate so much of the contradictory scholarship. One must start by knowing what is going on, by freeing oneself from the mystified delusions embedded in our consciousness by the liberal legal world view. I am not defending a form of scholarship that simply offers another affirmative presentation; rather, I am advocating negative, Critical activity as the only path that might lead to a liberated future. [T]he task of a scholar is thus to liberate people from their abstractions, to reduce abstractions to concrete historical settings, and, by so doing, to expose as ideology what appears to be positive fact or ethical norm. . . . One must step outside the liberal paradigm, into a realm where truth may be experiential, where knowledge resides in world views that are themselves situated in history, where power and ideas do not exist separately. n128 While such Critical activity may be indispensable, it can only be preparatory. Moreover, trashing may itself prove to be an obstacle to the mapping out of any future vision of society. The object of trashing is to expose and sweep away the prevailing structures of thought that persuade people that present social arrangements are necessary and natural, rather than arbitrary and contingent. Yet, in line with this goal, CLSers must be careful to avoid foisting their own structure of thought on others; to do so would open themselves to the same charges they so vigorously level at others. Any attempt to offer its own vision of a reconstituted society would merely result in the replacement of one form of consciousness with another; "liberal consciousness" would simply be exchanged for "Critical consciousness." The CLS vision would be equally illegitimate and would amount to just another form of domination. The implication of this insight for the Critical scholars seems to be that each individual must be left to act alone, free from the constraints of any inhibiting consciousness. Under such a philosophy of history, the individual is both victim and liberator. The transformation of society must be effected by spontaneous individual action. It cannot be orchestrated in tune with any score, no matter how elaborate or simple. As a theory for political action, therefore, Critical theory alone is impotent. The most it can do is put the individual in the right frame of mind to achieve his or her own emancipation. 

The permutation is possible:  totally purist read of CLS is silly—you can both advocate on behalf of reforms to and admit that those reforms are limited. 

Kelman, (Professor of Law, Stanford) 84 (Mark, 36 Stan. L. Rev. 293, CRITICAL LEGAL STUDIES SYMPOSIUM: Trashing). 

Just as the Guild lawyer may frequently act in a role that makes it hard to distinguish her work from that of a practitioner with very different political beliefs, so there will be times when a CLS scholar's work is fundamentally indistinguishable from that of colleagues with very different agendas. This confusion is most likely when the CLS academic addresses the "live" policy issues of the day. Of course, we can also adopt roles in which our work looks more "different," but this work is no less constructive or concrete. At times, for instance, we will, in a more radical mode, advocate particular legal reforms, hoping both to better the short-term position of the reform's beneficiaries and to expose the limits of legal reform. This second aim, political education, is perfectly concrete and constructive, even though it is far less relevant to those only interested in whether the reform ought to be enacted to help the beneficiaries. At other times, in our role as  purely descriptive academics, hoping to explain the legal culture we all live in, we may simply deconstruct arguments in a way that is of no obvious immediate help whatsoever to those trying to pick and choose particular institutions they might find most desirable, except insofar as they are freed to evaluate their choices differently when their current cultural blinders are labeled, exposed, and, perhaps as a result, partly lifted. With the preliminary points about role restriction in mind, let's take a quick survey of CLS work done in various roles. n13 CLS academics often address the typical legal-political controversies between liberals and conservatives, generally, though not always, tending to argue for relatively traditional liberal positions, usually in reasonably traditional ways. For instance, academics who have associated themselves with the CLS have used traditional neoclassical economic analysis to question the a priori conservative assumption that housing code enforcement or compulsory (nonwaivable) warranties will either be of no momment to or detrimental to their purported beneficiaries; n14 offered arguments against replacing the income tax with an almost inevitably less redistributive consumption tax; n15 been wary of efforts to truncate the income tax base in ways that would contravene  [*300]  progressivity; n16 defended affirmative action programs; n17 urged the adoption of universalized clinical legal education programs so as to empower students to avoid traditional law firm jobs and to raise the issue of the validity of the model of the lawyer as advocate-as-agent for a presumed-to-be selfish will; n18 argued against the Bar's attempts to solidify an unwarranted monopoly through unauthorized practice prosecutions; n19 and pressed for state reforms of work rules and child care programs that would better permit working mothers to maintain their careers. As "policy analysts" with a concern for redefining the proper scope of "live" legal and political issues, CLS people have been able to connect inevitably partial legal reform efforts with more radical consciousness-raising programs. Thus, some of our proposals have both met short-term meliorist goals and expanded our understanding that the meliorist programs are limited -- that there are problems that the legal remedies will not address. Perhaps most notable among these efforts has been the work of feminist lawyers/academics in developing legal theories of sexual harassment, which were designed not only to reform practice so as to enable women to use state power to squelch one of the most extreme forms of exploitation (quid pro quo sex-for-advancement) but also to trigger collective exploration into the more general issue of sexual objectification as the form of the expropriation of female sexuality. 

The permutation is the best way to access CLS, the way people create a better political community is not just to think about it but to act on it.  

Sparer, (Law Professor, University of Pennsylvania) 84 (Ed, 36 Stan. L. Rev. 509, January). 

From this background, Gordon traces an emerging "interpretative" Critical legal theory that emphasizes the role of legal doctrine in "belief-systems that people have externalized and allowed to rule their lives." n121 It is "belief systems" that count, even though "many constraints on human social activity," such as finite resources, do exist. Given these belief systems, not even the "organization of the working class or capture of the state apparatus will automatically" produce conditions which lead to "the utopian possibilities of social life." He then concludes: Of course, this does not mean that people should stop trying to organize the working class or to influence the exercise of state power; it means only that they have to do so pragmatically and experimentally, with full knowledge that there are no deeper logics of historical necessity. . . . Yet, if the real enemy is us -- all of us, the structures we carry around in our heads, the limits on our imagination -- where can we even begin? Things seem to change in history when people break out of their accustomed ways of responding to domination, by acting as if the constraints on their improving their lives were not real and that they could change things; and sometimes they can, though not always in the way they had hoped or intended; but they never knew they could change them at all until they tried. Gordon's conclusion is profound. But it contradicts the view that a negative attack on liberal legal doctrine is the key path to a liberated future. People break out of their accustomed ways of responding to  domination by acting as if they could change things. "Acting as if they could change things" does not mean confining scholarly endeavor to negative doctrinal analysis, even though negative doctrinal analysis may be one helpful step towards acting. Acting means struggling for and living a different way, even if only "experimentally," and this requires praxis, theory which guides and is in turn influenced by action. Continues...  I agree with Karl Klare when he writes: "I regard as inaccurate the view that . . . it is possible to describe the working class as in any sense satisfied with current standards of living in either the material or cultural aspects." n127 But if this is so, then it should be possible to struggle now over the conditions which Gabel describes. Nevertheless, neither Gabel's work nor that of most other Critical legal theorists provides theory that can aid such struggle. Indeed, it does not even recognize the need for new directions in scholarship which  [*560]  would aid such struggle. In the course of constant efforts at delegitimation, some Critical legal theorists begin to think and talk about "the law" as if it were no more than litigation, doctrines, and case outcomes -- precisely the narrow view of most conventional legal theorists. Critical theorists rarely conceive of legal strategies to employ outside the courtroom for the purpose of building social movement. Somehow, the affirmative relationship of law to social movement becomes lost. n128

The perm can solve:  Liberal legal thought provides space for CLS.

Altman, (Professor of Philosophy; Georgia State University) 90 (Andrew, Critical Legal Studies:  A Liberal Critique, page 8)

In addition, it would be a distortion of liberal theory to suggest that it has no place for nonlegal modes of social regulation, such as mediation. Liberals can and do acknowledge the value of such nonlegal mechanisms in certain social contexts and can consis that the liberal view requires us to recognize that such procedures and rules have a central role to play in resolving fairly and effectively the conflicts that arise in a society characterized by moral, religious, and political pluralism. Thus, the liberal endorsement of legalism does not necessarily involve a commitment to legalism in the sense that Judith Shldar defines the term: “the ethical attitude that holds moral conduct to be a matter of rule following, and moral relationships to consist of duties and rights determined by rules.” Shldar, Legalism (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1986), p. 1. Shlclar understands full weli that a commitment to the liberal rule of law does not entail an acceptance of legalism in her sense of the term. See Legalism, pp. xi-xli.  And those who reject the rule of law can argue in the political arena for extending the role of such informal mechanisms. Of course, a liberal state could not allow the antinomians to eradicate legal institutions; in that sense, one might say that the liberal rule of law is not neutral. But the kind of political neutrality which the liberal defends does not aim to guarantee that any normative view has an opportunity to remake society wholly in its vision. It does guarantee an opportunity to negotiate and compromise within a framework of individual rights, and there is no reason why those who defend non- legal modes of social regulation cannot seize the opportunity under a liberal regime to carve out a significant role for nonlegal modes of social regulation within the liberal state. The liberal ver sion of political neutrality demands that antinomians have such an opportunity, but there is nothing remotely inconsistent in liberal thought in making that demand or prohibiting antilegalism from going so far as to destroy all legal institutions.

Alt Fails

The affirmative is better than the alternative because it takes into account the inevitability of a shared social reality and the need for reform.

Hutchinson (York University Law School) 84 (Allan, and Patrick J. Monahan, also from Osgoode Hall Law School of York University, Toronto, January, 36 Stan. L. Rev. 199). 

Furthermore, people in an Ungerian or Kennedian world, completely purged of the naturalistic impulse, would recognize any "just" social order as simply the contingent interaction of force and circumstance. Thus, unlike the tragic liberal or Marxist, they would appreciate the transformability of society. They [CLSers] would recognize that any attempt to establish stable social relations was only transitory; individuals would only cease struggling if they were in a relatively powerful position or if they needed time to reload. Social life would be an unmitigated Nietzchean battle in which everyone struggled to make his will dominant and to avoid being subordinated to the will of others. One can only conclude, therefore, that if the Critical scholars are serious about pushing the notion of social contingency to its outermost limits, any form of social order must be identified and condemned as the product of interrupted fighting. Even Unger's ingenious scheme ensures that social contingency is "cabin'd, cribb'd, confin'd, bound in."  Thus, any CLS attempt to describe society as it concretely could be comes up against severe ideological difficulties. They aspire to liberate man from any structure of dominating "consciousness" so as to enable him to pursue and fulfill his essential nature. This seems to suggest that man can function in the world without any ideology or consciousness. This assumption is questionable. n159 It can be plausibly argued that ideology is necessary both for the existence of human society and for the conscious functioning of individuals.

Alt Fails

CLS critique fails because it both claims that ideology is inescapable and that they transcend ideology.  

Hutchinson (York University Law School) 84 (Allan, and Patrick J. Monahan, also from Osgoode Hall Law School of York University, Toronto, January, 36 Stan. L. Rev. 199). 

Moreover, the CLSers' aspiration is tantamount to a proclamation of the end of ideology. n160 This, of course, is itself an ideological stance and makes Critical legal scholarship an ideology; "any type of political discourse . . . which anticipates an end to ideology carries thereby the potentiality of becoming itself ideological." n161 And because CLS insists that all ideologies are socially contingent, "the end of ideology" is simply another illegitimate form of consciousness rather than a truth about the human condition. Also, in being able to identify and label the prevailing structures of legal and political thought as "false consciousness," they are implicitly claiming that they are able to transcend the particular social situation. In effect, they claim to have access to a nonsocietally conditioned and therefore absolute truth. Yet their whole social theory seems to be premised on the view that truth is socially relative. This undermines the entire Critical enterprise, not just its constructive dimension.

Theorizing the lack of truth is just as much of a truth claim as the 1AC: CLS structurally fails because its theory is too strong to allow for alternative political space.

Hutchinson (York University Law School) 84 (Allan, and Patrick J. Monahan, also from Osgoode Hall Law School of York University, Toronto, January, 36 Stan. L. Rev. 199). 

Yet if the CLSers rejected this "transcendental stance," they would have to concede that Critical thought was itself simply another form of ideology. No doubt, the Critical scholars would argue that this "ideology" was somehow truer than the existing "false consciousness." Yet this move would require them to appeal tacitly to some societally external metewand of "true consciousness." The acceptance of any such external standard seems precluded by the very premises of their own social theory. The Critical scholars argue that all social worlds are never natural, but rather the contingent result of interrupted fighting. Any proposal for a future society would only be possible if we were prepared to deny or to hedge on the premise of contingency. It would require the Critical scholars to claim that their proposed society was not merely contained fighting, but was in fact a vision endowed with enduring normative value. Accordingly, the Critical scholars cannot offer a vision of a reconstituted society while remaining faithful to their own basic theoretical assumptions. If they hold that human existence is possible, and indeed can attain its finest fulfillment, without an ideology, they must concede that social transformation is a very personal, instinctive, and individual act. Otherwise, in planning such transformative activity, they would simply be exchanging one form of consciousness for another. Yet if they hold that human existence requires some ideology, they must concede that theirs is merely one more consciousness competing in the unwinnable contest over which is the best ideology for man.

Alt Fails

Indeterminacy claims make social change nearly impossible—even if CLS frees us from believing in a perfect law, it still does nothing to help the oppressed.

Solum, (Law Professor at Loyola) 87 (Lawrence B., University of Chicago Law Review, “On the Indeterminacy Crisis: Critiquing Critical Dogma,” Spring, 54 U. Chi. L. Rev. 462).

Far from enabling a progressive transformation of legal practice, the indeterminacy thesis, at least the strong version, disempowers the critique of legal ideology that critical scholars hope will facilitate emancipatory social change. Seen in broad terms, their critique has two parts. First, the mystification thesis will unveil the structures of domination masked by legal doctrine. Second, the indeterminacy thesis will explain how domination circumvents the apparent autonomy of the law and frees legal actors from the apparent constraints imposed by the existing rules. Thus, mystification and indeterminacy are the intellectual foundations both for a program of external critique that will reveal the law to the layman for what it is, and for an internal critique through which progressive legal actors will freely use legal practice to achieve emancipatory ends. My contention is that the strong indeterminacy thesis undercuts, rather than advances, the projects of both internal and external critique. Because the strong indeterminacy thesis calls for disengagement from the form and conventions of discourse that makes legal practice possible, the thesis blunts an internal critique of the law. Stanley Cavell puts the point as follows: The internal tyranny of convention is that only a slave of it can know how it may be changed for the better, or know why it should be eradicated. Only masters of a game, perfect slaves to that project, are in a position to establish conventions which better serve its essence. This is why deep revolutionary changes can result from attempts to conserve a project, to take it back to its idea, keep it in touch with its history. To demand that the law be fulfilled, every jot and tittle, will destroy the law as it stands, if it has moved too far from its origins. Only a priest could have confronted his set of practices with its origins so deeply as to set the terms of Reformation. Cavell's idea can be put into a legal context by examining the critical legal theory of Roberto Unger. Unger identifies "deviationalist doctrine" as the positive alternative for legal scholarship. The project of deviationalist doctrine must maintain "the minimal characteristics of doctrine" that is "the willingness to take the extant  [*499]  authoritative materials as starting points." n106 Like the Reformation, Unger's program acknowledges the structure from which it hopes to deviate. The indeterminacy thesis, however, undercuts the project of deviationalist doctrine at its starting point. If there is a measure of determinacy in the law, and legal discourse and reasoning are more than mere apologies for domination, then Unger's deviationalist doctrine begins with a flawed, but at least functional, language with which to embark on the creation of a more humane legal order. But if the law is indeterminate, and legal reasoning a sham, then they cannot serve as the raw material for constructing a body of doctrine with emancipatory potential -- deviationalist doctrine itself would be incapable of effecting real change. Instead, the social order would remain governed by the underlying ideology or political and economic forces -- and if the forces were to change, then the doctrine would not need to do so. Under the strong indeterminacy thesis, legal doctrine becomes "a wheel that can be turned though nothing else moves with it," and so it "is not part of the mechanism." Another argument made in favor of the liberating potential of the indeterminacy thesis is that it frees legal actors from the constraint of legal rules. One interpretation of this concept of liberation closely resembles Sartre's existentialist conception of human freedom: n108 legal actors must be made to realize that they are radically free to make decisions unconstrained by legal doctrine. Thus Singer argues that acceptance of the indeterminacy thesis will "allow us consciously to assume responsibility for what we do." n109 Similarly, the deconstructionist version of the indeterminacy thesis may be liberating in the sense of enabling what Derrida calls "free play." n110 Legal actors realize that they -- and everyone else -- always have been free to do as they please without bothering to construct interpretations of legal doctrine to justify their actions. This is not the place for extended consideration of this conception of freedom. I do wish, however, to make an observation  [*500]  about its implications: the sort of freedom brought about by acceptance of the strong indeterminacy thesis disassociates internal critique from programmatic social change. This radical sort of freedom might enable individual legal adjudicators, practitioners, and scholars to undergo "conversions," liberating them from the constraints of doctrine. But the nature of such a liberation is ambiguous. It is hardly clear that liberating those who wield legal power from the "mistaken" belief that legal doctrine constrains their actions will have a progressive effect. 

Alt Fails

Indeterminacy arguments undercut the possibility of the alternative and their impacts to the same degree that it impacts the affirmative—it ought to be treated as an FYI.

Solum, (Law Professor at Loyola) 87 (Lawrence B., University of Chicago Law Review, “On the Indeterminacy Crisis: Critiquing Critical Dogma,” Spring, 54 U. Chi. L. Rev. 462).

This discussion leads us to the implications of indeterminacy for the other side of the critical agenda for reform: external critique of the law. Critical scholars often rely on the argument that the indeterminacy thesis delegitimizes the legal process. n116 To the extent that legal doctrine constitutes a rhetoric that legitimizes relations of domination, the indeterminacy thesis undercuts the effectiveness of the legitimation. But the indeterminacy thesis also undercuts the mystification thesis. For example, the claim that legal discourse reifies social relationships loses much of its critical bite when considered in tandem with the indeterminacy thesis. James Boyle points out this contradiction: "If the frozen metaphors [of legal discourse] truly do constrain our understanding of texts or our vision of political possibilities, how can doctrine be perceived as indeterminate?" n117 If the indeterminacy thesis is true, then legal reification does not produce the practical ill of bad outcomes in particular cases. Thus, while Gary Peller takes great pains to make it clear that the reification of the public and private spheres, which he argues pervaded legal discourse in the Lochner era, did not actually determine the result in any of the cases that struck down reformist legislation impinging on the liberty of contract, n118 it is not clear what effect, if any, Peller believes the phenomenon he describes did have. If the mystification thesis were weakened so as to be compatible with the indeterminacy thesis, its critical bite would also be weakened. The evil of mystification would produce only false consciousness, not bad decisions. In response, it could be argued that the false consciousness that results from legal mystification prevents the mobilization of change from outside the judicial system. But this will be hard to prove. As Jay Feinman has observed, "People must be aware of ideology if it is to serve as an effective legitimation device. The penetration of contract law doctrines into society is not great; first-year law students' common ignorance of its principles is annual evidence of this." n119 Indeed, one of the few ways that lay actors do learn about the legal system is through decisions in particular cases. If these decisions fail to convey the ideological message of legal discourse, then legal ideology is not likely to be transmitted to the culture at large. Arguments can be made about the effect of legal doctrine on elite groups, but if the indeterminacy thesis is true, the ill effects of legal ideology on society as a whole would appear to be quite modest.
at cls: alternative totalitarian

Turn: de-legitimating the liberal state is just as likely to result in a new, more oppressive regime—our solvency may be somewhat indeterminate but it is more concrete than a totally unknown alternative.

Solum, (Law Professor at Loyola) 87 (Lawrence B., University of Chicago Law Review, “On the Indeterminacy Crisis: Critiquing Critical Dogma,” Spring, 54 U. Chi. L. Rev. 462).

All this is not to say that the idea of indeterminacy is unimportant. Critical scholars, like those who preceded them -- the realists, sophisticated positivists such as H.L.A. Hart, and even rights theorists such as Dworkin -- are right to identify significant zones of underdetermination and contingency in legal doctrine. This modest version of the thesis can be pressed honestly and productively and, to the extent the polity is unaware of this state of affairs, perhaps it should be pressed. As a matter of political strategy, the claim that a large number of cases presented to judges are underdetermined may have a delegitimizing effect. Indeed, one strategy of the political right in the United States has been to call attention to the political nature of decisions made by the Warren Court and the California Supreme Court in order to delegitimize the courts and thereby undercut liberal reforms. Perhaps critical scholars are right to join the reactionaries in this regard. But delegitimizing the courts should not carelessly be equated with delegitimizing the liberal state. Indeed, it is at least possible that quite the opposite is true: delegitimizing the judiciary might have the effect of increasing the legitimacy of other institutions of the liberal state, such as bureaucracies and legislatures, that may possess a greater potential than courts to become instruments of repression. Without a notion of the possibility of change, no theory of law can claim to be truly critical. As the critical scholar Alan Freeman put it, "The point of delegitimation is to expose possibilities more truly expressing reality, possibilities of fashioning a future that might at least partially realize a substantive notion of justice." n121 The indeterminacy thesis does not have a significant role to play in that enterprise. Critical scholars should put away the dogma of indeterminacy, and try their hands at tasks more difficult than deconstruction. We must imagine a progressive and humane social order, and we must imagine a way to get there from here.

Alt Fails (Unger)

The alternative fails: Unger’s idea of “structure of no-structure” is just as vulnerable to CLS criticism as any other liberal theory.

Hutchinson (York University Law School) 84 (Allan, and Patrick J. Monahan, also from Osgoode Hall Law School of York University, Toronto, January, 36 Stan. L. Rev. 199). 

In sum, Unger's "structure of no-structure" is an institutional mode of social life designed to protect freedom better, while guarding against tendencies to naturalize an arbitrary vision of society. Yet, despite the grand style and sweep of Unger's theory, it appears to suffer from a central and potentially fatal flaw. All attempts at constructive theory seek to describe the world as it could and ought to be. Consequently, the major hurdle for any serious theorist is to provide some normative justification for his or her vision. Yet, the very premises underlying Critical legal though appear to preclude such a justification: To sustain any definite vision of future society, the Critical scholars must renege on their basic commitment to social contingency and historical relativity. CLS is ultimately hoisted on its own Critical petard. The Critical scholars proceed from an extremely subjective epistemology. They reject classical Marxism and modern liberalism for equivocating when confronted with the historical contingency of all social worlds. Indeed, they build their whole intellectual program on this "nonnaturalistic" premise: All societies are viewed as nothing more than the product of interrupted fighting. Yet, Unger's "superliberalism" falls into the very trap that he claims has captured liberals and marxists. His "structure of no-structure" cabins the social fighting it is intended to facilitate. It is as illegitimate and objectionable as any other social order.

The alternative fails: Unger’s theory is as flawed as the affirmative reform—the basic truths that he describes are just as vulnerable to an indeterminacy critique as the affirmative.

Hutchinson (York University Law School) 84 (Allan, and Patrick J. Monahan, also from Osgoode Hall Law School of York University, Toronto, January, 36 Stan. L. Rev. 199). 

Unger's objective is to achieve a society in which individuals are free and independent, but also have guaranteed access to the means necessary to develop their unique personal potentialities. n155 Certain institutional paraphernalia are necessary to achieve that ideal. The state, the market, and the system of rights are placed beyond the reach of transformative politics; they cannot become an object of social fighting. For instance, Unger's destabilization rights could not be relied upon to demand the dismantling of the structure of nostructure. Thus, a ruthless commitment to the nonnaturalistic premise renders Unger's reconstituted society a falsehood and an illusion; it is only another in an endless series of truces that masquerades as a natural order of right. Unger's vision could be dismissed as just another ideology concocted by the weak to fetter the strong, thereby depriving them of the chance to fulfill their own selfhood. On this view, Unger's scheme is simply another variation on the natural law theme: He presents an alleged truth about human personality and proceeds to use that truth to justify a particular social order.
Alt Fails (Gable)

Gable’s alternative of un-alienated relatedness is too abstract—unless they can describe what the alternative would look like in specific cases, it will be overwhelmed by their own critique of indeterminacy.

Kelman, (Professor of Law, Stanford) 84 (Mark, 36 Stan. L. Rev. 293, CRITICAL LEGAL STUDIES SYMPOSIUM: Trashing). 

The content of Peter Gabel's ideal is so elusive as to be nondiscernible. He says things like "[t]he project is to realize the unalienated relatedness that is immanent within our alienated situation." But I see too few concrete references to lived experience in this "specification" to know if he is actually describing a blissful state-of-mind or a small household appliance. To the extent that one can discern content, the perils of tautology loom: If what we seek is simply "human fulfillment," the group can quickly adjourn, both unanimous and groggy. Furthermore, Peter's technique seems almost cruelly ironic, given that his primary critique of "mainstream" judicial thought is that it lacks concreteness -- that by conceiving of the parties to a dispute as idealized role-players in a "fact situation" (for instance, "buyers" and "sellers" in a breach of contract suit assumed to be acting in accord with idealized, social expectations of such actors), it elevates their abstract characteristics. n117 But Peter's "real" characters, lurking behind the juridical abstractions, feel at least equally abstract and lifeless to me. My mind goes utterly blank when I try to picture Peter's characters glimpsing liberation by way of unalienated relatedness.

Gable’s alternative of un-alienated relatedness is too abstract—unless they can describe what the alternative would look like in specific cases, it will be overwhelmed by their own critique of indeterminacy.

Kelman, (Professor of Law, Stanford) 84 (Mark, 36 Stan. L. Rev. 293, CRITICAL LEGAL STUDIES SYMPOSIUM: Trashing). 

The content of Peter Gabel's ideal is so elusive as to be nondiscernible. He says things like "[t]he project is to realize the unalienated relatedness that is immanent within our alienated situation." But I see too few concrete references to lived experience in this "specification" to know if he is actually describing a blissful state-of-mind or a small household appliance. To the extent that one can discern content, the perils of tautology loom: If what we seek is simply "human fulfillment," the group can quickly adjourn, both unanimous and groggy. Furthermore, Peter's technique seems almost cruelly ironic, given that his primary critique of "mainstream" judicial thought is that it lacks concreteness -- that by conceiving of the parties to a dispute as idealized role-players in a "fact situation" (for instance, "buyers" and "sellers" in a breach of contract suit assumed to be acting in accord with idealized, social expectations of such actors), it elevates their abstract characteristics. n117 But Peter's "real" characters, lurking behind the juridical abstractions, feel at least equally abstract and lifeless to me. My mind goes utterly blank when I try to picture Peter's characters glimpsing liberation by way of unalienated relatedness.

Gable’s alternative will fail—changes inter-personal relations cannot translate into broader societal changes.

Polleta, (Columbia Professor) 2000 (Francesca Polletta, “The Structural Context of Novel Rights Claims: Southern Civil Rights Organizing, 1961-1966,”  2000, 34 Law & Soc'y Rev. 367, Lexis).   

Certainly movements have multiple and changing objectives. But one problem with Gabel's characterization is that it ignores tensions among the various goals he identifies. For example, as theorists from Robert Michels ([1915] 1962) to Wini Breines (1989) have recognized, bids for "power" are often jeopardized by what is required of the prefigurative  impulse that Gabel seems to have in mind when he refers to "creating an experience of public community that could dissolve people's belief in and obedience to the State itself" (1984:1596). The obstacles between activists' experience of community and communicating that experience to a wider public are likewise unacknowledged. While many activists  would speak fondly of the character of interpersonal relations among an intensely committed movement group, few would privilege those relations over securing changes that can be enjoyed outside movement gatherings and after the movement is over. And, indeed, research shows that people are better able to sustain participatory and egalitarian  relations among themselves when they believe the movement is transitory (Rothschild-Whitt 1979). The survival of the group, Gabel's first goal, may thus run counter to the movement's personally transformative and prefigurative thrusts.  Gabel's ambiguity about the aims of movements stems from the set of oppositions on which his understanding both of a  rights-orientation and its alternative depend: on one side, real, authentic, instrumental, effective, determinedly informal, state-challenging, power-oriented politics; on the other, inauthentic, falsely conscious, enervating, formalistic, state-dependent, rights-oriented claimsmaking. Such oppositions account for Gabel's confusing use of the term "power"  (meaning, variously, political leverage, the exposure of ideological distortions, and the experience of unalienated sociability). They also account for his failure to explain how experiences of sociability are translated into relations outside the movement, how changes in interpersonal relations lead to changes in people's material circumstances, and  why movements should endure once they have secured the rights victories that brought them into being.     

Gabel’s “authentic” movement will not solve—it will be caught up in sustaining itself and not achieve social change.   

Polleta, (Columbia Professor) 2000 (Francesca Polletta, “The Structural Context of Novel Rights Claims: Southern Civil Rights Organizing, 1961-1966,”  2000, 34 Law & Soc'y Rev. 367, Lexis).   

Indeed, one might ask whether social movements fill the same place in Gabel's scheme as rights do in the legal scheme that he criticizes. Whether "before the law" or in protest, we seem to experience a connectedness with others that is absent in our daily lives, but in neither case is there any indication that that experience will extend beyond the  immediate setting and its current participants. Our devotion to maintaining what passes as subjecthood, whether "rights-bearing citizen" or "activist," threatens to overwhelm the aims that drew us to protest in the first place. Sustaining the movement, just like battling in courtrooms for rights, may become the movement's purpose. It may  substitute for, rather than contribute to, effecting social change. In other words, Gabel cannot support his claim that experience in social movements is "true," "authentic," and transformative other than by positing it as the opposite of a "false," "inauthentic," and demobilizing rights orientation.

Interdeterminacy Good

Indeterminacy is inevitable but only in the sense that a good government needs some flexibility in the application of rules. 

Altman, (Professor of Philosophy; Georgia State University) 90 (Andrew, Critical Legal Studies:  A Liberal Critique, page 8)

Many liberal thinkers, however, have taken a different approach in responding to the features of the twentieth-century legal landscape. They have been unwilling to join Hayel?s condemnation of contemporary liberal democracies and have sought to show how such states can be said to conform to the principle of the rule of law. One line of thinking concedes the existence of significant (though not extensive) areas of public and private action that are not closely regulated by the rule of law. But this concession is tempered by three collateral points. First, in any system of rules there will necessarily be significant areas of indeterminacy because of the very nature of human language and social rules. Second, the area of legal indeterminacy in contemporary liberal states is significant but peripheral in the overall operation of the law. Third, some significant degree of legal indeterminacy and government discretion to promote the public good is desirable because it gives the organs of the political community a valuable flexibility in responding to the problems and needs of the community.  In light of these points, this line of liberal thinking argues that a sound theoretical model of the rule of law must have more room for indeterminacy than the generic model would allow. It would be a mistake to demand, as the generic model does, that indeterminacy be reduced to the smallest degree humanly possible and an equally serious mistake to build one’s theoretical model around such a demand so that any significant departure from it appears to do damage to the rule of law. This line of liberal thinking contends that a sound model would leave liberal states significant flexibility in responding to social problems, though not so much as to destroy vital liberal freedoms. Not every departure from legal determinacy damages the rule of law, and a theoretical model is needed which does not make demands for the reduction of indeterminacy and government discretion that are as stringent as the demands of the generic model.

Interdeterminacy Overstated

Contradictory justifications do not necessarily create indeterminate applications—they are overstating the indeterminacy argument.

Solum, (Law Professor at Loyola) 87 (Lawrence B., University of Chicago Law Review, “On the Indeterminacy Crisis: Critiquing Critical Dogma,” Spring, 54 U. Chi. L. Rev. 462).

It is easy to agree that existing legal rules are not fully determined by any unified and consistent social theory. Even if we had a fully satisfactory theory justifying the broad outlines of the modern state, it would be hard to argue that any such theory required a particular set of legal rules, much less the precise set of rules we have now. However, it does not follow from this admission that critical scholars have made out a case for complete indeterminacy of justification. Some specific legal rules may necessarily follow from a broad social theory; many legal rules may be incompatible with a given theory. Moreover, indeterminacy of justification does not entail indeterminacy in a set of legal rules.  A number of competing theories could be used to justify or critique a wide range of legal doctrines, while the legal doctrines themselves nonetheless would constrain the outcome of particular cases. For example, one could make consequentialist arguments for and against the doctrine of promissory estoppel, while the doctrine itself remained determinate in application. 

Even if the law is indeterminate, that conclusion has no particular existential force—cases are still decided based on practical applications that can be consistent even if they are not based on an unshakable foundation.

Solum, (Law Professor at Loyola) 87 (Lawrence B., University of Chicago Law Review, “On the Indeterminacy Crisis: Critiquing Critical Dogma,” Spring, 54 U. Chi. L. Rev. 462).

My argument, therefore, relies on the distinction between logical and practical possibility. This distinction can be illuminated by a brief discussion of an analogous problem with epistemological skepticism. An epistemological skeptic might claim that we can never really know anything. An anti-skeptic might respond with an example of an "easy case" of knowledge: you know that you are currently sitting in a chair and reading this peculiar article. The skeptic might respond by raising a skeptical possibility: for all you know you are only a brain in a vat being manipulated by an evil scientist to think you are sitting and reading this essay, when in fact you are doing neither of these things. Very roughly, it is my view that rule-skepticism can be shown to be toothless for the same reason that this sort of epistemological skepticism is toothless: worrying about being a brain in a vat will not have any effect on what you do. Likewise, worrying about rule-skepticism will not have any effect on the way cases are decided. The skeptical possibilities invoked by both rule-skepticism and epistemological skepticism are not practical possibilities, and only practical possibilities affect the way one acts. This is not to say that there is no point to rule-skepticism. Rule-skeptics are quite right to insist that nothing about verbal formulations of rules requires or guarantees that they be applied in a particular, determinate fashion. Tushnet appreciates this point when he notes that expectations about easy cases "are socially constructed rather than inherent, even to some small degree, in the verbal formulations" of the legal rules. n59 Legal rules in particular, like languages in general, develop meaning in a social context. Because of the truth of this observation, critical scholars are correct when they claim that there is a "possibility" that the legal rules will change meanings if the social context changes dramatically; nothing magical about the verbal formulation of legal rules excludes such a possibility. However, the question we should ask is whether this possibility creates the sort of indeterminacy that has existential force. Does the possibility of legal rules changing in response to changes in society "hold terrors in our daily lives"? As far as the sort of skeptical possibilities needed to make a case for the strong indeterminacy thesis, the answer to this question is clearly "No."

The critique over-states indeterminacy: even if legal principles conflict, legal theory can still act as an effective guide.

Altman, (Professor of Philosophy; Georgia State University) 90 (Andrew, Critical Legal Studies:  A Liberal Critique, page 8)

If there were a single consistent set of principles in terms of which doctrine could be rationally reconstructed, then the judge could appeal to it in resolving some apparent conifict within the settled law. But because there is no such set of principles, judges can only choose one or another of the incompatible principles that underlie the settled doctrine. Different judges can and will choose different principles, but none can provide a convincing legal argument that her choice is the legality correct one. Each judge can.  There are serious problems with this CL5 view of the implications of the patchwork thesis. Even if there are incompatible principles that underlie different segments of doctrine, it does not follow that the judge is free to choose which principle to rely on in deciding a case. Recall from the discussion in chapter 2 that our legal culture incorporates a convention that requires that cases be decided in a way that provides the greatest degree of logical coherence with the settled rules and decisions. Suppose that in most cases a decision relying on a particular principle fits better with the settled materials than one relying on a competing principle. The supposition is not inconsistent with the patchwork thesis, but if it is true, then it would be wrong to daim, as Dalton does, that equally forceful legal arguments could be given for both sides in almost any case. The better legal argument would be the one that displays the better fit with the settled decisions and norms, and the law itself would be highly determinate, even if the patchwork thesis were true.

Even if deconstruction reveals tensions within liberal society, it does not follow that all applications of the law will be indeterminate—laws can be applied consistently even if they are based on societal tensions.

Solum, (Law Professor at Loyola) 87 (Lawrence B., University of Chicago Law Review, “On the Indeterminacy Crisis: Critiquing Critical Dogma,” Spring, 54 U. Chi. L. Rev. 462).

Another external line of defense for the strong indeterminacy thesis invokes the deconstructionist techniques of the French post-structuralist Jacques Derrida. n62 As appropriated by literary critics, deconstruction is a technique that permits new readings of familiar texts. n63 As practiced by Derrida himself, deconstruction represents an assault on the whole western philosophical tradition. n64 Like the relationship of the rule-skeptic's defense to Wittgenstein's paradox, the "deconstruction" practiced by critical legal scholars may bear little more than a family resemblance to "deconstruction" as practiced by Derrida. The deconstructionist version of the indeterminacy thesis makes the ambitious claim that the indeterminacy of legal rules is a function of deep contradictions within liberal society, or of the failure of liberal society to reconcile or mediate a deep contradiction within the collective and individual human self. Continues... More fundamentally, the deconstructionist defense of strong indeterminacy falters because it does not provide any real answer to the argument from easy cases. Let us concede, for the moment, that some legal doctrines embody a tension between community and autonomy resulting in indeterminacy. No matter how many such examples can be proffered, they do not prove that all, or even most, of the law is indeterminate; they do not offer a rejoinder to the argument from easy cases. The legal deconstructionist would have to take all cases, including the easiest ones offered in this essay, and demonstrate both that they are indeterminate and that this indeterminacy is a function of some deep conflict between self  and other. Neither demonstration has been made. Instead, the deconstructionist defense simply provides another coherent explanation of why some legal rules are underdetermined over the set of all cases.

Even if the law is indeterminate, it is consistent enough to make legal reforms desirable—non-legal actors can still influence the law.

Kellogg, (George Washington University National Law Center) 90 (65 Tul. L. Rev. 15, Frederic, November). 

The pragmatic position, on the other hand, does not require legal theory to provide a rationale for the choice of institutional structure. If the choice was a sound one, it most likely was not made by legal philosophers or even just lawyers. Instead, it was made in uncountable incremental steps by actors in every realm of social life. The choices made may have, to some degree, become embedded in the common law by a process of successive approximation, in which strictly "legal" institutions did not impose a "legal" rationale on the choices. The process must permit a controlling role for nonlegal choices, albeit one in which the choices become reflected in sufficiently determinate language to be applied consistently -- language that will unavoidably take on a life of its own, but not intolerably so, if kept faithful to the concrete circumstances it was designed to address. The primary obligation of legal institutions is one of facilitating, and not obstructing, nonlegal means of addressing the indeterminacies of social life -- including those involving the just and right. This is true also of the Constitution, which for Learned Hand was to be regarded as an historical compromise, not a set of durable principles or a resource from which to strengthen or modify the morals of society. n148 As Holmes said in his Lochner dissent, "a constitution . . . is made for people of fundamentally differing views." n149 Hence it is altogether natural that the Constitution should tolerate, reflect, or even incorporate, conflicting principles.

Solvency Still Possible

The negative exaggerates their indeterminacy claims—CLS authors do not argue that there are no predictable outcomes from law, only that the law is arbitrary in the sense that different politics produce different outcomes.

Gordon, (Law Professor, Stanford) 84  (36 Stan. L. Rev. 57, January, Robert, CRITICAL LEGAL STUDIES SYMPOSIUM: Critical Legal Histories).

The Critics who do intellectual-history-of-doctrinal-structures haven't got any theory of the causal relations between legal/doctrinal change and other social change, except their claim that the contradictions within legal structures make such relations completely indeterminate. But this claim of indeterminacy is surely exaggerated -- there are lots of regularities in legal/social relations. This argument has to be broken down a bit to be responded to. I think that, at this stage, the response can be very short because much of it has been answered already. It's true that, for example, the Critics have not produced an analysis along the lines of the traditionalist functionalist histories or of instrumental Marxism that relates changes in the legal system to changes in the economy. The whole point, recall, of the Critics' critique is that the "economy" isn't something separate from the "law," which reacts on law and is in turn reacted upon by it; the idea of their separation is a hallucinatory effect of the liberal reification of "state" and "market" (or "public" and "private") into separate entities. Because the economy is partially composed of legal relations, legal and economic histories are not histories of distinct and interacting entities but simply different cross-cutting slices out of the same organic tissue. Again, if the Critics  [*125]  want to make this point convincingly, they will have to start slicing their narratives out of field-level uses of law. The other argument rests, I think, on a misunderstanding of what the Critics mean by indeterminancy. They don't mean -- although sometimes they sound as if they do -- that there are never any predictable causal relations between legal forms and anything else. As argued earlier in this essay, there are plenty of short- and medium-run stable regularities in social life, including regularities in the interpretation and application, in given contexts, of legal rules. Lawyers, in fact, are constantly making predictions for their clients on the basis of these regularities. The Critical claim of indeterminacy is simply that none of these regularities are necessary consequences of the adoption of a given regime of rules. The rule-system could also have generated a different set of stabilizing conventions leading to exactly the opposite results and may, upon a shift in the direction of political winds, switch to those opposing conventions at any time.

Logocentrism Bad

The charge that it is logocentric to predict legal outcomes is like saying that there can be no more arguments made in the debate—it is a tautology that would also destroy the arguments made by CLS critics.

Solum, (Law Professor at Loyola) 87 (Lawrence B., University of Chicago Law Review, “On the Indeterminacy Crisis: Critiquing Critical Dogma,” Spring, 54 U. Chi. L. Rev. 462).

Dalton offers only poetry in a footnote as explanation. n69 The data -- that is, our ability to predict legal decisions -- contradict the hypothesis that fundamental dualities make all such predictions impossible. Nevertheless, it is possible to postulate that there is some hidden explanation that only awaits discovery to clear up the seeming inconsistency. But a belief that is made unshakeable in this way is dogma -- "irrefutable and beyond the reach of attack." The deconstructionist defender of strong indeterminacy has  [*484]  yet another rejoinder: I am employing the very "logocentric" standards that are at issue -- that is, I am also resorting to dogma. In a sense, no reply can be given to the argument that there can be no arguments. I will, however, offer two observations. The first is that critical legal scholarship has not abandoned logocentric standards: the critical scholars do not make the punning, irrationalist arguments characteristic of Derrida. n71 My second observation is that the legal deconstructionist's attempt to argue against rationality is self-defeating. The act of arguing assumes the standards of rationality that the deconstructionist attempts to call into question. n72

AT: Reification Links

Reification of the law is not bad if the principles involved contribute to human freedom and rights—the affirmative reification hedges against greater oppression.

Sparer, (Law Professor, University of Pennsylvania) 84 (Ed, 36 Stan. L. Rev. 509, January). 

But is it bad to "reify"? In Marxist thinking, to reify a concept such as a right is to invest it with qualities over and above those of the particular human beings who created or use it. It is as if the right had a life of its own. It exists independently of the particular social setting from which it came and continues regardless of the conscious choices of the people in a later setting. Reification, as a general proposition, can have serious and negative consequences but not all "reifying" is necessarily bad. It is true that when we characterize a certain legal right as "universal" or "inalienable," we are reifying it. But this may have a legitimate purpose. For example, we may fear that some group may in the future dominate our society and attempt to stifle all dissent. We should protect as best we can against such an event by today acknowledging that dissent is a human value that needs protection. In so doing, we reify the legal right to dissent in order to protect the human right of self-expression and free conscience. We should do the same with certain rights of working people. In spite of the difficulties of drawing a "coherent" line as to what is "inalienable" and what is not, concern for the human values of free conscience and mutual association, coupled with a deduction from history about what happens in the absence of such legal rights, justifies such an effort. n42

State =/= All Powerful

The critique over-states the role of the state: they are right that normative values come from individuals and a limited state is precisely what enables that expression. 

Altman, (Professor of Philosophy; Georgia State University) 90 (Andrew, Critical Legal Studies:  A Liberal Critique, page 8)

The modern liberal defense of the, rule of law severs the connection between law and personal virtue. The notion that the su preme aim of political society is to promote some restrictive con ception of the best human life is rejected. A liberal political society is one in which there is a sharp distinction between the state and society. Society is the domain of interaction within and between groups, each organized around a distinctive set of interlocking be liefs, dispositions, and values. The interacting groups have com peting conceptions of the good, the virtuous, the divine, the sa cred, the right, the jàst, and the beautiful. The state is the institutional power that is to stand above these diverse groups and regulate their interaction. Citizens do not necessarily see the state as a wholly alien power, yet neither can they embrace it as the full embodiment of theft normative vision of the world. It is in their particular social groups that citizens find an objective embodiment of theft normative visions. The value of the state resides principally in protecting social groups from one another and preserving the freedom of the individual to mold a normative vision and to join others with a similar vision in pursuing it.

Specific Solvency Outweighs

The issue is not “law is good” vs “law is bad” but is whether or not specific applications of the law are desirable. 

Sparer, (Law Professor, University of Pennsylvania) 84 (Ed, 36 Stan. L. Rev. 509, January). 

Despite such a warning, the practical relationship of Critical legal theory to social movement and struggle in the United States today is, at best, very limited. Neither lawyers nor political activists receive much enlightenment from Critical legal theory with regard to their actual work. Nor is Critical legal theory itself much affected by the practical work of such people. While there are exceptions to these generalizations, n112 the absence of praxis in current Critical legal work seems to be one of its most marked features. Gordon, a Critical legal theorist, writes: At every meeting of the Conference on Critical Legal Studies, one can sense these barriers of puzzlement or irritation being raised between political allies who see themselves for the occasion mainly as "theorists" or "practitioners." It is not -- not at all -- that the "practitioners" are against theory. They are hungry for theory that would help make sense of their practices; that would order them meaningfully into larger patterns of historical change or structures of social action; that would help resolve the perpetual dilemma of whether it is or is not a contradiction in terms to be a "radical lawyer," whether one is inevitably corrupted by the medium in which one works, whether one's victories are in the long run defeats, or one's defeats victories; or that would suggest what tactics, in the boundless ocean of meanness and constraint that surrounds, us, to try next. Gordon attempts to explain why the "practitioners" do not get what they are looking for and why what is produced by the "theorists" is appropriate. My contention, however, is that the "theorists" should be attempting to give the "practitioners" theory which is relevant to their concerns. Because they are not, the "theory" as well the "practice" suffers. Worse, if Critical legal theory's underlying social concerns about domination and exploitation are valid -- and I believe they are -- we all suffer from this failure in praxis.  I do not approach the matter of why Critical legal theory is so divorced from social practice with a sense of impatience or easy condemnation. It is very difficult for any complex social theory to relate helpfully to practice and, in turn, by illumined by practice. Critical legal theory is concerned with radical social change at a time when even liberal social movements appear to be at a standstill. And, of course, it is particularly difficult for what is essentially a nascent legal theory to accomplish a praxis which has historically eluded most other radical theory in the United States. Nevertheless, my argument is that Critical legal theory is frequently divorced from and useless to social practice for reasons which are closely related to the attack on rights discussed in Part I. The first reason for Critical legal theory's separation from practice is the view of some leading Critical scholars that so sweeping is the hold of liberalism's belief systems and so instrumental are rights notions to the maintenance of dominance and oppression that only negative critique aimed at delegitimation constitutes a useful path for theory today. This focus on delegitimation, including the attack on rights, hinders Critical theorists from pursuing affirmative programs.  [*555]  A second reason for the practice-theory separation is that, despite the emphasis on dualities and contradictions in Critical legal theory, Critical theorists have not grasped the dual nature and potential of legal rights and entitlement programs. As much as rights are instruments of legitimizing oppression, they are also affirmations of human values. As often as they are used to frustrate social movement, they are also among the basic tools of social movement.

Law = Real
We perceive law, which makes it real. 

Carlson ’99 (David Gray, Professor of Law, Benjamin N. Cardozo School of Law, “Review Essay: Duellism In Modern American Jurisprudence”, Columbia Law Review, November 1999, 

99 Colum. L. Rev. 1908, LexisNexis) 

Law resists manipulation by a single subject. It may not be perfectly determinate, but neither is the rock. As things, both law and rock are negative unities that cannot be known directly and can be known only indirectly through the perceptions of specific properties. n102 Indeed, Schlag himself, at times, "perceives" law n103 and hence concedes its existence, as when he writes: "Law is quite obviously a rich amalgamation of feudal social aesthetics, nineteenth-century juristic science, early twentieth century legal realist policy analysis, legal process proceduralisms, Warren Court normativity...." n104 Here on display are law's various properties and the cosmological unity n105 called "law" that organizes this set of particulars. In this formulation, Schlag confesses the existence of law.  [*1925]  Because of the negativity of this unifying essence, law and rocks are metonymic entities, n106 as even analytic philosophy has discovered. n107 We can name only the context and properties of the thing. We cannot name the thing itself. n108 This is true of rocks and of law. One exists just as surely as does the other. Diogenes liked to defeat Plato by kicking a rock and thereby proving it "existed." But all this showed was the utility of the rock - its status as an object for actual consciousness, n109 or the "being-for-other" of the rock. n110 Such a reality is one-sided, in that it emphasizes the negativity (being-for-other) of the thing and excludes the side of being-for-self. n111 Such an insistence on the factum brutum - the "being-for-us" of the rock - paradoxically renders the rock entirely subjective and denies the rock the very integrity that the attribute of "reality" should have provided for it. n112 Tangibility is not a property of law in the first place, and this makes law a different kind of thing than a rock or tree. Nevertheless, law has an objective - i.e., inter-subjective - existence. n113 It exists in the minds of the multitude. It is "social substance." n114  
Law exists, the effects of it can be seen. 

Carlson ’99 (David Gray, Professor of Law, Benjamin N. Cardozo School of Law, “Review Essay: Duellism In Modern American Jurisprudence”, Columbia Law Review, November 1999, 

99 Colum. L. Rev. 1908, LexisNexis) 

In assessing whether law exists, two points have been made: (1) To identify law as a "thing" one must postulate what cannot be perceived directly - the negative unity of properties; (2) Free will, like negative unity, can only be postulated. In this section, by way of disagreeing with Schlag's accusation that law does not exist, I would like to show that, if law causes actions in the world, then law exists and therefore enjoys an objective status. Schlag does not often describe what he takes law to be. n146 In his two new books, he generally relies on the reader's common sense to provide a definition; and then, whatever common sense produces, he asserts that law does not exist n147 or that it is a fantasy. In "Law and Phrenology," n148 however, Schlag suggests that law refers to two distinct concepts, which he takes to be contradictory. (1) Law refers to what courts do. That is, it refers to action, observable in the world. (2) Law simultaneously refers to a cause of action. n149 Causation is strictly a temporal relation. It is nothing more than the observation that State A necessarily precedes State B. n150 And so, in its second dimension (law causes action), law is a pre-existing thing that causes judicial action - or takes itself to be such. A judge has conscious knowledge of what the law requires and acts accordingly. n151 Action, in Schlag's philosophy, is a real thing. We can know law's passage a l'acte  [*1930]  because we can feel law's potent consequences. n152 It is violent. n153 It imprisons, impoverishes and sentences to death. n154 What caused the legal action, however, would appear to be supersensual - i.e., not verifiable. These points are probably best read as follows: Actions are real, but the causes of actions are fictions. Hence (Schlag makes clear) law-as-cause is overdetermined: "This ambiguity... enables legal thinkers to claim for themselves rather remarkable powers to say what the law is: given enough will, it always remains possible to affirm that intelligent knowledge governs authoritative action." n155 Schlag refers to this dialectical structure of law as "circular ambiguity." n156 In fact, if law causes action, the structure that Schlag locates is not circular but linear. n157 Action, real and knowable, projects infinite causes - i.e., infinitely possible laws that caused the knowable action. It is at least possible, in Schlag's logic, that the true cause was that the judge read a specific pre-existing law, worked it in her mind into a coherent command, and then followed that command. 

*Normativity/Schlag*

Normative Thought Good

Normative legal thought is effective at creating order, salvation, and progress.

Carlson ’99 (David Gray, Professor of Law, Benjamin N. Cardozo School of Law, “Review Essay: Duellism In Modern American Jurisprudence”, Columbia Law Review, November 1999, 

99 Colum. L. Rev. 1908, LexisNexis) 

Perhaps Pierre Schlag's most famous point is his imperative, "Don't be normative." The values of the legal academy are little better than advertising purveyors n192 - hypocrites who try "to achieve strategic advantages largely (if not entirely) unrelated to the observance or realization of those professed values." n193 Values are used as totems or tools to induce guilt or shame. n194 Stifling and narrow, n195 normativity is not even a thought - only an unthinking habit. n196 Normativity argues that, if it does not hold sway, terrible social consequences would follow. n197 Normative thought is designed to shut down critical inquiry into the nothingness of law. n198 Not only are values deceitfully strategic, but they are ineffective. n199 They are too vague to be self-determining. n200 "Normative legal thought's only consumers are legal academics and perhaps a few law students - persons who are virtually never in a position to put any of its wonderful normative advice into effect." n201 Judges are not listening. n202 Even if judges had the time to read and study all of academia's suggestions, they would be unlikely to implement any which would require radical changes in the status quo, since, Schlag notes, "only those kinds of norms that already conform to the audience's belief are likely to meet with any sort  [*1937]  of wide-scale approval." n203 Thus, Schlag concedes, sometimes normativity is empirically effective after all - but not because of intrinsic authenticity. Normativity is effective because it tracks and incorporates "folk-ontologies," such as order, salvation, or progress. n204 Like Antony, norms tell the people only what they already know. Norms and values are lies, Schlag says, when proffered by legal academics, but it was otherwise with Sophocles n205 or the Warren court, n206 who were authentically in touch with real pain. By implication, values are authentic when immediately connected to feelings. n207 Values, properly used, are worthy of commendation. n208 But the mere invocation of values does not guarantee their authenticity. The proof of values is in context. n209 

2AC: Paranoia Turn

Schlag’s paranoia forces him to advocate a philosophy that is too radical – destroys solvency. 

Mootz ’94 (Francis J., Associate Prof. of Law at Western New England College School of Law, “The Paranoid Style in Contemporary Legal Scholarship”, Houston Law Review, 31 Hous. L. Rev. 873, 1994-1995, Hein Online)

As described by Schlag, the postmodern legal critic bears an uncanny resemblance to a paranoid individual. I have no doubts that Schlag, as a person dealing with everyday life, is entirely free from paranoid tendencies. Why, then, does his asserted intellectual persona assume such a counterproductive posture? Quite simply, the imperative to radicalize the critique of foundationalism and formalism eventually carries theory, and the persona adopted by the theorist, beyond the realm of ordi-nary discourse. Schlag does not engage his readers in a shared quest for decency and happiness in an often brutal and trau-matic world, but instead challenges such a normative quest as being symptomatic of deeper-seated problems. Schlag’s radical-ism is extended to the point of cannibalizing its own presuppo-sitions. “A collection of discourses that in their strategic maneu-vering have precluded the possibility of being discursive, have succeeded not just in being destructive, but in being self-de-structive.”35 When the hermeneutics of suspicion is pushed to the point of paranoia, the critical effort dissolves into a self-described irrelevance. 

2AC: Protest Turn

Turn: Schalg’s protest ultimately fuels the law. The ballot is an empty gesture of theoretical resistance that has no effect on the actual operation of the system.  It simply makes you feel better about your place in it as a critical objector.

Carlson, 99 (Columbia Law Review, David Gray, 99 Colum. L. Rev. 1908, (Professor, Cardozo School of Law)).

Schlag presents a dark vision of what he calls "the bureaucracy," which crushes us and controls us. It operates on "a field of pain and death." n259 It deprives us of choice, speech, n260 and custom. As bureaucracy cannot abide great minds, legal education must suppress greatness through mind numbing repetition. n262 In fact, legal thought is the bureaucracy and cannot be distinguished from it. n263 If legal thought tried to buck the bureaucracy, the bureaucracy would instantly crush it.  Schlag observes that judges have taken "oaths that require subordination of truth, understanding, and insight, to the preservation of certain bureaucratic governmental institutions and certain sacred texts." n265 Legal scholarship and lawyers generally n266 are the craven tools of bureaucracy, and those who practice law or scholarship simply serve to justify and strengthen the bureaucracy. "If there were no discipline of American law, the liberal state would have to invent it." n267 "Legal thinkers in effect serve as a kind of P.R. firm for the bureaucratic state." n268 Legal scholarship has sold out to the bureaucracy: Insofar as the expressions of the state in the form of [statutes, etc.] can be expected to endure, so can the discipline that so helpfully organizes, rationalizes, and represents these expressions as intelligent knowledge. As long as the discipline shows obeisance to the authoritative legal forms, it enjoys the backing of the state... Disciplinary knowledge of law can be true not because it is true, but because the state makes it true.  Scholarship produces a false "conflation between what [academics] celebrate as 'law' and the ugly bureaucratic noise that grinds daily in the  [*1946]  [ ] courts...." n270 Scholarship "becomes the mode of discourse by which bureaucratic institutions and practices re-present themselves as subject to the rational ethical-moral control of autonomous individuals." n271 "The United States Supreme Court and its academic groupies in the law schools have succeeded in doing what many, only a few decades ago, would have thought impossible. They have succeeded in making Kafka look naive." Lacanian theory allows us to interpret the meaning of this anti-Masonic vision precisely. Schlag's bureaucracy must be seen as a "paranoid construction according to which our universe is the work of art of unknown creators." In Schlag's view, the bureaucracy is in control of law and language and uses it exclusively for its own purposes. The bureaucracy is therefore the Other of the Other, "a hidden subject who pulls the strings of the great Other (the symbolic order)." The bureaucracy, in short, is the superego (i.e., absolute knowledge of the ego), but rendered visible and projected outward. The superego, the ego's stern master, condemns the ego and condemns what it does. Schlag has transferred this function to the bureaucracy. As is customary, by describing Schlag's vision as a paranoid construction, I do not mean to suggest that Professor Schlag is mentally ill or unable to function. Paranoid construction is not in fact the illness. It is an attempt at healing what the illness is - the conflation of the domains of the symbolic, imaginary, and real. This conflation is what Lacan calls "psychosis." Whereas the "normal" subject is split between the three domains, the psychotic is not. He is unable to keep the domains separate. The symbolic domain of language begins to lose place to the real domain. The psychotic raves incoherently, and things begin to talk to him directly. The psychotic, "immersed in jouissance," n280 loses desire itself. Paranoia is a strategy the subject adopts to ward off breakdown. The paranoid vision holds together the symbolic order itself and thereby prevents the subject from slipping into the psychotic state in which "the concrete 'I' loses its absolute power over the entire system of its determinations." This of course means - and here is the deep irony of paraonia - that bureaucracy is the very savior of romantic metaphysics. If the romantic program were ever fulfilled - if the bureaucracy were to fold up shop and let the natural side of the subject have its way - subjectivity would soon be enveloped, smothered, and killed in the night of psychosis.  Paranoid ambivalence toward bureaucracy (or whatever other fantasy may be substituted for it) is very commonly observed. Most recently, conservatives "organized their enjoyment" by opposing communism. By confronting and resisting an all-encompassing, sinister power, the subject confirms his existence as that which sees and resists the power.  As long as communism existed, conservatism could be perceived. When communism disappeared, conservatives felt "anxiety" - a lack of purpose. Although they publicly opposed communism, they secretly regretted its disappearance. Within a short time, a new enemy was found to organize conservative jouissance - the cultural left. (On the left, a similar story could be told about the organizing function of racism and sexism, which, of course, have not yet disappeared.) These humble examples show that the romantic yearning for wholeness is always the opposite of what it appears to be. We paranoids need our enemies to organize our enjoyment. Paranoid construction is, in the end, a philosophical interpretation, even in the clinical cases. n287 As Schlag has perceived, the symbolic order of law is artificial. It only exists because we insist it does. We all fear that the house of cards may come crashing down. Paradoxically, it is this very "anxiety" that shores up the symbolic. The normal person knows he must keep insisting that the symbolic order exists precisely because the person knows it is a fiction.  The paranoid, however, assigns this role to the bureaucracy (and thereby absolves himself from the responsibility). Thus, paranoid delusion allows for the maintenance of a "cynical" distance between the paranoid subject and the realm of mad psychosis. In truth, cynicism toward bureaucracy shows nothing but the unconfronted depth to which the cynic is actually committed to what ought to be abolished.

Schlag = Wrong

Schlag is wrong –seven reasons.

Carlson, 99 (Columbia Law Review, David Gray, 99 Colum. L. Rev. 1908, (Professor, Cardozo School of Law)).

If this psychoanalytic suggestion explains the angry tone of Schlag's work, it also explains the basic errors into which he falls. When one considers this work as a whole, most of these errors are obvious and patent. Indeed, most of these errors have been laid by Schlag himself at the doorstep of others. But, in surrendering to feeling or, as perhaps Schlag would put it, to context (i.e., the pre-theoretical state), Schlag cannot help but make these very same errors. Some examples:

(1) Schlag's program, induced from his critiques, is that we should rely on feeling to tell us what to do. Yet Schlag denounces in others any reliance on a pre-theoretical self. 

(2) Schlag warns that, by definition, theory abstracts from context. He warns that assuming the right answer will arise from context unmediated by theory is "feeble." Yet, he rigorously and repetitively denounces any departure from context, as if any such attempt is a castration - a wrenching of the subject from the natural realm. He usually implies that context alone can provide the right answer - that moral geniuses like Sophocles or Earl Warren can find the answer by consulting context.

(3) Schlag complains that common law judges are "vacuous fellows" when they erase themselves so that law can speak. Yet, Schlag, a natural lawyer, likewise erases himself so that context can speak without distortion.

(4) Schlag warns that merely reversing the valences of polarities only reinstates what was criticized. Yet he does the same in his own work. In attacking the sovereignty of the liberal self, he merely asserts the sovereignty of the romantic self. Neither, psychoanalytically, is a valid vision. One polarity is substituted for another. 

(5) Schlag scorns the postulation of ontological entities such as free will, but makes moral arguments to his readers that depend entirely on such postulation.

(6) Schlag denounces normativity in others, but fails to see that he himself is normative when he advises his readers to stop being normative. The pretense is that Schlag is an invisible mediator between his reader and context. As such, Schlag, the anti-Kantian, is more Kantian than Kant himself. Thus, context supposedly announces, "Stop doing normative work." Yet context says nothing of the sort. It is Schlag's own normative theory that calls for the work slowdown.

(7) Schlag urges an end to legal scholarship when he himself continues to do legal scholarship. He may wish to deny that his work is scholarship, but his denial must be overruled. We have before us a legal scholar, like any other.

Alt Fails

Alternative Fails- it is impossible to break down the maze of legal normativity. 

Mootz ’94 (Francis J., Associate Prof. of Law at Western New England College School of Law, “The Paranoid Style in Contemporary Legal Scholarship”, Houston Law Review, 31 Hous. L. Rev. 873, 1994-1995, Hein Online) 

The epistemological problems posed by modernist critical projects are only partially answered by adding a postmodern gloss. Schlag’s effort to analyze legal scholarship from outside the maze is extremely problematic. Schlag believes that most scholars reside within a maze characterized by “dreariness,” but that a select few have found a way out, gained perspective on the maze, and now engage in a fruitful questioning that reveals rather than obscures the law. 20 In sharp contrast, I reject the idea that such a dramatic escape can take place. Just when a scholar believes that she has scaled the last wall of the maze, she will be confronted by a boundless horizon of paths endlessly circling within the ambit of the same maze. Hope for escape must always be dashed in the end, but this does not mean that an individual’s comportment within the maze is without ethical or political significance. The central problem for contemporary jurisprudence is not the maze of normative legal discourse, but the failure to recognize the maze as an avoidable condition that is productive of knowl-edge. 

Talking about normativity cannot convince anyone and will just be seen as contradictory. 

Radin and Michelman ’91 (Margaret and Frank, Professor of Law at Stanford University and Professor of Law at Harvard University, “Pragmatist and Poststructuralist Critical Legal Practice”, The University of Pennsylvania Law Review, Vol. 139, No. 4 (Apr., 1991), pp. 1019-1058, JSTOR)  

"We should talk more normatively" (WSTMN, for short) is the name of a certain sentence-the one that says we should talk more normatively. If uttering WSTMN is contemptible as just talk or as normative talk (and, to boot, as naively presupposing that how we talk, what we do, is within our power to decide15), then what is a reader supposed to make of the sentence that says that uttering WSTMN is contemptible on those grounds? It seems that saying that cannot (coherently) be an argument about whether or how we should (or should not) talk. How can one argue that what makes an utterance (or a genre) unworthy of attention or respect is that it is normative talk? To argue is to invoke the practice of argument, and that practice consists of normative talk. (Maybe you could try by some other means to remove that practice from society's repertoire, but you can't well do that by arguing about it.) But if this utterance of Schlag's is not argument, then what is it? We believe that too many in the community to whom these writings are addressed will see Schlag here doing the very thing his utterance says should not be done-arguing prescriptively-and so charge him with a lapse of logic or consistency. We think such a charge would be too hasty. Schlag has not only been the first in these pages to call attention to the issue, he has been explicitly (and helpfully) attentive to the delicacy of his position as an ardent assailant of normativity in scholarship.'6 He directs our attention to the ubiquity and pertinacity of the problem he perceives.17

No alternative: Language itself is the real culprit of Schlag’s frustration with the law. The idea that there is pure communication outside of the law, is to ignore how all language operates. 

Carlson, 99 (Columbia Law Review, David Gray, 99 Colum. L. Rev. 1908, (Professor, Cardozo School of Law)).

Schlag blames law, conceived here as a historically situated, vaguely defined American linguistic practice, for its want of a "robust referent." Instead of delivering any such referent, as it promises to do, law tenders an endless set of signifiers (which Schlag likes to call "ontological entities"),  each of which disappointingly refers only to other signifiers. In the end, law signifies nothing. It literally does not exist. Law engages in the petty pace of an infinite regress - a bad infinity - without ever reaching the ultimate signified. Law, in Schlag's opinion, is pseudoscience; nonsense rendered plausible; madness; deficient in its authority and ontology;"faked, bluffed, or simulated;"  mere belief and not knowledge of a Real Thing; a Mobius strip; a language game circling around nothing at all. In Austinian terms, it pretends to be constative (i.e., reporting a pre-existing reality), but is merely performative. It illegitimately reifies (i.e., "thingifies") imaginary concepts.  Schlag excoriates legal practice for its want of a "robust referent," but never quite defines what he means by this. What would count as a "robust referent"? We can only infer his meaning by studying what he thinks law is not. Thus, we learn from Schlag that natural things have robust referents. n27 Hence, one may infer that the absent robust referent is some "natural" thing beyond language. Law cannot signify the thing-beyond-language. This is a good Lacanian insight. But does this fault differentiate law from any other linguistic practice that we might identify? Is law different from politics or mathematics or geology? No. These practices likewise do nothing but refer to other signifiers in the same infinite regress that law does.One must conclude that law is not and never was the culprit. Language is. If language always reduces to a chain of signifiers without end, why single law out for abuse?

Schlag argues that the law is bad because it fails to deliver justice. Schlag may be right that perfect justice is not possible in the law but it is actually never possible because language is imperfect. 

Carlson, 99 (Columbia Law Review, David Gray, 99 Colum. L. Rev. 1908, (Professor, Cardozo School of Law)).

Justice is law's Master Signifier - its "exceptional element." n33 Yet just because justice is exceptional, law cannot deliver it. The inability of law to deliver what it promises can best be appreciated in the context of Lacanian theory. According to Lacan, the human subject is angry at language itself. This anger is inscribed in a false autobiography, n35 according to which there once was a time in which the human subject felt no pain or desire; but something bad intervened to harm, maim or reduce our integrity. This story has been told a thousand times in myth, in the doctrine of Original Sin, in romantic nostalgia, in conservative or radical politics, even in Hegelian philosophy, where the human subject is portrayed as the diremption of Spirit into the world.  In Lacanian theory, a subject who enters the symbolic realm of language can speak words recognized by other subjects who can speak back. The very idea of speaking presupposes some other subject who can listen and understand. Hence, our ability to differentiate (and thus identify) ourselves in language can only be bestowed on us by other speaking subjects. On this dialectical view of human subjectivity, we are, by definition, not whole - not entirely present to ourselves. A basic part of ourselves is beyond us. We are alienated in language. n38 We suffer from "being-for-other." From this basic position of depending on linguistic material for self-identification, we are not, and cannot be, happy consciousnesses. By entering the symbolic realm, we feel "castrated." Castration, in Lacanian terms, is "the understanding that we only exist as subjects within law and language, yet law and language are external to, and imposed on, our subjectivity." n40 Castration refers to "the subject's alienation by and in the Other and separation from the Other." The castrated subject thus experiences a split between its symbolic existence (being-for-other) and that part of the self that language fails to express (being-for-self). Indeed, self-consciousness is nothing but the experience of a scissiparous intervention - a gap between the phenomenal and noumenal worlds. It is not merely that the Lacanian subject has a split as one of its characteristics. Rather, "the subject is nothing but this very split." n42 The subject is, if you will, the very absence of a robust referent that might underwrite linguistic practice. nAccording to Lacan, this submission to the realm of the symbolic is experienced as a kind of failed bargain. The subject supposes that he was forced to give up the primeval unity with otherness when he submitted to the symbolic realm. n44 The subject constantly wants to go back to a state of wholeness, n45 yet the symbolic realm seems to forbid this (impossible) retreat into "jouissance." n46 The subject has submitted to the painful discipline of the symbolic - the "universal initiation rite of subjectivity." n47 The pain experienced is precisely the sense that jouissance has been lost. Accordingly, the subject feels that the symbolic realm owes restitution. n48 This thing allegedly being wrongly withheld, this missing part, Lacan calls the phallus - that which would render whole the castrated subject. n49 This metaphor comes from the conceit that a man "has" the phallus. That is, a  [*1917]  man is complete and whole, and his phallus is evidence of it. n50 But man of necessity does not have the phallus. The subject is by his very constitution castrated - an "emasculate conception." Returning to Schlag's brief against law, Schlag is angry at law (i.e., language). In particular, law does not deliver a robust referent - a signified. Justice is what law signifies. Justice is the robust referent - the phallus. If law committed a primordial crime on the subject by castrating him, the subject demands justice - the restitution of the missing parts. The phallus purports to be a "signified." But there is no signified as such; only the mere vacant place where the signified should be. When called upon to define the signified, we can only fill the air with additional signifiers about it. This, as Schlag correctly emphasizes, is all the practice of law reduces to. The phallus, however, is precisely what is beyond all these signifiers. It cannot be reduced to propositional form. For this very reason, justice is quite opaque to general definition. Being a phallic trope, justice never has been and never will be defined. Any definition of justice could only occur by use of signifiers, yet justice is precisely what is beyond signification. n51 So conceived, it is clear that justice must always fail. Doing justice is therefore always an act of "sublimation" - in sublimation, I "elevate an object to the dignity of the Thing." n53 Justice, as this void between legal concepts, participates in what Slavoj Zizek calls the "ethics of the Real," which is the moral Law in its impenetrable aspect, as an agency that arouses anxiety by addressing me with the empty, tautological and, for that very reason, enigmatic injunction 'Do your duty!', leaving it to me to translate this injunction into a determinate moral obligation - I, the moral subject, remain forever plagued by uncertainty, since the moral Law provides no guarantee that I "got it right"... Justice, I contend, is Professor Schlag's "robust referent." Yet what Schlag does not consider is that justice always necessarily fails. Justice is a negative located in the interstices of law. Any attempt to legislate justice  is mere sublimation. To deliver on this promise of justice, law would have to fill the legal universe and crowd out the negative moment of justice. To the extent law fails to deliver on its promise - when it fails to fill the legal universe - it precisely leaves open the possibility of justice itself. Justice is designed to fail! According to the false Lacanian autobiography, law has promised justice, but it cannot deliver. Law has castrated the subject but has not lived up to its side of the bargain. It has defaulted on its promise of restitution. Law only fills the field of justice with more signifiers, on a logic by which law is remade with every instance of legal practice. Revealingly, Schlag writes: "To be really good at 'doing law,' one has to have serious blind spots and a stunningly selective sense of curiosity." Professor Schlag captures the practice of law acutely in this remark. "Doing law" is filling the gap with signifiers, a practice that does indeed require serious blind spots in the performance of it. To speak or to act is literally to forget - that the castrated subject is not whole. There is no sense, however, in being angry about judicial failure. Law cannot be blamed for what it cannot deliver. 

No Alt – Too Totalizing

No alternative: If the law is a totalizing theory with no concrete existence, then so is the free will that he postulates as his alternative. 

Carlson, 99 (Columbia Law Review, David Gray, 99 Colum. L. Rev. 1908, (Professor, Cardozo School of Law)).

Cosmology is postulation writ large. It refers to the totality of all phenomena. A cosmological solution is a totalization of all of the conditions or properties given in an object. n126 For Schlag, cosmological solutions to infinite regresses are doubly unacceptable. Any attempt to end the infinite regress in a cosmological proposition creates new contradictions. n127 No such proposition is any better than any other. n128 Even Wittgenstein is chastised for merely producing another unacceptable postulative  [*1927]  turtle. n129 A chapter in Laying Down the Law is spent on criticizing Stanley Fish for constantly imposing cosmological solutions to fix meaning. Thus, by asserting that any interpretive rule must itself be interpreted ad infinitum, Fish ultimately concedes that meaning exists. Such a solution is cosmological and hence unacceptable. Since he insists on tangibility, Schlag has no patience whatever for such ideas as God, conscience, or reason (even while he insists on the robust reality of justice). Reason, law and morality are, like God, quite dead. Being supersensible, they are beyond the domain of feeling, and so are disqualified from the field of romantic reality.In lieu of postulation, Schlag favors thought that is not totalizing, but rather is conflicted, and interstitial. n135 Coherence is but an aesthetic n136  [*1928]  criterion, and hence not authentic. n137 Because a given person modulates between different cognitive modes, coherence according to any one mode prevails only by ignoring and suppressing the other cognitive modes. This entire position, however, is a misinterpretation. First, we have already seen that Schlag himself refers to law as "a rich amalgamation of feudal social aesthetics, nineteenth-century juristic science, early twentieth-century legal realist policy analysis, legal process proceduralisms, Warren Court normativity." n139 This is precisely a cosmological conclusion about law as a totality. Indeed, Schlag could not speak of law without indulging in such totalizing behavior. Totalization is a necessary (but inadequate) moment in symbolic existence. More fundamentally, if I have correctly inferred that Schlag's program is a romantic "law of the heart," then this very program is a cosmological postulation. Such a program, as we have seen, is based on the hypothesis that the subject was once a whole, and might be a whole again. This postulation - to which feeling testifies - is just as much a "totalization" or "ontological entity" as law is. Indeed, postulation is necessary to the very program that Schlag implicitly promotes - liberation of the concrete self from legal scholarship, law, and language. For the concrete subject to be free, it must have a two-sided nature - one natural and one supersensible. The supersensible side - free will, or the moral capacity to choose - is presupposed by Schlag in his very appeal against legal scholarship. If his readers were incapable of heeding his appeal, there would be little point in making it. There would be nothing to liberate. Once free will is abolished, the self would be a mere automaton in the thrall of legal scholarship. The supersensible side of personality can only be postulated. n143 If, however, we postulate free will, as something separate and apart from inclination, then it is possible to presuppose a pre-existing law that a judge, in the exercise of her moral capacity, is free to follow (in lieu of her inclination). 

No Impact/Turn – K Too Totalizing 

There is no impact to the legal contradictions argument. Schlag is right that there are contradictions in the law but is wrong about what that means. Contradictions allow for the positive evolution of the law. 

Carlson, 99 (Columbia Law Review, David Gray, 99 Colum. L. Rev. 1908, (Professor, Cardozo School of Law)).

Schlag offers this critique of the law's inability to withstand its internal contradiction:

 This stratagem for the denial of contradiction seems to be a hybrid of Zeno's paradox and marginal analysis. The idea behind sectorization [i.e., synthesis] is that if one produces distinctions [i.e., reconcilations] at a rate marginally faster than the production of contradiction, then the sum of these curves will always yield coherence, not contradiction. This is a great denial strategy, and it would work just fine except for one thing: it is hardly self-evident that the production of distinction [i.e., synthesis] and the production of contradiction are independent functions. This criticism properly recognizes the internality of contradiction, but, in the end, it is not well taken. When a judge reconciles conflicting accounts of what the law is, law enjoys a moment of coherence - one that will not last but one that nevertheless validly claims its moment, thanks to the free will of the honest judge. It follows, then, that the judge-as-tortoise stays ever ahead of the deconstructive Achilles. n181 But the precise solution reached by the judge is only a moment. This moment will be subjected to future interpretation and hence further change. n182 And the reason why the law must change is that it contains contradiction. This is so in two senses. It both restrains and suffers from contradiction. In Hegel's system, a "thing" is precisely that which contains contradiction over time. Contradiction is the very essence of things that come to be and cease to be - the enduring aspect to which all "things" refer. n183 Yet, because things are finite (and hence contradictory), they must become something other than what they are. Finitude implies that what a thing ought to be is already implicit in the thing. Accordingly, if law is a thing, implicit in law is what it ought to become. Contradiction is by no means an evil in Hegel's system. Being the ground of things, there is no possibility of abolishing it. Contradiction is what makes law a dynamic "thing." Law is therefore always in a state of becoming - of growth. When a judge follows the law, law is presented in a necessary moment of stasis and synthesis. Law is transformed at the moment it is pronounced and performed. But law cannot remain in this static state. The next judge to confront the law must likewise transform it, producing a static moment that cannot entirely replicate the previous static moment. In this way law changes, but remains a "thing" nevertheless. This is law in its autopoietic mode. In this account, and contrary to Schlag, synthesis and contradiction are dependent forms - logical correlatives. Synthetic activity is possible only because dialectical opposition precedes it. Contradiction causes synthesis, and so synthesis is ever marginally ahead of it - precisely the opposite of what Schlag contends. 

Law Good – Freedom

No alternative and no impact: erasing normativity is impossible because it postulates the very type of Kantain subject that Schlag critiques. 

Carlson, 99 (Columbia Law Review, David Gray, 99 Colum. L. Rev. 1908, (Professor, Cardozo School of Law)).

 

Perhaps Pierre Schlag's most famous point is his imperative, "Don't be normative." The values of the legal academy are little better than advertising purveyors n192 - hypocrites who try "to achieve strategic advantages largely (if not entirely) unrelated to the observance or realization of those professed values." n193 Values are used as totems or tools to induce guilt or shame. Stifling and narrow, normativity is not even a thought - only an unthinking habit. n196 Normativity argues that, if it does not hold sway, terrible social consequences would follow. n197 Normative thought is designed to shut down critical inquiry into the nothingness of law. Not only are values deceitfully strategic, but they are ineffective. n199 They are too vague to be self-determining. n200 "Normative legal thought's only consumers are legal academics and perhaps a few law students - persons who are virtually never in a position to put any of its wonderful normative advice into effect." n201 Judges are not listening. n202 Even if judges had the time to read and study all of academia's suggestions, they would be unlikely to implement any which would require radical changes in the status quo, since, Schlag notes, "only those kinds of norms that already conform to the audience's belief are likely to meet with any sort  [*1937]  of wide-scale approval." n203 Thus, Schlag concedes, sometimes normativity is empirically effective after all - but not because of intrinsic authenticity. Normativity is effective because it tracks and incorporates "folk-ontologies," such as order, salvation, or progress. n204 Like Antony, norms tell the people only what they already know. Norms and values are lies, Schlag says, when proffered by legal academics, but it was otherwise with Sophocles n205 or the Warren court, n206 who were authentically in touch with real pain. By implication, values are authentic when immediately connected to feelings. n207 Values, properly used, are worthy of commendation. n208 But the mere invocation of values does not guarantee their authenticity. The proof of values is in context. At first impression, Schlag's imperative against normativity seems startlingly contradictory. Is it not a norm that one should not be normative? If so, how is it that the norms of the legal academy are lies, while Schlag's very meta-norm is legitimate? Schlag's view is not at all contradictory within the context of romantic psychology. Norms and values are defined by Schlag as concepts which are severed from what Schlag likes to call "context" - understood as nature, or the state that precedes the introduction of legal distortion. n210 In fact, norms and values are the same non-thing or non-sense as law. They are the corruptions and mutilations that destroy context. They are castration itself. If, however, context could speak directly, what it would say would not be a norm. When context says, "Don't be normative," then context is not itself normative. Rather, context would be speaking a natural, well-grounded, immediate truth - not a mere norm.  This is, I think, what organizes Schlag's critique of norms. The norms offered by legal academics are inauthentic because they are universals, standing apart from context. Schlag, Sophocles, and Chief Justice Earl Warren, however, are in touch with context (through sense-certainty or immediate feeling), and what they speak is the concrete truth, not a norm. In short, Schlag appeals to a natural law which is, while other legal academics appeal to mere "ontological identities," which merely ought to be. This is precisely the claim of the romantic, who, "exempt from public haunt, Finds tongues in trees, books in the running brooks, Sermons in stones, and good in every thing." In the world of the romantic, things speak directly. Thus, when Schlag reports what natural context says, no thought or "norm" enters to distort the message sent by nature itself. Schlag thus puts himself forth as what has been called a "rational observer" of natural law - a vanishing mediator, in Zizekian terms.  Schlag complains that positive lawyers are empty vessels. Thus, Dworkin's Hercules is said to be a "vacuous fellow." Ironically, it turns out that Schlag himself is just as vacuous. In order for context to speak, Schlag must erase himself and be the vanishing mediator between nature (i.e., context) and legal audience. In short, Schlag, who vociferously opposes the Kantian subject, puts himself forth as the perfect Kantian. 

Law = Moral Choice

No impact: Schlag is wrong about the relationship between the law and morality. We are able to choose among moral arguments, such as those posited by the law.  The law is an exercise in human freedom. 

Carlson, 99 (Columbia Law Review, David Gray, 99 Colum. L. Rev. 1908, (Professor, Cardozo School of Law)).

Philosophies thrive and ripen for a reason, and one of the reasons liberal philosophy thrives is that it enjoys some degree of descriptive accuracy, albeit one-sided. The very idea of self-consciousness suggests a negativity toward the natural self. The positive aspects of this natural self are placed on one side and treated as alien, external objects. Self-consciousness stands in utter negativity to contemplate that natural material. The moral position in liberal philosophy emphasizes the disentanglement of the universal part of personality at the expense of the particular. When free of inclination (natural passion), the self is able to follow the moral law. Only then can the subject enunciate fully who he is - when all content has been abolished. On this view, inclination is morally arbitrary and imposed by nature. Hence, to listen to inclination is to renounce our freedom. Taken to its extreme, our natural side would submerge self-consciousness and make it disappear back into nature. The self becomes indistinguishable from the object world. But taken to its own extreme, the moral or universal position likewise deprives the subject of any distinction from the object world. From the position of pure reason, the person is without visible properties. Indeed, in the extreme of abstraction, there is only one person. There are not the materials to distinguish between persons at all. If self-consciousness is to perpetuate itself, it must exist between these extremes of pure being and pure nothing. It must act and thereby prove it exists, but, on the other hand, it must act from the position of "relative" autonomy. Self-consciousness is therefore always in a dialectic relation between the pure negativity of morality and the pure being of inclination - with the proviso that, in Hegelian thought, pure being and pure nothing are the same thing. Contrary to Schlag's account, abstraction from heteronomy must be seen as a legitimate and necessary side to the human story. It is from this side that the human being listens to reason. The empirical self as such is not licensed to legislate universally. As Kant put it:

 Our pathologically affected self, although it is in its maxims quite unfit for universal legislation; yet, just as if it constituted our entire self, strives to put its pretensions forward first, and to have them acknowledged as the first and original. This propensity to make ourselves... serve as the objective determining principles of the will generally may be called self-love, and, if this pretends to be legislative as an unconditional practical principle, it may be called self-conceit. 

The concrete self, therefore, lacks the perspective of the universal. What it produces is mere self-conceit. Schlag has stated that reason is a trick upon the prerogative of the concrete self. But this is so only if the natural self views itself as completely divorced from its moral side. It is not so divorced. Its moral side is an essential part of the concrete self. The moral side speaks to its own concrete self when it regulates inclination according to moral law. The natural side drives the self to makes its existence known in the world. Reason is not a trick, but a program by which the self might posit itself in the world in a way that is true to the universal side of personality. Indeed, if reason were abolished, the mind would lapse back into "the Real," and personality would submit to the night of psychosis. This is the true result of abolishing legal scholarship and of permitting the romantic self to call the shots. The abolition of legal scholarship (i.e., language) is very much a death wish.

No impact: Law appeals to the moral dimension of human freedom—one can be both law abiding and free because the law still allows for personal choice.   

Carlson, 99 (Columbia Law Review, David Gray, 99 Colum. L. Rev. 1908, (Professor, Cardozo School of Law)).

In fact, tied into the very idea of following the law is the idea of a free will that might choose not to follow the law. The free will that aspires to follow the law never truly binds itself. A subject that puts itself forward as lawful could give into impulse tomorrow and is therefore "free" (in the negative sense) to violate the law. Lawfulness is therefore a constant struggle - the ongoing achievement of the concrete self. Furthermore, it is a struggle in which the subject must fail: Freedom realizes itself through a series of failures: every particular attempt to realize freedom may fail; from its point of view, freedom remains an empty possibility; but the very continuous striving of freedom to realize itself bears witness to its "actuality." Freedom is thus "powerful." It exhibits the "primacy of possibility over actuality." n253 Forever potential, it is nevertheless a possibility that transforms the world. In contrast to this view, Professor Schlag wants to say that freedom means the concrete self can do what it feels like. But he should know better than to exalt the authenticity of the pre-legal natural self, and he has on occasion chastised others for doing just that. nTo exalt the sovereignty of such a self (that may be in the thrall of criminal passion) instead of the liberal self is to permit the contingent side of the self to govern in its moral arbitrariness. In other words, the essence of personality is the rationality of the liberal self. Negative freedom denies the essence of personality and therefore ends up destroying its own self.  To summarize, Schlag's work is based on a romantic psychology. If only the concrete self were freed from law, Schlag implies, it would know what to do. Law offers mere "norms" and presents the subject with empty choices. Such a theory of the self ignores the fact that human nature has two sides - the natural and the moral. One side cannot be privileged at the expense of the other. To be sure, many of Schlag's criticisms of liberal psychology are well taken. Liberal psychology absolutely denies a place for the unconscious and irrational. His accusation that liberal philosophy does not consider the challenge of deconstruction to liberal psychology is an excellent contribution. Liberal philosophy in recent times deserves criticism for not peering very deeply into the soul of the legal subject. But liberal philosophy is also on to something: The moral dimension of personality is constitutive and cannot be abolished without destroying personality entirely.

