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Anthro 2AC
1. Framework – the affirmative should get to imagine a world of fiat in which the plan happens.

 That’s best

a. Evaluating reps first moots the 1ac and means the aff never wins.

b. Teaches us about policy implementation – that’s good education – teaches us cost benefit analysis and decisionmaking
2. Their argument is ethically naïve—ethics should be grounded in direct experience—pain and consciousness should be our moral guidelines. 

 Phelps 2k9 Norm, animal rights activist and author of The Longest Struggle: Animal Advocacy from Pythagoras to PETA, “The Quest for a Boundless Ethic: A Reassessment of Albert Schweitzer” Journal for Critical Animal Studies, VII.1,
Here, Schweitzer makes no distinction between the way we should treat sentient and insentient beings. It is life defined as the ability to grow and reproduce that grants ethical standing, not the ability to experience suffering and joy. For reasons that I will discuss in a moment, this constitutes an ethical naïveté that would surprise us in a thinker of Schweitzer’s depth and originality if we had not encountered the same naïveté in his one-man crusade to re-make European civilization and reverse the flow of history. Schweitzer’s errors are often the errors of noble overreaching. In the Preface to Fear and Trembling, Soren Kierkegaard identified the cardinal sin of 19th century philosophy (and Schweitzer is nothing if not a 19th century philosopher) as the urge to “go beyond” established and accepted principles that have stood the test of time. And Kierkegaard’s critique of “going beyond”—that it becomes a denial of the original principle and, therefore, instead of going beyond it, falls short of it—applies to “reverence for life” as well. By trying to go beyond love and compassion, Schweitzer’s ethic—as defined in The Philosophy of Civilization—fails even to equal it. To Will or to Want, That is the Question Like its English cognate, the German noun Wille—at least in everyday usage—implies intention and desire, and therefore, consciousness. Likewise, the related verb wollen (first and third person singular, present active indicative: will), which can be translated into English as either “to will” or “to want,” is the common, everyday verb meaning “to want.” When a German speaker wants a stein of beer, she says “Ich will ein Stein.” “I want to go home” is “Ich will nach Haus gehen.” In the jargon of 19th century German philosophy, however, especially the bastardized Buddhism of Arthur Schopenhauer, the noun Wille acquired the meaning of a vital, but impersonal, force that is the ultimate reality underlying the world of appearances that we experience day-to-day. With this in mind, let’s revisit a statement of Schweitzer’s that I quoted above in the standard English translation. In Schweitzer’s original German, “I am life which wills to live, in the midst of life which wills to live,” is “Ich bin Leben, dass leben will, inmitten von Leben, dass leben will” (Association Internationale), which can just as easily, and a lot more naturally, be translated, “I am life that wants to live surrounded by life that wants to live.” But the translator could not use the more straightforward, natural translation because “wants” implies conscious desire, and Schweitzer makes it clear in the passage about not picking a leaf or plucking a flower that he is including in Leben, “life,” everything that grows and reproduces, not simply beings who are sentient and conscious. In the course of identifying his own will-to-live with all other wills-to-live, Schweitzer systematically confuses the technical, Schopenhaurian meaning of Wille with the commonsense, everyday meaning, a confusion that is facilitated by the happenstance that wollen can mean both “want” and “will.” We can empathize with other wills to live, he tells us, because we can experience our own. But if another will-to-live cannot experience itself (or anything else), what is there to empathize with? Consciousness can empathize with consciousness, but to say that consciousness can empathize with an unconscious force is to commit a pathetic fallacy. In short, Schweitzer anchors his ethical thinking to consciousness, which he initially identifies with the “will-to-live.” But he then uses the dual meaning of “will” to extend his ethic to unconscious beings, apparently failing to realize that he has cut it loose from its original moorings. This equivocation is the undoing of reverence for life as Schweitzer describes it in The Philosophy of Civilization. An ethic based on love and compassion is grounded directly in experience. I know from immediate, undeniable experience that my pain is evil. Therefore, I can empathize with your pain and know apodictically that it is also evil. The empathy of an ethic based on love and compassion is a valid empathy. An ethic based on will-to-live understood (at least sometimes) as distinct from and prior to consciousness is grounded in an intellectual abstraction, not direct experience. In this regard, Schweitzer’s “will-to-live” differs little from Descartes’ “thought”. Its empathy is an illusion of abstract thinking. To use Schweitzer’s examples that I quoted above, if I crush an insect I have destroyed a will-to-live that is conscious of itself and wants to continue living, wants to experience pleasure and avoid pain. I know that this is evil because I know directly, immediately, unarguably, that it would be evil if done to me. But neither the leaf nor the tree, the flower nor the plant on which it grows, is conscious. And so when I tear a leaf from a tree or pluck a flower, I do nothing wrong unless I indirectly harm a sentient being, such as a caterpillar for whom the leaf was food or shelter or a honeybee who needs the nectar from the flower. I have caused no pain. I have deprived of life nothing that wanted to live, nothing, in fact, that experienced life in any way. In terms of the suffering I have caused, I might as well have broken a rock with a hammer. All sentient beings are valid objects of love and compassion, and only sentient beings are valid objects of love and compassion. Comparing the crushing of an insect to pulling a leaf from a tree or picking a flower trivializes the crushing of the insect by negating the insect’s consciousness, and it is in that regard that reverence for life, as Schweitzer originally conceived it, falls short of an ethic based on love and compassion by trying to reach beyond it. 

3. No Link  - (This is case specific, fill it in)
4. Total rejection fails – focus on subverting binaries reasserts them in more covert ways. 

Grey, 93. William, Reader in Philosophy at the University of Queensland. “Anthropocentrism and Deep Ecology,” Australasian Journal of Philosophy 71.4, pages 463-475, http://www.uq.edu.au/~pdwgrey/pubs/anthropocentrism.html.

There is an obvious tension which arises when attempting to rectify the first two worries at the same time. For extolling the virtues of the natural, while at the same time vilifying the man-made or artificial, depends on a distinction between the natural and the artificial which the stress on a continuity between human and nonhuman (the focus of the second worry) undermines. On the one side there is emphasis on continuity and dependency, and on the other on distinctness and separation. It seems that, while we are a part of nature, our actions are nevertheless unnatural. This is one of the points where deep ecologists often risk lapsing into an incoherence, from which they are able to save themselves (as I will illustrate) with the help of a little covert anthropocentrism. Or putting the point another way, a suitably enriched (non-atomistic) conception of humans as an integral part of larger systems—that is, correcting the misconception of humanity as distinct and separate from the natural world—means that anthropocentric concern for our own well-being naturally flows on to concern for the nonhuman world. If we value ourselves and our projects, and part of us is constituted by the natural world, then these evaluations will be transmitted to the world. That we habitually assume characteristically anthropocentric perspectives and values is claimed by deep ecologists to be a defect. And as a corrective to this parochialism, we are invited to assume an "ecocentric" (Rolston 1986, Callicott 1989) or "biocentric" (Taylor 1986) perspective. I am not persuaded, however, that it is intelligible to abandon our anthropocentric perspective in favour of one which is more inclusive or expansive. We should certainly abandon a crude conception of human needs which equates them (roughly) with the sort of needs which are satisfied by extravagant resource use. But the problem with so-called "shallow" views lies not in their anthropocentrism, but rather with the fact that they are characteristically short-term, sectional, and self-regarding. A suitably enriched and enlightened anthropocentrism provides the wherewithal for a satisfactory ethic of obligation and concern for the nonhuman world. And a genuinely non-anthropocentric view delivers only confusion.

5. Perm Do Both - only politics can settle the question of value judgments. Their alternative is nihilist and refuses the need to still act in the face of value uncertainty. 

Linda Zerilli 2009 (prof of political science, University of Chicago, Signs 2009, Toward a Feminist Theory of Judgment)

As an alternative epistemology that makes visible the irreducible relations of power in claims to knowledge, there is much to recommend in Haraway’s notion of “limited location and situated knowledge” (1991, 190), as there is in other iterations of standpoint theory. The question, however, is whether the problem of judgment that concerns us here, namely, cross-cultural judgment as a practical problem of feminist politics, can be properly addressed if we hold to the idea that such judgment is fundamentally a problem of having a (more) critical epistemology. An affirmative answer to this question would assume that political problems are fundamentally philosophical/epistemological ones and, further, that the basis of feminism as a critical enterprise is epistemology. As much as I appreciate the contributions of standpoint theory, I want to resist framing the political problem of judgment in epistemological terms. Not only do such terms continually land feminists, notwithstanding their cogent rebuttals (Harding 1986a), back in—if not the crisis—then the problem of relativism and thus rationalism, they are also terms that keep us from seeing judgment as a practical problem of a first-order discourse, namely, politics, which has no philosophical/epistemological secondorder solution.9 This is not because no claims to knowledge and truth are at stake in politics—surely they are—but rather because whether a claim is critical or dogmatic, accepted as valid or not, is “a practical matter of actions and historical context and not abstract issues of epistemic privilege” (Gunnell 1993, 576). It simply cannot be settled at the level of philosophy/epistemology, as if once we have the rules for deciding the question of validity we will be able to adjudicate the significant kinds of practical challenges that are associated with making judgments in the global context of widespread value pluralism. This is the mistake made by Benhabib and Nussbaum, who took for granted that feminist judgments in the register of politics need philosophy/epistemology to underwrite them. In this way, they not only felt that they had to defeat cultural relativism as a kind of epistemological claim but also missed what is really at stake in making cross-cultural judgments, namely, an ability to form an opinion about the particular qua particular precisely in the absence of known rules. If we understand our predicament in terms of relativism, we shall continually be tempted, notwithstanding awareness of the dangers of rationalism, to seek transcontextual criteria and grounds for political judgment, lest we be critically impaired, utterly unable to judge. The threat that relativism supposedly poses to our ability to make judgments in the firstorder discourses that concern us, then, is something we do well to question. It is a picture that holds us captive, to paraphrase Ludwig Wittgenstein (1968, sec. 115), because our epistemologically and philosophically inflected language of politics repeats it to us inexorably. But what would it mean to think about the problem of judgment in terms other than the threat of relativism? Beyond relativism Let us try to bypass the crisis of relativism, and the entire epistemological problematic in which it arises, by turning to the thought of Hannah Arendt. In her view, judgment emerges as a problem in the wake of the collapse of inherited criteria for judgment, or what she calls the final “break in tradition” (1993a, 15) that marked the definitive political event of the twentieth century, namely, totalitarianism. For Arendt, however, the collapse of the shared criteria of judgment represents a practical, first-order problem that has no philosophical, second-order solution. It is not a problem of relativism in the sense of a loss of criteria of judgment that can be solved through the reestablishment of such criteria. On the contrary, it is the very idea that criteria must be given as universal rules governing from above the application of concepts to the particulars of political life that has, in her view, led partly to the breakdown of the capacity to judge critically in the first place. And it is only with the breakdown of such criteria, she argues, that the power of critical judgment can come into its own. Thus, where others see relativism and a crisis of judgment, Arendt sees the chance to practice judgment critically anew. In her effort to foreground judgment as a critical capacity of democratic citizenship precisely once the rules for judgment have collapsed, Arendt (1982) turns to Immanuel Kant’s third Critique (1987). She questions the idea that judgment is the faculty of subsuming particulars under known rules (which is how Kant defined the determinative judgment that he associated with cognitive judgments). Judging is less an act of subsuming, argues Arendt, and more an act of discerning and differentiating (which is how Kant defined the reflective judgment that he associated with aesthetic judgments).10 Arendt’s point is not to contest the idea that we often do subsume particulars under rules (e.g., “this is a war”), but rather to foreground the features of judgment that characterize it as critical value judgment (e.g., “this war is unjust”). The act of mere subsumption that is at stake in a determinative judgment, though far from easy, is not fully reflective and critical, for it mobilizes particulars to confirm the generality of concepts. Lost is the particularity of the particular itself, the “this” that refers to this war and to no other. In the realm of politics, Arendt argues, we have always to do with opinion and thus with value judgments that cannot be adjudicated by an appeal to the objective truth criteria and the ability to give proofs that are at stake in the validity of cognitive (determinative) judgments (see Zerilli 2006). Following Kant’s account of judgments of taste, Arendt (1982) holds that, if political judgments are not objective in the aforementioned sense, neither are they merely subjective, matters of individual or cultural preference. To paraphrase Kant, the judgment “this painting is beautiful” is different from the claim “I like canary wine;” it would be ridiculous to say, this painting “is beautiful for me” (Kant 1987, sec. 7); the judgment of beauty posits or, more precisely, anticipates the agreement of others. Likewise, if I say, “this war is unjust,” I do not mean it is unjust for me but that others too ought to find it unjust. Whether others find it so is another matter, one that cannot be settled by claims to epistemic authority or privilege (knowing which criteria to apply and how to apply them) but that must be worked out in the difficult first-order practice of politics itself, that is, by means of persuasion and the exchange of opinions. Political judgments solicit the agreement of all, but they cannot compel it, as the philosophers and epistemologists would have us believe, in the manner of giving proofs. To argue, as the rationalist tradition has, that practical judgment will be paralyzed in the absence of transcontextual criteria of application is to accept the top-down conception of judgment as a practice of subsumption that Arendt would have us question. The real threat of nihilism is not the loss of standards as such but the refusal to accept the consequences of that loss. The idea that by holding fast to universal criteria we shall avoid a crisis of critical judging neglects the very real possibility that such rules can function as a mental crutch that inhibits our capacity to judge critically. What matters from the perspective of our critical capacities is not the content of the rules as such but the very dependence on rules (Arendt 1971, 436). Rules are like a banister to which we hold fast for fear of losing our footing and not being able to judge at all. The problem with this top-down understanding of judgment is that it leaves whatever rules we employ more or less unexamined; their normativity becomes the takenforgranted basis for every claim to validity. We then risk not only ethnocentricism but also losing the critical purchase that the act of judging might give us on our own rules and standards.

6. The alt’s vagueness is a voting issue – 

a. it steals ground, we can’t make our best solvency deficits and disads. 
b. it’s a moving target – they can keep changing what it is till the 2nr – that shiftiness won’t stand.
7. Dubbing people “anthropocentric” because they didn’t talk about animals makes the creation of an effective environmental movement impossible, and isn’t accurate

Lewsi 92 – Professor of Environment

Martin Lewis professor in the School of the Environment and the Center for International Studies at Duke University. Green Delusions, 1992 p17-18

Nature for Nature’s Sake—And Humanity for Humanity’s It is widely accepted that environmental thinkers can be divided into two camps: those who favor the preservation of nature for nature’s sake, and those who wish only to maintain the environment as the necessary habitat of humankind (see Pepper 1989; O’Riordan 1989; W Fox 1990). In the first group stand the green radicals, while the second supposedly consists of environmental reformers, also labeled “shallow ecologists.” Radicals often pull no punches in assailing the members of the latter camp for their anthropocentrism, managerialism, and gutless accommo​dationism—to some, “shallow ecology” is “just a more efficient form of exploitation and oppression” (quoted in Nash 1989:202). While this dichotomy may accurately depict some of the major approaches of the past, it is remarkably unhelpful for devising the kind of framework required for a truly effective environmental movement. It incorrectly assumes that those who adopt an anti-anthropocentric view (that is, one that accords intrinsic worth to nonhuman beings) will also embrace the larger political programs of radical environmentalism. Sim​ilarly, it portrays those who favor reforms within the political and economic structures of representative democracies as thereby excluding all nonhumans from the realm of moral consideration. Yet no convincing reasons are ever provided to show why these beliefs should necessarily be aligned in such a manner. (For an instructive discussion of the pitfalls of the anthropocentric versus nonanthropocentric dichotomy, see Nor​ton 1987, chapter ir.)
8. Human-centeredness is a pre-requisite to care for the environment

Light 2 – Professor of environmental philosophy

Andrew Light, professor of environmental philosophy and director of the Environmental Conservation Education Program, 2002, Applied Philosophy Group at New York University, METAPHILOSOPHY, v33, n4, July, p. 561

It should be clear by now that endorsing a method​ological environmental pragmatism requires an ac​ceptance of some form of anthropocentrism in envi​ronmental ethics, if only because we have sound empirical evidence that humans think about the value of nature in human terms and pragmatists insist that we must pay attention to how humans think about the value of nature. Indeed, as I said above, it is a common presupposition among committed nonan​thropocentrists that the proposition that humans are anthropocentrist is true, though regrettable. There are many problems involved in the wholesale rejec​tion of anthropocentrism by most environmental philosophers. While I cannot adequately explain my reservations to this rejection, for now I hope the reader will accept the premise that not expressing reasons for environmental priorities in human terms seriously hinders our ability to communicate a moral basis for better environmental policies to the public. Both anthropocentric and nonanthropocentric claims should be open to us.  
9. Preventing human extinction is necessary in an eco-centric framework

Baum 9 – PhD @ Penn State University

Sean Baum, PhD @ Penn State University, 2009, “Costebenefit analysis of space exploration: Some ethical considerations,” Space Policy, Vol. 25, Science Direct

It is of note that the priority of reducing the risk of human extinction persists in forms of CBA which value nature in an ecocentric fashion, i.e. independently of any consideration of human interests. The basic reason is that without humanity leading long-term survival efforts (which would most likely include space colonization), the rest of Earth life would perish as a result of the astronomical processes described above. This point is elaborated by futurist Bruce Tonn, who argues on ecocentric grounds for reorienting society to focus on avoiding human extinction through both immediate avoidance of catastrophe and long-term space colonization [40]. Tonn dubs this process of surviving beyond Earth’s eventual demise ‘‘transcending oblivion’’ [41]. There is thus some convergence in the recommendations of the common anthropocentric, money-based CBA and the ecocentric CBA described here. This convergence results from the fact that (in all likelihood) only humans are capable of colonizing space, and thus human survival is necessary for Earth life to transcend oblivion.
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