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***CONSPIRACIES BAD***
K 1NC
Conspiracism is both a threat to democracy and non-falsifiable

Heins 2007 [Volker Heins is a German political scientist with expertise in democratic theory, international relations and globalization studies. He is a Senior Fellow at the Institute for Social Research in Frankfurt, Germany. “Critical theory and the traps of conspiracy thinking”, Philosophy Social Criticism 2007 33: 787, Sage] 

The standard criticism is that conspiracy theories are based on psychologically conditioned misperceptions: ‘A conspiracy theory is the fear of a nonexistent conspiracy. Conspiracy refers to an act, conspiracy theory to a perception.’5 Along similar lines, Hannah Arendt has located conspiracy theories in the framework of her analysis of manipulative totalitarian movements and their propaganda.6 Where the fear of conspiracies is immune to every rational consideration it serves only to fuel political terror – a mechanism that has been shown to have been at work in the dynamics of the French Revolution.7 Finally, in the 1960s the American historian Richard Hofstadter, who was the first to react against the rationalist trend in early political science by emphasizing the influence of unconscious motives and status anxiety on political actions, showed that even in liberal democracies conspiracy thinking can create a specifically ‘paranoid style’.8 This entire tradition from Arendt via Hofstadter to Daniel Pipes can be traced back to Jean Calvin’s criticism of the Anabaptist sects of his day and their ‘fantastic’ notions that were unconstrained by empirical observation or argument of any kind.9 Accordingly, conspiracy theories are characterized by a specific style of thinking that constitutes a threat to the survival of liberal democracy and that may become a vehicle for the rise of totalitarian forms of rule if collective anxieties become focused on a single fantasmatic enemy, such as ‘the Jews’ or ‘Trotskyism’. Liberal analysis privileges the scrutiny of political leaders and the specific distortions of perception to which the role of leadership may be subject in modern societies. Politicians have adversaries that may represent a threat and they thus face the problem of having to generate trust without themselves placing too much trust in their environment. Vigilance and the careful observation of one’s adversaries are important cognitive presuppositions for the profession of the politician and the costs of placing one’s trust recklessly may be exorbitantly high. The entirely rational fear of falling prey to dirty tricks and conspiracies may, however, become a public danger if it can establish itself unimpeded by any division of powers or any settled procedure for proving its claims.10 The last two categories of rationally unacceptable conspiracy theories evidently go beyond simply asserting the existence of conspiracies in the criminal sense of the word. They can be recognized not so much by their object as by the peculiar architecture of their basic methodological assumptions. Critical social philosophers and conspiracy theorists appear to share some specific convictions about how the social world actually works. According to the latter, nothing happens by chance, nothing is as it appears and everything is interconnected.23 Conspiracy theorists baffle us only when they take one further step and turn the conspirators’ intentions of controlling all the variables in a situation, of deceiving all outsiders and of cooperating with one another as closely as possible, into the premises on which to base their own investigations into suspected conspiracies. The separation of conspiratorial groups from the rest of society, their boundless power and lack of scruples, as well as the no less boundless ignorance and gullibility of ordinary people outside the conspiracy, are all presupposed without further explanation. As a result, theories about real-world conspiracies are not falsifiable. They are feeding and reinforcing both a preexisting suspicion towards any ‘official’ truth and a solipsistic sense of self-assurance and superiority towards the noninitiated. In contradistinction to all this, Horkheimer’s notes on ‘rackets’ seem initially to be a first step towards a rational and critical theory of social and political conspiracies in modern capitalism. Yet what is surprising is that Horkheimer is himself far from immune against the kind of conspiracy thinking he had set out to analyse. 

The refusal to accept falsifiable review disproves their methodology, destroys academic debate, and causes extinction.
Coyne, 06 – Author and Writer for the Times (Jerry A., “A plea for empiricism”, FOLLIES OF THE WISE, Dissenting essays, 405pp. Emeryville, CA: Shoemaker and Hoard, 1 59376 101 5)

Supernatural forces and events, essential aspects of most religions, play no role in science, not because we exclude them deliberately, but because they have never been a useful way to understand nature. Scientific “truths” are empirically supported observations agreed on by different observers. Religious “truths,” on the other hand, are personal, unverifiable and contested by those of different faiths. Science is nonsectarian: those who disagree on scientific issues do not blow each other up. Science encourages doubt; most religions quash it. But religion is not completely separable from science. Virtually all religions make improbable claims that are in principle empirically testable, and thus within the domain of science: Mary, in Catholic teaching, was bodily taken to heaven, while Muhammad rode up on a white horse; and Jesus (born of a virgin) came back from the dead. None of these claims has been corroborated, and while science would never accept them as true without evidence, religion does. A mind that accepts both science and religion is thus a mind in conflict. Yet scientists, especially beleaguered American evolutionists, need the support of the many faithful who respect science. It is not politically or tactically useful to point out the fundamental and unbreachable gaps between science and theology. Indeed, scientists and philosophers have written many books (equivalents of Leibnizian theodicy) desperately trying to show how these areas can happily cohabit. In his essay, “Darwin goes to Sunday School”, Crews reviews several of these works, pointing out with brio the intellectual contortions and dishonesties involved in harmonizing religion and science. Assessing work by the evolutionist Stephen Jay Gould, the philosopher Michael Ruse, the theologian John Haught and others, Crews concludes, “When coldly examined . . . these productions invariably prove to have adulterated scientific doctrine or to have emptied religious dogma of its commonly accepted meaning”.  Rather than suggesting any solution (indeed, there is none save adopting a form of “religion” that makes no untenable empirical claims), Crews points out the dangers to the survival of our planet arising from a rejection of Darwinism. Such rejection promotes apathy towards overpopulation, pollution, deforestation and other environmental crimes: “So long as we regard ourselves as creatures apart who need only repent of our personal sins to retain heaven’s blessing, we won’t take the full measure of our species-wise responsibility for these calamities”. Crews includes three final essays on deconstruction and other misguided movements in literary theory. These also show “follies of the wise” in that they involve interpretations of texts that are unanchored by evidence. Fortunately, the harm inflicted by Lacan and his epigones is limited to the good judgement of professors of literature. Follies of the Wise is one of the most refreshing and edifying collections of essays in recent years. Much like Christopher Hitchens in the UK, Crews serves a vital function as National Sceptic. He ends on a ringing note: “The human race has produced only one successfully validated epistemology, characterizing all scrupulous inquiry into the real world, from quarks to poems. It is, simply, empiricism, or the submitting of propositions to the arbitration of evidence that is acknowledged to be such by all of the contending parties. Ideas that claim immunity from such review, whether because of mystical faith or privileged “clinical insight” or the say-so of eminent authorities, are not to be countenanced until they can pass the same skeptical ordeal to which all other contenders are subjected.” As science in America becomes ever more harried and debased by politics and religion, we desperately need to heed Crews’s plea for empiricism.

Collapse of democracy causes extinction

DIAMOND 1995 (Larry, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, “Promoting Democracy in the 1990s,” http://wwwics.si.edu/subsites/ccpdc/pubs/di/1.htm, December)
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 alternative is to reject the conspiracism of the 1AC

Only rejection highlights the bigotry within conspiracies and stops the continuation of fascism. We must have these discussions before actual social change is possible

PRA 10 – was founded by Jean V. Hardisty, a political scientist with a Ph.D. from Northwestern University and seven years' teaching experience. She founded (formerly Midwest Research) in 1981 in Chicago. She has been an activist for social justice issues for over years and is a well-known speaker and widely published author, especially on women's rights and civil rights (Political Research Associates, 25, “Challenging Populist Conspiracism”, http://www.publiceye.org/tooclose/cons_not.html//ts)

Conspiracism often accompanies various forms of populism, and Canovan notes that "the image of a few evil men conspiring in secret against the people can certainly be found in the thinking of the U.S. People's Party, Huey Long, McCarthy, and others." Criticism of conspiracism, however, does not imply that there are not real conspiracies, criminal or otherwise. There certainly are real conspiracies throughout history. As Canovan argues: "[o]ne should bear in mind that not all forms or cases of populism involve conspiracy theories, and that such theories are not always false. The railroad kings and Wall Street bankers hated by the U.S. Populists, the New Orleans Ring that Huey Long attacked, and the political bosses whom the Progressives sought to unseat--all these were indeed small groups of men wielding secret and irresponsible power. The US political scene continues to be littered with examples of illegal political, corporate, and government conspiracies such as Watergate, the FBI's Counterintelligence Program (COINTELPRO) of illegally spying on and disrupting dissidents, the Iran/Contra scandal, and the systematic looting of the savings and loan industry. The conspiracist analysis of history, however, has become uncoupled from a logical train of thought...it is a non-rational belief system that manifests itself in degrees. "It might be possible, given sufficient time and patience," writes Davis, "to rank movements of countersubversion on a scale of relative realism and fantasy," The distance from reality and logic the conspiracist analysis drifts can range from modest to maniacal. Conspiracism also needs a conflict--some indigestion in the body politic for which the conspiracist seeks causation so that blame can be affixed. As Davis observes sympathetically, most countersubversives "were responding to highly disturbing events; their perceptions, even when wild distortions of reality, were not necessarily unreasonable interpretations of available information." The interpretations, however, were inaccurate, frequently hysterical, and created havoc. As Davis observed: Genuine conspiracies have seldom been as dangerous or as powerful as have movements of countersubversion. The exposer of conspiracies necessarily adopts a victimized, self-righteous tone which masks his own meaner interests as well as his share of responsibility for a given conflict. Accusations of conspiracy conceal or justify one's own provocative acts and thus contribute to individual or national self-deception. Still worse, they lead to overreactions, particularly to degrees of suppressive violence which normally would not be tolerated. Conspiracism blames individualized and subjective forces for economic and social problems rather than analyzing conflict in terms of systems and structures of power. Conspiracist allegations, therefore, interfere with a serious progressive analysis--an analysis that challenges the objective institutionalized systems of oppression and power, and seeks a radical transformation of the status quo. Bruce Cumings, put it like this: But if conspiracies exist, they rarely move history; they make a difference at the margins from time to time, but with the unforeseen consequences of a logic outside the control of their authors: and this is what is wrong with "conspiracy theory." History is moved by the broad forces and large structures of human collectivities. Many authors who reject centrist/extremist theory use power structure research, a systemic methodology that looks at the role of significant institutions, social class, and power blocs in a society. Power structure research has been used by several generations of progressive authors including C. Wright Mills, G. William Domhoff, and Holly Sklar. Some mainstream social scientists, especially those enamored of centrist/extremist theory, have unfairly dismissed radical left critiques of US society as conspiracy theories. Power structure research is not inherently conspiracist, but conspiracist pseudo-radical parodies of power structure research abound. Examples include right-wing populist critics such as Gary Allen, Antony Sutton, "Bo" Gritz, Craig Hulet, and Eustace Mullins; and left-wing populist critics such as David Emory, John Judge, and Danny Sheehan. There are also a plethora of practioners who have drawn from both the left and the right such as Ace Hayes and Daniel Brandt The subjectivist view of these critics of the status quo is a parody of serious research. To claim, for instance, that the Rockefellers control the world, takes multiple interconnections and complex influences and reduces them to mechanical wire pulling. As one report critical of right-wing populist conspiracism suggested: There is a vast gulf between the simplistic yet dangerous rhetoric of elite cabals, Jewish conspiracies and the omnipotence of "international finance" and a thoughtful analysis of the deep divisions and inequities in our society. Separating real conspiracies from the exaggerated, non-rational, fictional, lunatic, or deliberately fabricated variety is a problem faced by serious researchers, and journalists. For progressive activists, differentiating between the progressive power structure research and the pseudo-radical allegations of conspiracism is a prerequisite for rebuilding a left analysis of social and political problems. Unfortunately, when progressive groups like the Coalition for Human Dignity and Political Research Associates, and progressive journalists including Sara Diamond, Joel Bleifuss, and Jonathan Mozzochi spoke out against populist conspiracism during the Gulf War and its aftermath in the early 1990s, they were harshly criticized in some circles as disruptive fools or agents of the elite. Radical politics and social analysis have been so effectively marginalized in the US that much of what passes for radicalism is actually liberal reformism with a radical-looking veneer. To claim a link between liberalism and conspiracism may sound paradoxical, because of the conventional centrist/extremist assumption that conspiracist thinking is a marginal, "pathological" viewpoint shared mainly by people at both extremes of the political spectrum. Centrist/extremist theory's equation of the "paranoid right" and "paranoid left" obscures the extent to which much conspiracist thinking is grounded in mainstreampolitical assumptions. Consider a message sent through a computer bulletin board for progressive political activists. Following an excerpt from a Kennedy assassination book, which attributed JFK's killing to "the Secret Team--or The Club, as others call it...composed of some of the most powerful and wealthiest men in the United States," the subscriber who posted the excerpt commented, We, the American people, are too apathetic to participate in our own democracy and consequently, we have forfeited our power, guided by our principles, in exchange for an oligarchy ruled by greedy, evil men--men who are neurotic in their insatiable lust for wealth and power.... And George Bush is just the tip of the iceberg. Scratch the "radical" surface of this statement and you find liberal content. No analysis of the social order, but rather an attack on the "neurotic" and "greedy, evil men" above and the "apathetic" people below. If only we could get motivated and throw out that special interest group, "The Club," democracy would function properly. This perspective resembles that of the Christic Institute with its emphasis on the illegal nature of the Iran-Contra network and its appeals to "restore" American democracy. This perspective may also be compared with liberal versions of the "Zionist Lobby" explanation for the United States' massive subsidy of Israel. Supposedly the Lobby's access to campaign funds and media influence has held members of Congress hostage for years. Not only does this argument exaggerate and conflate the power of assorted Jewish and pro-Israel lobbying groups, and play into antisemitic stereotypes about "dualloyalist" Jews pulling strings behind the scenes, but it also lets the US government off the hook for its own aggressive foreign policies, by portraying it as the victim of external "alien" pressure. All of these perspectives assume inaccurately that (a) the US political system contains a democratic "essence" blocked by outside forces, and (b) oppression is basically a matter of subjective actions by individuals or groups, not objective structures of power. These assumptions are not marginal, "paranoid" beliefs-they are ordinary, mainstream beliefs that reflect the individualism, historical denial, and patriotic illusions of mainstream liberal thought. To a large degree, the left is vulnerable to conspiracist thinking to the extent that it remains trapped in such faulty mainstream assumptions. This romanticized vision of US society is mirrored in mainstream conservative criticism of liberalism as well. As Himmelstein notes, "The core assumption" of post-WWII conservatism "is the belief that American society on all levels has an organic order--harmonious, beneficent, and self-regulating--disturbed only by misguided ideas and policies, especially those propagated by a liberal elite in the government, the media, and the universities." Progressive conspiricism is an oxymoron. Rejecting the conspiracist analytical model is a vital step in challenging both right-wing populism and fascism. It is important to see anti-elite conspiracism and scapegoating as not merely destructive of a progressive analysis but also as specific techniques used by fascist political movements to provide a radical-sounding left cover for a rightist attack on the status quo. Far from being an aberration or a mere tactical maneuver by rightists, pseudoradicalism is a distinctive, central feature of fascist and proto-fascist political movements. This is why the early stages of a potentially-fascist movement are often described as seeming to incorporate both leftwing and rightwing ideas. In the best of times, conspiracism is a pointless diversion of focus and waste of energy. Conspiracism promotes scapegoating as a way of thinking; and since scapegoating in the US is rooted in racism, antisemitism, ethnocentrism, and xenophobia, conspiracism promotes bigotry. In periods of social or economic crisis, populist conspiracism facilitates the spread of fascist and para-fascist social movements because they too rely on demagogic scapegoating and conspiracist theories as an organizing tool. Radical-sounding conspiracist critiques of the status quo are the wedge that fascism uses to penetrate and recruit from the left.

Fate Bad K

The logic behind conspiracy theories rests upon the ancient Roman notions of Fortuna – where the Gods are responsible for the fate of all humanity. By promoting fantastical ideas that rely on beliefs or intuitions instead of solid evidence, conspiracy theorists both reject responsibility for negative actions along with promoting constructed threats that only lead to more instability and insecurity. If left alone, conspiracies eliminate any chance for a valuable life by constricting humanity’s free will. The alternative is to reject the precautionary culture and normalization of irresponsibility of the 1AC in order to restore the courage to control one’s fate to humanity. 

Furedi 10 – professor of sociology at the University of Kent (Frank, “Fear is key to irresponsibility”, October 9th LEXIS/salathe)

In a world rife with conspiracy theories, there's little scope for human agency. WHO decides our individual fate? How much of our future is influenced by the exercise of free will? Humanity's destiny has been a subject of controversy since the beginning of history. So it is not surprising that, back in ancient times, different gods were endowed with the capacity to thwart our ambition or bless us with good fortune. The Romans worshipped the goddess Fortuna (sometimes depicted with the blindfold of disinterest and a cornucopia) and conceded her great power over human affairs. But they still believed her influence could be contained and even overcome by men of true virtue. As the saying goes, ``fortune favours the brave''. The belief that the power of fortune could be limited through human effort and will is one of the important legacies of humanism. Belief in the capacity of people to exercise their will and shape their future flourished during the Renaissance, creating a world where people could dream of their ability to struggle against fortune. A refusal to defer to fate was expressed through an affirmation of the human potential. Later, during the Enlightenment, this sensibility would develop into a belief that in certain circumstances man could gain the freedom necessary to influence the future. In the 21st century the optimistic belief in humanity's potential for subduing the unknown and to become master of its fate has given way to the belief that we are too powerless to deal with the perils confronting us. We live in an era where problems associated with uncertainty and risk are amplified and, through our imagination, mutate swiftly into existential threats. Consequently, it is rare that unexpected natural events are treated as just that. Rather, they are swiftly dramatized and transformed into a threat to human survival. The clearest expression of this tendency is the dramatization of weather forecasting. Once upon a time the television weather forecasts were those boring moments when you got up to get a snack. But with the invention of concepts such as ``extreme weather'', routine events such as storms, smog or unexpected snowfalls have acquired compelling entertainment qualities. This is a world where a relatively ordinary, technical, information-technology problem such as the so-called millennium bug was interpreted as a threat of apocalyptic proportions, and where a flu epidemic takes on the dramatic weight of the plot of a Hollywood disaster movie. Recently, when the World Health Organisation warned that the human species was threatened by the swine flu, it became evident that it was cultural prejudice rather than sober risk assessment that influenced much of present-day official thinking. In recent times European culture has become confused about the meaning of uncertainty and risk. Contemporary Western cultural attitudes towards uncertainty, chance and risk are far more pessimistic and confused than they were through most of the modern era. Only rarely is uncertainty perceived as an opportunity to take responsibility for our destiny. Invariably uncertainty is represented as a marker for danger and change is often regarded with dread. Frequently, worst-case thinking displaces any genuine risk-assessment process. Risk assessment is based on an attempt to calculate the probability of different outcomes. Worst-case thinking -- these days known as precautionary thinking -- is based on an act of imagination. It imagines the worst-case scenario and demands that we take action on that basis. For example, earlier this year the fear that particles in the ash cloud from the volcanic eruption in Iceland could cause airplane engines to shut down automatically swiftly mutated into the conclusion that they would. It was the fantasy of the worst case, rather than risk assessment, that led to a panicky official ban on air traffic. Implicitly, and sometimes explicitly, advocates of worst-case thinking justify their demand that society abandons thinking about risks in terms of a balance of probabilities. Such critics of probabilistic thinking call for a radical break with past practices on the grounds that today we simply lack the information to calculate probabilities effectively. This rejection of the practice of calculating probabilities is motivated by the belief that the dangers we face are so overwhelming and catastrophic -- millennium bug, international terrorism, swine flu, climate change -- that we cannot wait until we have the information to calculate their destructive effects. ``Shut it down!'' is the default response. One of the many regrettable consequences of this procedure is that policies designed to deal with threats are increasingly based on feelings and intuition rather than on evidence or facts. Worst-case thinking encourages society to adopt fear as of one of the dominant principles around which the public, its government and its institutions should organize their life. It institutionalizes insecurity and fosters a mood of confusion and powerlessness. By popularizing the belief that worst cases are normal, it incites people to feel defenseless and vulnerable to a wide range of threats. In all but name it constitutes an invitation to defer to fortuna. The tendency to engage with uncertainty through the prism of fear and therefore anticipate destructive outcome can be understood as a crisis of causality. Increasingly the question of what we should fear leads policy- makers to demand precaution. When events appear to have little meaning and society finds it difficult to account for their origins and future trajectory, it is tempting to rely on caution rather than on reasoning. Human beings have always exercised caution when dealing with uncertainty. However, today, caution has become politicized and turned into a dominant cultural norm. The clearest manifestation of this is the ascendancy of the idea of sustainability. The doctrine of sustainability demands that we do not take risks with our future. From this perspective, taking decisive action to promote progress is seen as far more dangerous than staying still. That is why ideals associated with development, progress and economic growth enjoy little cultural valuation. In contrast, just to sustain a future of more of the same is represented as a worthwhile objective. Precautionary culture answers the age-old questions of where does fate end and where does free will begin by insisting that our fate is to sustain. In Roman times and during the Renaissanace it was argued that virtus could overcome the power of fortuna. The ideals of virtue upheld ideals associated with courage, prudence, intelligence, a dedication to the public good and the willingness to take risks. Petrach's remarkable The Remedies of Both Kinds of Fortune proposed the very modern and radical idea that humanity had the potential to control its destiny. It was in the context of the Renaissance that the conviction that people had the power to transform the physical world began to gain ground. In the present climate, where Western culture is so apprehensive in dealing with uncertainty, the aspiration to transform, develop and progress has been overwhelmed by the ethos of caution and sustainability. A crisis of causality expresses a profound sense of unease towards people's capacity to know. This influences the way communities interpret the world around them. Once the authority of knowledge is undermined, people lose confidence in their capacity to interpret new events. This scepticism about our inability to anticipate outcomes is often based on the argument that we do not have the time to catch up with the fast and far-reaching consequences of modern technological development. Many experts claim that since the consequences of technological innovations are realized so swiftly, there is simply no time to understand their likely effects. One of the most important ways in which the sense of diminished subjectivity is experienced is the feeling that the individual is manipulated and influenced by hidden powerful forces. Not just spin doctors, subliminal advertising and the media, but also powers that have no name. That is why we frequently attribute unexplained physical and psychological symptoms to unspecific forces caused by the food we eat, the water we drink, an extending variety of pollutants and substances transmitted by new technologies and other invisible processes. The revitalization of pre-modern anxieties about the workings of hidden forces testifies to a weakening of the humanist sensibility that emerged as part of the Enlightenment. The crisis of causality is experienced as a world where important events are mostly shaped and determined by a hidden agenda. We seem to be living in a shadowy world akin to The Matrix trilogy , where the issue at stake is the reality that we inhabit and who is being manipulated by whom. In previous times, such attitudes mainly informed the thinking of right-wing populist movements that saw the hand of a Jewish, Masonic or communist conspiracy behind significant world events. Today, conspiracy theory has become mainstream and many of its most vociferous supporters are to be found in radical protest movements and among the cultural Left. Increasingly, important events are interpreted as the outcome of a cover-up; the search for the hidden hand manipulating an unwitting public, or the story behind the story, dominates public life. Conspiracy theory constructs worlds where everything important is manipulated behind our backs and where we simply do not know who is responsible for our predicament. In such circumstances we have no choice but to defer to our fate. It is through conspiracy theories that fortuna reappears, but it does so in a form that is far more degraded than in Roman times. To their credit, the Romans were able to counterpoise virtues to fortuna. However, in a precautionary culture fortune favours the risk-averse and not the brave. The deification of fear instructs us to bow to fate. In such circumstances there is not much room left for freedom or the exercise of free will. Yet if we have to defer to fate, how can we be held to account? In the absence of freedom to influence the future, how can there be human responsibility? That is why one of the principal accomplishment of precautionary culture is the normalisation of irresponsibility. That is a perspective that we need to reject for a mighty dose of humanist courage.

Framework
Conspiracy theories in debate specifically destroy intellectual interactions – make discourse meaningless, destroy political action and fair debates both

Kay 11 – Editor of Canada’s National Post newspaper, a columnist on the newspaper’s op-ed page, was awarded Canada’s National Newspaper Award for Critical Writing. In, he was awarded a National Newspaper Award for Editorial Writing (Jonathan, 2004, “Among the Truthers”, http://books.google.com/books?id=nUhkzzQklvEC&pg=PT247&lpg=PT247&dq=%E2%80%9CThe+conspiracy+community+regularly+seizes+on+one+slip+of+the+tongue,+misunderstanding+or+slight+discrepancy+to+defeat+20+pieces+of+solid+evidence&source=bl&ots=YV5VoGZPKA&sig=g1nCLYF0Kd6raBe_IsTWGmmVy44&hl=en&ei=BW4kTqiBIIn4sgburb2uAg&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CBUQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q=%E2%80%9CThe%20conspiracy%20community%20regularly%20seizes%20on%20one%20slip%20of%20the%20tongue%2C%20misunderstanding%20or%20slight%20discrepancy%20to%20defeat%2020%20pieces%20of%20solid%20evidence&f=false//salathe)

“The conspiracy community regularly seizes on one slip of the tongue, misunderstanding or slight discrepancy to defeat 20 pieces of solid evidence; accepts one witness of theirs, even if he or she is a provable nut, as being far more credible than 10 normal witnesses on the other side; treats rumours, even questions, as the equivalent of proof; leaps from the most minuscule of discoveries to the grandest of conclusions; and insists, as the late lawyer Louis Nizer once observed, that the failure to explain everything perfectly negates all that is explained.” — Vincent Bugliosi, from Reclaiming History: The Assassination of President John F. Kennedy. On July 17, 1983, a small Indian newspaper called the Patriot published a letter bearing the headline “AIDS may invade India: Mystery disease caused by U.S. experiments.” The author — who requested anonymity, but described himself as “a well-known American scientist” — declared that AIDS had been created by the U.S. Army at its Fort Detrick, Maryland, testing facility, and warned that Washington was poised to transfer this potent new bioweapon to the government of neighbouring Pakistan. While the letter went unnoticed in the West, it was picked up by the Soviet newspaper Literaturnaya Gazeta, and then by an energetic East German microbiologist named Jakob Segal. At the 1986 Conference of Nonaligned Nations in Harare, Zimbabwe, Segal’s 47-page pamphlet, “AIDS — Its Nature And Origin,” became a sensation among African delegates. Western news outlets took notice. Even Britain’s respectable Daily Telegraphprinted an uncritical report on Segal’s research. Needless to say, the Fort Detrick-AIDS theory was baseless — a creation of the Soviet bloc’s aktivinyye meropriata (“active measures”) propaganda policy. As historian Thomas Boghardt argued in a 2009 Studies in Intelligence report, the original 1983Patriot letter was almost certainly written by the KGB. As for Segal, he was a stooge of the East German Stasi, which fed the confused old man a steady stream of tantalizing documents to encourage his fantasy research. The Soviet bloc’s effort to pin AIDS on the Pentagon turned out to be brief — in part thanks to pressure imposed by the U.S.S.R.’s own medical establishment, which by the late 1980s was eager to access American data on HIV. In 1988, just three years after the Patriot letter appeared, official Soviet efforts to promote the conspiracy theory ceased. Speaking to the government newspaper Izvestia, the president of the Soviet Academy of Sciences declared: “Not a single Soviet scientist, not a single medical or scientific institution, shares [Segal’s] position.” But the conspiracist cat already was out of the bag. Die-hard communists, black nationalists and the full menagerie of Western conspiracy theorists all signed on. To this day, the Fort Detrick-AIDS conspiracy theory and its variants remain popular in the African American community. In a 2010 study of 214 Los Angeles-area African-American men undergoing treatment for HIV, 44% agreed that “HIV is a manmade virus.” Thirty-five percent agreed that the disease was produced “in a government laboratory.” And 31% said that AIDS “is a form of genocide, or planned destruction, against blacks.” The study also found that a belief in AIDS conspiracy theories correlates negatively with adherence to prescribed antiretroviral drug regimens — suggesting that conspiracism itself, rather than any government plot, is killing black AIDS carriers. In South Africa, meanwhile, former president Thabo Mbeki’s obsession with AIDS denialism and crackpot theories of the disease’s origins — and his consequent reluctance to distribute lifesaving medications — are estimated to have caused more than 330,000 otherwise preventable deaths. In 2000, as the world scientific community demanded that Mbeki’s government act against the AIDS epidemic, he instead sent world leaders a paranoid letter, claiming that the pressure on Africans to adhere to “established scientific truths” comprised a “campaign of intellectual intimidation and terrorism.” His like-minded health minister discouraged her citizens from taking antiretroviral drugs, which she called “poison,” and instead promoted natural “remedies” like garlic and beetroot. Education, many readers might assume, is the key to eradicating conspiracism. The Fort Detrick-AIDS conspiracy theory — and Mbeki’s response to it — suggest the answer is more complicated. Consider that the former South African president was one of the most intellectually sophisticated members of the African National Congress elite, having earned a BA in economics and a master’s degree in African studies from the University of Sussex. Yet Mbeki’s mind also was permanently scarred by his fight against apartheid. His father, Govan Mbeki, was a communist who’d been imprisoned for terrorism and treason. One of Thabo Mbeki’s brothers died under mysterious circumstances in Lesotho. A son died trying to escape the country. Within the African National Congress, Mbkei became entangled in the group’s vicious campaign to root out informants — and narrowly escaped being tortured by his fellow insurgents. Which is to say that Mbeki’s whole early life had been one constant set of battles, tragedies and dark plots. When a mysterious new epidemic suddenly broke out in his backyard, he saw it through this same conspiratorial lens. The notion that AIDS was spread through unprotected sex, in particular, seemed to strike Mbeki as a sort of blood libel against black people — not dissimilar to those spread by white bigots during the apartheid era. Medical schools, he complained, taught South Africans that they are “germ carriers, and human beings of a lower order that cannot subject [their] passions to reason … natural-born, promiscuous carriers of germs, unique in the world. [Scientists] proclaim that our continent is doomed to an inevitable mortal end because of our unconquerable devotion to the sin of lust.” Eventually, Mbeki relented, and permitted some distribution of AIDS medications in South African medical clinics. But he never fully backed off from his conspiracy theories, despite persistent appeals by the world’s scientific community. Only when he was succeeded in the presidency by Jacob Zuma — a man with a fifth-grade education — did South Africa fully embrace the full scientifically prescribed panoply of AIDS treatments and prevention programs. As Mbeki’s example illustrates, conspiracism is only a nominally intellectual exercise. Its true source inevitably can be traced to some powerful emotional reflex. This explains why arguing down a committed conspiracy theorist is impossible. Whenever I’ve tried to debate 9/11 conspiracy theorists, for instance, all of my accumulated knowledge about the subject has proven entirely useless — because in every exchange, the conspiracy theorist inevitably would ignore the most obvious evidence and instead focus the discussion on the handful of obscure, allegedly incriminating oddities that he had memorized. No matter how many of these oddities I manage to bat away (even assuming I have the facts immediately at hand to do so), my debating opponent always has more at hand. In this game, the conspiracist claims victory merely by scoring a single uncontested point — since, as he imagines it, every card he plays is a trump. To quote 9/11 conspiracy theorist Richard Falk (better known as the UN official who suggested that Israel’s actions in Gaza were akin to the Nazi Holocaust): “It is not necessary to go along with every suspicious inference in order to conclude that the official account of 9/11 is thoroughly unconvincing … Any part of this story is enough to vindicate [the] basic contention.” The defender of rationalism, meanwhile, is stuck fighting for a stalemate. This is why so few experts are willing to take conspiracy theorists up on their frequent challenges to hold public debates. And those who do typically are sorry they did. In the 1990s, both Phil Donahue and Montel Williams made the disastrous decision to put Holocaust deniers on television. The Donahue episode, which aired on March 14, 1994, was a particularly bad train wreck, in which the host looked on helplessly as confused Auschwitz survivors bungled basic facts about the death camps (such as promoting the myth that prisoners were turned into soap) in the face of more authoritative-seeming deniers. One would think that someone who actually lived through the Holocaust would be able to out-debate a conspiracy theorist. But that assumption is wrong: As researchers Michael Shermer and Alex Grobman wrote in their 2000 book, Denying History: Who Says the Holocaust Never Happened And Why Do They Say It: “Most survivors know very little about the Holocaust outside of what happened to them half a century ago, and deniers are skilled at tripping them up when they get dates wrong.” I’ll admit to feeling personally humbled by my failure to get the best of conspiracy theorists: What was the use in going through the official 9/11 report with a highlighter and Post-it notes, much less writing a whole book on the subject of Trutherdom, if I couldn’t win an argument with a single college student? But on a more fundamental level, I also felt disillusioned by what this experience taught me about the limits of intellectual discourse itself. Even the reality of lived experience — the most direct path to truth there is — has been undermined by the conspiracist mindset, which overlooks eyewitness reports — of a plane flying into the Pentagon, or skyscrapers collapsing without any hint of internal demolition — in favour of tortured inferences from scattered esoterica.

You should default to empirics – conspiracies may be inevitable but we should have a degree of trust in social and political institutions

Basham 2003 [Lee Basham, professor of philosophy at South Texas College, “Malevolent Global Conspiracy”,  JOURNAL of SOCIAL PHILOSOPHY, Vol. 34 No. 1, Spring 2003, 91–103, Wiley] 

The conspiracy theorist’s concern is a natural response. The very idea of “secret societies,” be they Freemasons, corporate boards, or government security agencies, inevitably invites the understandably suspicious question, “What’s the secret?” Common sense about the public sphere is hardly at odds with the conspiracy theorist’s background suspicion. Police investigations are frequently no more than conspiracies to infiltrate and entrap criminals or those liable to crime. Espionage is hardly restricted to the Secret Intelligence Service and the CIA. In the corporate world it’s business as usual, unquestionably very good business, both for the practitioners and for their hired adversaries. Industries pour billions of dollars into preventing and no doubt conducting industrial espionage. They conspire against other corporations and expect the same against themselves. Competing political, ideological, and religious organizations are no different. They all conspire against each other. It’s called history. Is the history of the world the history of warring secret societies? Seen in this light, it seems a banal truism. The issue before us is one of degree. A spectrum exists between the trusting and distrusting background theories of our civilization. Reasoned epistemic choice within this spectrum can only advert to empirical facts about the actual degree of conspiracy at work in the multitude of institutional relationships spanning all sectors of political, governmental, and economic enterprise. But getting the real measure of this is something that most all of us are in no reliable position to judge. I suspect that virtually no one is or can be. This is, literally, beyond our ken. 

Debating conspiracy theories destroys education – reject the 1ac to preserve intellectual thought

Kay 11 – Editor of Canada’s National Post newspaper, a columnist on the newspaper’s op-ed page, was awarded Canada’s National Newspaper Award for Critical Writing. In, he was awarded a National Newspaper Award for Editorial Writing (Jonathan, 2004, “Among the Truthers”, http://books.google.com/books?id=nUhkzzQklvEC&pg=PT247&lpg=PT247&dq=%E2%80%9CThe+conspiracy+community+regularly+seizes+on+one+slip+of+the+tongue,+misunderstanding+or+slight+discrepancy+to+defeat+20+pieces+of+solid+evidence&source=bl&ots=YV5VoGZPKA&sig=g1nCLYF0Kd6raBe_IsTWGmmVy44&hl=en&ei=BW4kTqiBIIn4sgburb2uAg&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CBUQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q=%E2%80%9CThe%20conspiracy%20community%20regularly%20seizes%20on%20one%20slip%20of%20the%20tongue%2C%20misunderstanding%20or%20slight%20discrepancy%20to%20defeat%2020%20pieces%20of%20solid%20evidence&f=false//ts)

"Nothing you will learn in the course of your studies will be of the slightest possible use to you in after life, save only this: That if you work hard and diligently you should be able to detect when a man is talking rot. And that, in my view, is the main, if not the sole purpose of education." Conspiracism is a stubborn creed because humans are pattern-seeking animals. Show us a sky full of stars, and we'll arrange them into animals and giant spoons. Show us a world full of random misery, and we'll use the same trick to connect the dots into secret conspiracies. For most of us, our desire to impose an artificial pattern on world events is held in check by our rational sense, which tells us that life often is cruel and unpredictable. Or we find compartmentalized, socially accepted outlets to give expression to our pattern-seeking—such as astrology or mainstream religion. Conspiracism takes root when, for the reasons discussed in this book, our pattern-seeking appetite overwhelms these containment mechanisms. Yet this same pattern-seeking penchant is also the key to fighting conspiracism: By teaching ourselves to recognize conspiracism’s unchanging basic structure—from its archetype in the Protocols to its modern incarnation in the 9/11 Truth movement—we can protect our brains from conspiracy theories before they have a chance to infect our thinking. 

Terrorism Module

Even small conspiracies spill over to infect the larger population—that inevitably results in violent action involving WMD terrorism

Sunstein and Vermeule 8 – *Karl N. Llewellyn Distinguished Service Professor of Jurisprudence, University of Chicago and **Professor of Law, Harvard Law School (1/15/08, Cass and Adrian, “Conspiracy Theories”, http://visibility911.com/blog/wp-content/uploads/2010/01/SSRN-id1084585.pdf)

In both cases everything depends, of course, on which conspiracy theory and which population one is discussing. However, as discussed in Part I, there is ample evidence that some conspiracy theories are not at all confined to small segments of the population. Overseas, “a 2002 Gallup Poll conducted in nine Islamic countries found that 61 percent of those surveyed thought that Muslims had nothing to do with the attacks of Sept. 11, 2001.” 54 According to an anonymous State Department official in charge of anti-disinformation, “a great deal of harm can result ‘when people believe these lies and then act on the basis of their mistaken beliefs.’” For example, “Al-Qaeda members ‘were encouraged to join the jihad at least in part because of disinformation.’” 55 The point about quasi-beliefs suggests that many do not in fact take any action on the basis of their mistaken beliefs. However, this does not at all entail that conspiracy theories are inconsequential. Even if only a small fraction of adherents to a particular conspiracy theory act on the basis of their beliefs, that small fraction may be enough to cause serious harms. Consider the Oklahoma City bombing, whose perpetrators shared a complex of conspiratorial beliefs about the federal government. Many who shared their beliefs did not act on them, but a few actors did, with terrifying consequences. James Fearon and others argue that technological change has driven down the costs of delivering attacks with weapons of mass destruction, to the point where even a small group can pose a significant threat. 56 If so, and if only a tiny fraction of believers act on their beliefs, then as the total population with conspiratorial beliefs grows, it becomes nearly inevitable that action will ensue. In cases of this sort, the conspiracy theory itself supports affirmatively violent action on the part of its believers (which only a small fraction will actually take); conspiracy theorizing leads to an actual conspiracy. Within a network whose members believe that the federal government, say, is a hostile and morally repellent organization that is taking over the country, akin to a foreign invader, armed resistance will seem a sensible course to at least some fraction of the believers. In other, perhaps more common, cases the conspiracy theory will be of a different nature and will not directly indicate such action. However, such theories can still have pernicious effects from the government’s point of view, either by inducing unjustifiably widespread public skepticism about the government’s assertions, or by dampening public mobilization and participation in government-led efforts, or both. The widespread belief that U.S. officials knowingly allowed 9/11 to happen or even brought it about may have hampered the government’s efforts to mobilize social resources and political support for measures against future terrorist attacks. In the nature of things it is hard to find evidence for, or against, such possibilities; yet it hardly seems sensible to say that because such evidence is lacking, government should do nothing about a potentially harmful conspiracy theory. That precept would be paralyzing, because there are uncertain harms on all sides of the question, and because – as in the case of the Oklahoma City bombing – some of those harms may approach the catastrophic. 57 

Nuclear terrorism escalates to a global nuclear war

Ayson 10 [Robert Ayson, Professor of Strategic Studies and Director of the Centre for Strategic Studies: New Zealand at the Victoria University of Wellington, 2010, “After a Terrorist Nuclear Attack: Envisaging Catalytic Effects,” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism, Volume 33, Issue 7, July, InformaWorld) 

But these two nuclear worlds—a non-state actor nuclear attack and a catastrophic interstate nuclear exchange—are not necessarily separable. It is just possible that some sort of terrorist attack, and especially an act of nuclear terrorism, could precipitate a chain of events leading to a massive exchange of nuclear weapons between two or more of the states that possess them. In this context, today’s and tomorrow’s terrorist groups might assume the place allotted during the early Cold War years to new state possessors of small nuclear arsenals who were seen as raising the risks of a catalytic nuclear war between the superpowers started by third parties. These risks were considered in the late 1950s and early 1960s as concerns grew about nuclear proliferation, the so-called n+1 problem. It may require a considerable amount of imagination to depict an especially plausible situation where an act of nuclear terrorism could lead to such a massive inter-state nuclear war. For example, in the event of a terrorist nuclear attack on the United States, it might well be wondered just how Russia and/or China could plausibly be brought into the picture, not least because they seem unlikely to be fingered as the most obvious state sponsors or encouragers of terrorist groups. They would seem far too responsible to be involved in supporting that sort of terrorist behavior that could just as easily threaten them as well. Some possibilities, however remote, do suggest themselves. For example, how might the United States react if it was thought or discovered that the fissile material used in the act of nuclear terrorism had come from Russian stocks,40 and if for some reason Moscow denied any responsibility for nuclear laxity? The correct attribution of that nuclear material to a particular country might not be a case of science fiction given the observation by Michael May et al. that while the debris resulting from a nuclear explosion would be “spread over a wide area in tiny fragments, its radioactivity makes it detectable, identifiable and collectable, and a wealth of information can be obtained from its analysis: the efficiency of the explosion, the materials used and, most important . . . some indication of where the nuclear material came from.”41 Alternatively, if the act of nuclear terrorism came as a complete surprise, and American officials refused to believe that a terrorist group was fully responsible (or responsible at all) suspicion would shift immediately to state possessors. Ruling out Western ally countries like the United Kingdom and France, and probably Israel and India as well, authorities in Washington would be left with a very short list consisting of North Korea, perhaps Iran if its program continues, and possibly Pakistan. But at what stage would Russia and China be definitely ruled out in this high stakes game of nuclear Cluedo? In particular, if the act of nuclear terrorism occurred against a backdrop of existing tension in Washington’s relations with Russia and/or China, and at a time when threats had already been traded between these major powers, would officials and political leaders not be tempted to assume the worst? Of course, the chances of this occurring would only seem to increase if the United States was already involved in some sort of limited armed conflict with Russia and/or China, or if they were confronting each other from a distance in a proxy war, as unlikely as these developments may seem at the present time. The reverse might well apply too: should a nuclear terrorist attack occur in Russia or China during a period of heightened tension or even limited conflict with the United States, could Moscow and Beijing resist the pressures that might rise domestically to consider the United States as a possible perpetrator or encourager of the attack? Washington’s early response to a terrorist nuclear attack on its own soil might also raise the possibility of an unwanted (and nuclear aided) confrontation with Russia and/or China. For example, in the noise and confusion during the immediate aftermath of the terrorist nuclear attack, the U.S. president might be expected to place the country’s armed forces, including its nuclear arsenal, on a higher stage of alert. In such a tense environment, when careful planning runs up against the friction of reality, it is just possible that Moscow and/or China might mistakenly read this as a sign of U.S. intentions to use force (and possibly nuclear force) against them. In that situation, the temptations to preempt such actions might grow, although it must be admitted that any preemption would probably still meet with a devastating response.

Policy Making Module
Conspiracy theories destroy public debate

Van Horn 2010 [Chara Kay Van Horn, doctoral dissertation, “The Paranoid Style in an Age of Suspicion: Conspiracy Thinking and Official Rhetoric in Contemporary America”, http://digitalarchive.gsu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1025&context=communication_diss] 

With more people believing in conspiracy, and being seduced by conspiracy arguments, the ability to have reasonable public debate is seriously diminished. Instead of entering a marketplace of ideas where thoughts can be reasonably argued, the public is entering a growing era of suspiciousness, unreasonableness, and disparity. With so many disparate voices resounding within the public sphere, and with conspiracy beliefs becoming more prominent, the ability of conspiracy beliefs to infect public and political life is at an all-time high. Everything done in the name of governing, in the name of the public good, is now suspect. While labeling something done for the good of the public has always been suspect in the minds of some, such as the fluoridation of water, the regularity of the belief that works being done in the name of the public good is a part of a greater conspiracy to dupe the masses is now at a critical force. If conspiracy theories are so easily believed, and if politicians, eager to maintain, and gain, power in their respective parties continually attempt to harness the power of conspiracy beliefs in order to mobilize support, then the public may fall victim to an endless, cyclical battle where the fury of the fringe in political life is able to dictate the agenda of government. Governance, instead of being about the greatest good for the greatest number of people, may be doomed to the endless array of conspiracy beliefs fueled by special interests, what Jürgen Habermas termed ―opinion management.‖11 Habermas argues that ―systematically creating news events or exploiting events that attract attention‖ by focusing on ―human interest topics,‖ and by then dramatically presenting ―facts and calculated stereotypes, allows for a reorientation‘ of public opinion by the formation of new authorities or symbols which will have acceptance.‖12 Politicians as well as others who actively promote conspiratorial understandings of the current social, economic, and political situations, are able to tap into the very real fears of many Americans in these troubled times. By grabbing onto some of the most outrageous fears, such as U.S. Representative Michele Bachmann‘s beliefs that we are moving to a single world currency where China would be able to exert significant influence, or that expanding Americorps programs is an attempt by the government to brainwash the nation‘s youths, conspiracy advocates are able to exploit the very real fears that the government is going bankrupt and will become subject to the wishes and whims of China, or that the government is increasingly trying to control the lives of the American people.13

That culminates in oppression. By always blaming someone else for global problems, conspiracy advocates learn to shift blame away from themselves through scapegoats which leads to real world justifications for genocide. 

Berlet 9 – senior analyst at Political Research Associates in the Boston area. Analyzes civil liberties, social justice, rightwing groups, prejudice, systems of oppression, and scapegoating (Chip, june 19th, “Toxic to Democracy- Conspiracy Theories, demonization, and scapegoating”, http://www.publiceye.org/conspire/toxic2democracy/Toxic-2D-all-rev-04.pdf//ts)

Conspiracist theories are attractive in part because they start with a grain of truth embedded in preexisting societal beliefs. Conspiracy theorists are correct about one thing: the status quo is not acceptable. Conspiracists have accurately understood that there are inequalities of power and privilege in the world—and threats to the world itself—that need to be rectified. What conspiracy theorists lack is the desire or ability to follow the basic rules of logic and investigative research. Conspiracy theories spotlight lots of fascinating questions—but they seldom illuminate meaningful answers. While conspiracists tell compelling stories, they frequently create dangerous conditions as these stories can draw from pre-existing stereotypes and prejudices. Cynical movement leaders then can hyperbolize false claims in a way that mobilizes dangerous forms of demonization and scapegoating. People who believe conspiracist allegations sometimes act on those irrational beliefs, and this has concrete consequences in the real world. Angry allegations can quickly turn into aggression and violence targeting scapegoated groups. We know that some racial supremacist and fascist organizers use conspiracist theories that do not appear to have antisemitic themes as a (relatively) less-threatening entry point in making contact with potential recruits. Even when conspiracist theories do not center on Jews, homosexuals, people of color, immigrants or other scapegoated groups, they still create an environment where racism, antisemitism, Islamophobia, xenophobia, homophobia, and other forms of prejudice, bigotry, and oppression can flourish. History demonstrates that conspiracism cuts across political, social, economic, and intellectual boundaries. We need to teach each generation about the dangers of dualism’s apocalyptic aggression, demonization, scapegoating, and conspiracism. The forgery of the Protocols needs to be a centerpiece of such a curriculum. We must never forget that tragic apocalypticism merged with aggressive dualism and demonization can create social movements that use conspiracist scapegoating to justify genocide as a final solution. At times it all seems simply ludicrous. Brasher, a sociologist of religion, says “We tend to look at apocalyptic and conspiracist belief and laugh it off and push it aside. Yet in many ways it is pervasive. I came back to visit the United States after the attacks on 9/11 and was amazed to see apocalyptic rhetoric being spun out by elected officials and people on the right and left.” 313 Ironically, as dissident conspiracy theorists succeed in gaining a mass base for their claims, they create a public audience trained in accepting conspiracism as an analytical model. This audience is more easily swayed by government countersubversive campaigns that insist political repression targeting dissidents is justified to secure public safety. Conspiracists unwittingly lay the foundation for government repression.
Impact: Root cause of war

The allowance of conspiracy theory allows for the perpetuation of violence and intellectual ignorance that lies at the root cause of war

Temple 4 – An American, classical liberal, and philosopher. Studies William Godwin, Karl Popper, David Deutsch, Ayn Rand, and Edmund Burke (Elliot, 9-4 “The War Against Conspiracy Theories”, http://www.settingtheworldtorights.com/node/381//ts)

Regular readers will know that we consider the prevalence of conspiracy theories, both in the West and among its enemies, to be a major and grossly under-recognized cause of the current world crisis. We have also remarked that the real alliances, the real loyalties and the real conflicts in world affairs are not between states, nations or religions, but between subcultures defined not only by their values, but also by how they think the world works. This has always been true, but it is especially true of the current war. Much has been written about the deficiencies of the term 'War on Terrorism'. Terrorism is a method not an enemy. And yet the alternative names that have been proposed – such as the War Against Islamism – are equally inaccurate. The Maoist terrorists of Nepal are not Islamists. Nor are the rulers of North Korea. Putting all these ideas together, we have come to the conclusion that the only accurate term for the current war is The War Against Conspiracy Theories. It is a war between conspiracy-theory-based subcultures and those based on truth and reason. It is a war between those who judge 'narratives' according whom they validate, and those who seek explanations that correspond to reality. Every perpetrator of violence against the West (or against Americans, or Jews, or even Christians) today is possessed by an utterly false causal explanation of how the West works and what the West is. Every other person, however well-meaning, who gives credence to such an explanation is in some measure an ally of those murderers. In a recent opinion poll, nearly half of New Yorkers said that people in the United States Government “knew in advance that attacks were planned on or around September 11, 2001, and that they consciously failed to act”. Everyone reading this must know people whose political thinking is similarly tainted by, if not utterly based on, conspiracy theories at least as insane as that. Go out and persuade them. Persuade them not only that their particular conspiracy theory doesn't make sense but that the underlying world view isn't true. That it is no more than a nasty little fantasy that is hurting and crippling them even as it offers them the specious simplicity and comfort of blaming others. That the world is better than that and that if they choose to, they can be part of its improving further. Persuade them because in the long run, if you fail to persuade them, they will kill you.

Radical Democracy Alt

Vote negative to endorse a radical democratic approach to critique the subversive and false individualism of liberalism—avoids the overbearing fear of conspiracies and comparatively better 

Lavin, 6 – teaches political theory at Tulane University (2006, Chad, “Fear, Radical Democracy, and Ontological Methadone”, Polity, volume 38, 254–275)

 For radical democrats, this critique of liberalism is not just political, but ontological. Though liberals often deny that their commitment to individual rights and representative government is rooted in an ontology of individual sovereignty,37 radical democrats seek to demonstrate how a contingent, indeterminate—or what White calls a "weak"—ontology provides a more generous ethical comportment, and consequently a more democratic politics. In contrast to the liberal theory of a unified and authentic self, Connolly argues that the discordant ontology of radical democracy mitigates against authoritarian rule, recommending "forbearance and modesty" rather than control and command.38 White and Butler argue this same point; White endorses an ontology that highlights our essential "fallibility" and provides a "sense of humility" and a "greater sense of fragility of our projects;"39 Butler humbles us by declaring that our identity is "a reiteration of norms which precede, constrain, and exceed" us and so is ultimately beyond our control.40 While fundamentalisms attempt to solidify ontological or metaphysical premises (i.e., cognitive maps) that can serve as stable foundations for ethical, epistemological, and political institutions, radical democrats recommend genealogies of these foundations, identifying a profound conceit in the attempt to establish an uncontested ground. Responding to the horrors of so many arrogant modernist projects, radical democrats emphasize a situated and necessarily incomplete—partial and provisional—knowledge of both ourselves and our surroundings. While liberalism exhorts us to take comfort in the promises and assurances of a fixed identity, radical democracy suggests revealing this identity for the reification that it is so that we can move beyond a tolerant modus vivendi and toward an ethical comportment of generosity and meaningful democracy. They prescribe, as a cure for postmodern agency panic, an enthusiastic embrace of the contingency of everyday life, a series of practices of the self that force an examination of the existential resentment felt by subjects of liberal capitalism: Don't adhere to a manufactured map! Learn to be at home in homelessness! The problem of fear, they suggest, resides in a dogmatic clinging to an untenable and disintegrating myth of subjectivity with an unrealizable promise of control. Their response to the fear of homelessness runs directly counter to the conspiracy theorist: with a model of contingency rather than conspiracy, there are no villains, thus no reservoir for depositing and segregating one's fear. Rather than depositing this fear at the feet of a scapegoat, face it; overcome it. While challenging the liberal fetish for reifying a historical production and thus closing the door on possibilities for alternative subjects to emerge, radical democrats also acknowledge the work done by liberalism to remove metaphysical obstacles to the expression of agency. As such, their claim is not antiliberal so much as it is postliberal, interrogating the limits of the liberal subject in pursuit of a more open approach to identity and difference. For the identities and attachments that have been forged through liberalism are anything but fetters to the unhindered exercise of democracy and production of difference. They are not only productive of many of the freedoms that we enjoy today in the liberal world (e.g., civil rights and liberties, relative government accountability), they also offer valuable solace from a hostile and increasingly unpredictable existence. But because the prescription for those suffering from agency panic tends to be found in the capitalist myths of merit, autonomy, and authenticity, we might look at liberalism as the opiate of the people, easing our pain, but preventing us from doing the work necessary to attend to the source of our ills. Perhaps liberalism, then, for all its value and appeal, is a habit we need to kick. Radical democrats recommend sobering up and facing our fears head-on. But where's the Betty Ford Center for radical democracy? 

Alt – Embrace Empiricism
Although we cannot be entirely certain, we should embrace the relative certainty of empirical truths – this is key to keeping public institutions accountable

Basham 2003 [Lee Basham, professor of philosophy at South Texas College, “Malevolent Global Conspiracy”,  JOURNAL of SOCIAL PHILOSOPHY, Vol. 34 No. 1, Spring 2003, 91–103, Wiley] 

Openness is most effective if the major institutions of political and economic activity are what they appear to be, centers of societal decision making, not counterfeits animated from outside in order to divert our attention from the secretive real centers of control. While the issue of pseudoinstitutions is important, we already have significant justification for believing that the personnel (elected or otherwise) of the U.S. government are frequently the decisive source of U.S. law and national policy and that the officers of major economic establishments like Chase Manhattan Bank are in fact real captains of commerce, personally playing a significant role in the direction of national and global economies. First, there is no need to erect massive, elaborate decoys. Working within the visible power structures appears quite adequate to the task of inflicting conspiratorial control as well as being overall a simpler approach. Moreover, the greater the extent of counterfeit institutions, the greater the difficulty of creating and maintaining their appearance as concentrated sources of influence on world events. Finally, it is precisely because these institutions attract those most ambitious for power that they are likely to be the breeding grounds of ambitious conspiracy. Conspiratorial control will, at any rate, be introduced into society via these institutions, so thorough public access to their workings lets us better evaluate their direction while also reducing the likelihood that ultimate command lies outside them. With these points in mind we can accept that all things remaining equal, (1) the more open a society’s institutions of power, the less initially warranted overarching conspiracy theories are, and (2) given a particular level of openness, the greater the difficulty experienced in keeping a conspiracy theory alive (via ever-expanding claims of falsified evidence, media manipulation, etc.), the less warranted it is, because the conspiracy’s execution would be that much more difficult.20 While today this may license little confidence it points us in precisely the right direction. Can we achieve anything approaching epistemic “certainty”? No, gems of that kind will always elude us. As with so many things, the Cartesianesque project of fixing epistemic thresholds of total acceptance or total rejection is misguided in the case of conspiracy theory. Epistemically constrained positions on the nature of our civilization can’t be absolute, but only qualified and based on relative evidence, whatever the generosity of our psychological confidence in a benign world order. We must rest content with the best we can do. It is exactly this fact that places our epistemic confidence concerning close personal relationships in stark contrast to our confidence about the real methods and aims of the National Security Agency.21 While we can’t set absolute standards on how likely it is that a society suffers from overarching conspiracy, we can embrace relative ones. 

Rejecting conspiracy theories in favor of influencing public institutions avoids paranoia and leads to public accountability

Basham 2003 [Lee Basham, professor of philosophy at South Texas College, “Malevolent Global Conspiracy”,  JOURNAL of SOCIAL PHILOSOPHY, Vol. 34 No. 1, Spring 2003, 91–103, Wiley] 

In our present civilization I suspect the main source of popular “disbelief” in conspiracy theory has nothing to do with epistemic warrant. It is much more pragmatic: There is nothing you can do. Any number of conspiracies might be worming their way through our world order. Now what? The “get a life” principle kicks in with a vengeance. We immediately dismiss the issue as far beyond our circle of possible knowledge or action.24 This is wholly reasonable. But critical social-political philosophy looks to ideals we might attain in a more distant future. The real problem confronting both epistemologists and social-political philosophers is determining what a relatively conspiracy-free society, one that we would be well justified in believing is relatively conspiracyfree, would look like. One thing is clear: It would not look like ours, whatever the truth about our society is. What would allow us to detect the existence of malevolent global conspiracies and effectively dismantle them once detected? In our civilization today the sphere granted to the institutionally powerful but nevertheless private is so vast that hardly any of us can claim any well-justified insight into a political tomorrow fifty years from today. Unlike for our tribal predecessors, the future is for us almost unimaginable. The development of a worldwide political-economic system makes our concern especially pressing. Putting on hold the apocalyptic impulses that often accompany great change, imagine that our coming global civilization endures, unlike Hitler’s Third Reich, for a thousand years. Even if we believe nothing is now afoot (certainly my dominant reaction) it seems reasonable to believe that at some point in the future a serious attempt will be made at malevolent global conspiracy. The famous “triangle of crime” of the criminologist—motive, opportunity, and ability—is either already in place, or in the case of “opportunity” and “ability,” at least within the reach of like-minded power elites. If we already knew such an attempt had been successfully made, discovered, and dismantled, the need for prevention would be obvious. Why patiently wait for the worst-case scenario to materialize? We’re taught in civics class that the salvation of the state lies in watchfulness in the citizen. But the citizen must be allowed to ascend to a position from which she can see. It is worth saying that we must seriously contemplate an open society on a level never before imagined. For the partisan of truly egalitarian democracy the impact of such a radical openness could prove to be nothing less than the rapture. There is an unfaltering affinity between the aims of the most ambitious conspiracy theorist, be she of the pop-political “right” or “left,” and the aims of progressive politics. Both demand that current societal powers accept a much higher level of scrutiny and popular influence. Again, societal structures with much less emphasis on secretive hierarchical power are significantly less vulnerable to routine, overarching conspiracy. While there may be no absolute standards that can identify a society as free from conspiratorial control, relative progress is possible and extremely valuable. The opportunity for public influence on social institutions available in an openness sufficient to significantly immunize our world against total or partial malevolent global conspiracies would be revolutionary. At the very least we would abandon the normality of secret councils, secret strategies, secrets of virtually any kind within many key aspects of our societal institutions of power. Understanding the necessary limits to this heightened openness is as important as understanding how it might best be achieved. The greatest danger we face in taking the risks of conspiracy seriously is a divisive, society-wide paranoia. Perhaps here is the real substance of the paranoia objection: One needn’t be paranoid to explore conspiratorial possibilities intelligently, but if these possibilities become a serious part of popular understanding—and expectation—the results for our civilization could be disastrous. We must find ways to address the natural threat of global conspiracy without encouraging the sort of mindless McCarthian witch-hunts that institutional attention to conspiratorial possibilities has touched off in the past.25 Such ways are there to find if there is a workable answer to the key question, “What would a relatively conspiracy-free society look like, one that we would be well justified in believing is relatively conspiracy-free?” The role of epistemologists and social-political philosophers is to explore aggressively how much openness can be achieved without undermining legitimate societal needs for secrecy and how even these needs can be best met to prevent their abuse by a power elite. Difficult theoretical work lies ahead. 

Conspiracies Are Nihilist

Conspiracies are nihilistic – they require an irrational degree of skepticism

Raikka 2009 [Juha Räikkä, Philosophy, University of Turku, “On Political Conspiracy Theories”, The Journal of Political Philosophy: Volume 17, Number 2, 2009, Wiley] 

In a later article, Keeley repeats his key point. We are not justified in rejecting UCTs on a priori grounds (i.e. simply on the grounds that they are UCTs), but we are justified in rejecting most of them on a posteriori grounds. “As time passes and a particular theory is not substantiated by independent evidence, it is either the case that we simply reject the theory, or the scope of the theory must be expanded to explain the lack of confirming evidence (e.g., that various members of the media must be ‘in’ on the conspiracy, hence their lack of investigative interest in the story).”13 Consequently, the degree of global skepticism required to continue to hold the theory becomes “genuinely nihilistic”, and “it can be rejected on the same grounds on which we reject such globally skeptical worries as that the world came into existence only five minutes ago.”14 Keeley’s argument brings to mind David Hume’s famous remarks in “Of Miracles.” Many of our beliefs are based on the testimony of others, and we seem to need a testimony-free basis for trusting those testimonies.15 As C. A. J. Coady argues in Testimony: A Philosophical Study (1992), Hume’s solution to the problem is not altogether unproblematic.16 The idea that we could find a testimony-free (inductive) basis for all our beliefs that rely on testimony sounds too optimistic, to say the least. Perhaps it is worth mentioning here that Keeley does not even try to solve this problem in his discussion, but takes it for granted that somehow beliefs that are based merely on testimony can be justified.17 

Non-Falsifiability Ext.
Conspiracy theories are non-falsifiable – our evidence will be used as proof of their argument

Basham 2003 [Lee Basham, professor of philosophy at South Texas College, “Malevolent Global Conspiracy”,  JOURNAL of SOCIAL PHILOSOPHY, Vol. 34 No. 1, Spring 2003, 91–103, Wiley] 

Because conspiracy theorists naturally invoke the idea that official explanations are in part or whole deceptions, they can rationally interpret prima facie evidence against their accounts (official reports, public statements and court of law testimonies by various government employees and others) as evidence for the conspiracy. Falsified evidence is precisely what a conspiracy theory predicts will be produced by governments and other players in ample amounts. Some might object to conspiracy theories simply because, for this reason, they are of limited falsifiability—in the extreme case, utterly unfalsifiable. In his critique of conspiracy theory, Brian Keeley is right to set aside this objection: “Unfalsifiability is only a reasonable criterion [of epistemic rejection] in cases where we do not have reason to believe that there are powerful agents seeking to steer our investigation away from the truth of the matter.”7 While falsifiability is an appropriate criterion in the case of natural science, a standard that includes such a criterion would rule out our initial inquiry into even authentic conspiracies like those involving President Richard Nixon or U.S. Army Colonel Oliver North. 

The non-falsifiability of conspiracy theories makes personal and public paranoia possible

Heins 2007 [Volker Heins is a German political scientist with expertise in democratic theory, international relations and globalization studies. He is a Senior Fellow at the Institute for Social Research in Frankfurt, Germany. “Critical theory and the traps of conspiracy thinking”, Philosophy Social Criticism 2007 33: 787, Sage] 

Conspiracies are a special case of strategic cooperation and at the same time they are the object of a particular species of everyday theories. The present article advances no hypotheses about whether communication about conspiracies is on the increase, or whether, if it is, that increase corresponds to a growth in actual conspiracies. It only seems clear to me that conspiracy theories have lost none of their appeal for the mass public in spite of numerous advances in democratization, liberalization and the expansion of education. Horkheimer made the attempt to incorporate quasi-conspiratorial alliances in his analysis of the present age – in competition with Frankfurt School arguments about ‘state capitalism’ – without actually focusing on the problematic nature of conspiracy thinking. Yet there are at least two reasons why such a focus would be desirable. First, theories about dangerous conspiracies can themselves constitute a danger if they are unprovable and if they concentrate the minds of the public on a single imaginary Other, thereby whipping up public anxiety. Second, conspiracy theories can be interpreted as rationalizations of the mute, inarticulate suffering of those who believe in them. Whereas older political theory emphasized the first aspect, more recently it is the second factor that has been stressed, namely the suffering that is caused by the ills of society and that finds linguistic expression in conspiracy theories. Believers of these theories are no longer regarded as potential public enemies, but as angst-ridden scaremongers. In order to formulate a provisional hypothesis that does justice to this suffering, I propose that we should make use of Franz Neumann’s concept of ‘political alienation’.37 For Neumann, Otto Kirchheimer and other members of the so-called ‘outer circle’ of the early Frankfurt School the power of organized groups in contemporary capitalist society was of primary interest. However, unlike ‘inner circle’ protagonists such as Adorno and Horkheimer, they did not accept the concept of an ‘all-embracing super group’ controlling social life and the production of truth: ‘No general cartel dominates our society.’38 The point of Neumann’s hypothesis was rather that alienation makes people wrongly believe in such all-powerful cartels. Alienation means: before the individual starts believing in alien powers bent on plotting against the world, she or he feels herself or himself to be an alien. Becoming an alien, psychologically speaking, implies being unable to connect to others in a meaningful way. The social world becomes all smoke and mirrors. However, this sense of disconnect and meaninglessness captures only half of the experience of alienation. The other half is constituted by a strong feeling of powerlessness vis-à-vis society.39 

Conspiracy theories rely on untestable questions and theories – they disregard all evidence questions making it impossible to prove wrong

Goertzel 94 – Professor at Rutgers University (Ted, “Belief in Conspiracy Theories”, JSTOR//ts)

Monological conspiracy thinkers do not search for factual evidence to test their theories. Instead, they offer the same hackneyed explanation for every problem—it's the conspiracy of the Jews, the capitalists, the patriarchy, the communists, the medical establishment, or whatever. In these cases, the proof which is offered is not evidence about the specific incident or issue, but the general pattern; for example, the X conspiracy has been responsible for all of our other problems, so it is obvious that X must be responsible for this one as well. For example. Crenshaw 11992) observed that black women have been racially and sexually abused by the white male power structure throughout American history. She then simply assumed that Anna Hill's allegations should be viewed as an example of this pattern, never stopping to examine the factual basis for the particular allegations at hand. To fully test the model of conspiratorial thinking as part of a monological belief system, we would need time series data to determine how change in belief about one conspiracy affects change in belief in another. On a more qualitative level, we would predict that monological conspiracy thinkers would be more likely to defend their beliefs about a given case by citing evidence about other cases. They would be less likely to rely on evidence which is available to everyone in public sources, and more likely to depend on untestable suppositions and abstract principles. It would be difficult to test these hypotheses with ques​tionnaire data, but they could be tested with content analyses of published litera​ture or with depth interviews.

Democracy Ext.
The self-fulfilling nature of conspiracy theories make political agency impossible – this ruptures democratic processes 

Hernáiz 2008 [Hugo Antonio Pérez Hernáiz is a sociologist from the Universidad Católica Andrés Bello, Caracas, Venezuela, and teaches social theory at the School of Sociology of the Universidad Central de Venezuela. He is a Ph.D. candidate of the Doctoral Program in Global Studies of Sophia University, “The Uses of Conspiracy Theories for the Construction of a Political Religion in Venezuela”, International Journal of Human and Social Sciences 3:4 2008, http://www.waset.org/journals/ijhss/v3/v3-4-31.pdf] 

This is not to deny the existence of foreign interest in Venezuela. There seems to be little doubt, for example, that the US government was involved in the coup attempt of April 2002 (although there was enough internal discontent to fuel the coup), and that the United States government would rather have President Chávez out of power, and has been very public about this. And there can be no doubt that, as the opposition claims, there are many Cuban officials in Venezuela and that Fidel Castro exercises an important (and public) influence on President Chávez. But, again, what is important for the argument made here is not the discussion of whether these conspiracy theories are true or not, but the way they are used as political tools and the institutional consequences of this use. Most serious of these consequences for any democratic system seems to be a loss of political agency. This means that both common people and the political elites lose the sense that politics is something that they are actually doing. For the whole of society politics becomes something that is acted in a remote, out of reach, place. In our case, if the conspiracy theories of the government and the opposition are combined, Venezuelans are not acting or participating politically, they are but the pawns of bigger transnational interests. In short: a picture emerges of a country half of which is controlled by Washington and half by Havana. Most importantly, president Chávez permanently reinforces this myth in his discourse. For example, during the electoral campaign of December 2006, Chávez refused to debate with the opposition candidate Manuel Rosales, or even acknowledge him by name, on the grounds that he was only an imperialist agent. He repeatedly declared that that electoral battle was not between an incumbent and an opposition candidate with different perspectives on national issues, but between Chávez and Imperialism, Globalization, Neo Liberalism etc, represented by the United States Government. Thus constructing a political discourse in which the real political struggle was not between two local legitimate, however different, political projects for the country, or between two different candidates, but between two powerful and removed men: Chávez and Bush. What was presented as being at stake was something of universal significance: not simple economic or social ideas for the solution of Venezuela’s problems, but grand ideological projects that happened to be fighting their latest battle in Venezuela. Faced with the choice, Venezuelans are asked to stand by their leader in the face of aggression from the outside, or become part of a conspiracy against him. All internal dissidence is but a local expression of that external aggression. Furthermore, conspiracy theories have sometimes the character of self-fulfilling prophecies. When democratic channels of participation are closed because they may be used by conspirators plotting to overthrow the regime, it is of course very likely that opponents to the system will chose to conspire against it instead of participate in it, thus fulfilling the fears of the conspiracy theorist. 

Conspiracy theories decrease the authority of public officials and undermine democracy

Van Horn 2010 [Chara Kay Van Horn, doctoral dissertation, “The Paranoid Style in an Age of Suspicion: Conspiracy Thinking and Official Rhetoric in Contemporary America”, http://digitalarchive.gsu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1025&context=communication_diss] 

Conspiracy theories become self-sealing because of their interaction with official discourse. Initial conspiracy theories, such as those from Bertrand Russell and David Ray Griffin, propose a series of questions, of queries, of concerns that they feel must be answered by official discourse. Yet, when confronting the evidence put forth in the commissions‘ reports, conspiracists are able to look to the authoritative texts, the government‘s truth about the event, and are then able to interrogate the evidence for its contradictions. Any questions that go unanswered, any perceived distortions of the evidence, any bit of information that does not ring true with conspiracists‘ understanding of an event becomes further proof that there was a conspiracy. In essence, official discourse provides the hierarchical function necessary for conspiracy theories to gain their signature self-sealing nature. Official discourse confronts the conspiratorial and then the conspiratorial confronts the official. In this way, both official and conspiratorial are reactionary modes of discourse; both are attempting to uncover the truth, but the conspiratorial is dependent upon the official to arrive at its next level of meaning. Official discourse plays into the hands of the conspiratorial. Any time a conspiracy theory is confronted by officials, conspiracists can take the result of the clash of ideas and use it as evidence that a conspiracy exists. Conspiracy theories, unlike their official counterparts, are not constrained by the conventions of their offices, the rules of evidence, and the restrictions imposed on them by the powers that be in telling their stories. Furthermore, because of their mutability, conspiracy theories are able to easily adapt to the emotional needs of their audiences. Official discourse does not have the luxury of mutability; it is supposed to serve as the definitive and final narrative of an event. Once it is completed, it is forever consigned to the annals of history unless a new investigation is opened. Even still, conspiracy theories are able to continually renew their claims because new information inevitably comes to light. As more documents become declassified, as more information about the secret dealings of the government comes to light, conspiracy theories have the opportunity to continually assert or reassert their arguments while official discourse remains largely fixed and stagnant. Conspiracy theories‘ cultural force now allows for conspiratorial understandings of significant historical events to gain presumptive power in the face of tragedy. Authority is no longer able to set the permissive terms of argument, choosing what to argue and how to argue it. Instead, authority finds itself vying for authority over other modes of discourse, including the conspiratorial. The burden of proof falls onto the shoulders of authority to not only make its case, but to simultaneously prove that there was no conspiracy on the part of the government.10 In essence, authority has to come out of its fortified position and attempt to make an argument against conspiracy claims, what Whately said can be viewed as a feeble attack. In confronting conspiracy beliefs, the official discourse becomes integral in the development of the conspiratorial and functions within the genre of the conspiracy argument, and, in this sense, is doomed to fail in containing conspiracy claims. If official discourse participates within the conspiratorial genre, and if official discourse is incapable of prevailing over conspiracy theories as a result, then it is revelatory of significant implications within political life. 

Conspiracy theories create Us-Them dichotomies which make conflict inevitable and destroy any possible democratic model

Berlet 9 – senior analyst at Political Research Associates in the Boston area. Analyzes civil liberties, social justice, rightwing groups, prejudice, systems of oppression, and scapegoating (Chip, june 19th, “Toxic to Democracy- Conspiracy Theories, demonization, and scapegoating”, http://www.publiceye.org/conspire/toxic2democracy/Toxic-2D-all-rev-04.pdf//ts)

In some cases, conspiracists see the devil in the details, and adopt apocalyptic visions of a huge impending battle between good and evil. This can lead to negative outcomes ranging from religious or ethnic bigotry to campaigns of expulsion to genocide. The term apocalypticism is a mouthful, but it is used here to denote a mindset or frame of reference common in conspiracist movements. Apocalyptic belief consists of several components: 1. The expectation that a confrontation is about to take place. 2. The confrontation will involve a battle between the forces of good and the forces of evil. 3. During the course of the confrontation hidden truths will be unveiled. 4. At the end of the confrontation the society will be dramatically altered—for better or for worse. Key to this concept of apocalypticism is the idea that time is running out, so an immediate response is required. Although apocalypticism was forged in religious belief systems, today it heats up many secular movements. The specific allegations embedded in destructive conspiracy theories change based on time and place, but the basic elements remain the same: • Dualistic Division: The world is divided into a good “Us” and a bad “Them.” • Demonizing Rhetoric: Our opponents are evil and subversive…maybe subhuman. • Targeting of Scapegoats: They are causing all our troubles—we are blameless. • An Apocalyptic Timetable: Time is running out and we must act immediately to stave off a cataclysmic event.  Professor Brenda E. Brasher notes that in this apocalyptic model, “People are cast in their roles as either enemy or friend, and there is no such thing as middle ground.” 38 It is this constellation of mutually reinforcing negative elements in conspiracism that makes it so dangerous to civil society. Conspiracism undermines democratic processes in the United States when apocalyptic mass movements blend conspiracy theories with dualism, demonization and the scapegoating of opponents. Conspiracism is toxic to democracy

Conspiracy theories are ahistorical and remove the possibility of individual agency

Hernáiz 2008 [Hugo Antonio Pérez Hernáiz is a sociologist from the Universidad Católica Andrés Bello, Caracas, Venezuela, and teaches social theory at the School of Sociology of the Universidad Central de Venezuela. He is a Ph.D. candidate of the Doctoral Program in Global Studies of Sophia University, “The Uses of Conspiracy Theories for the Construction of a Political Religion in Venezuela”, International Journal of Human and Social Sciences 3:4 2008, http://www.waset.org/journals/ijhss/v3/v3-4-31.pdf] 

However, social life may present us with far greater instances of conspiracies: Vast and powerful groups that try to impose their objectives through obscure and hidden mechanisms. They are portrayed in popular imagination and in literary fiction as meeting in shadowy places, away from the public light and, through procedures that are fundamentally undemocratic and secret, deciding upon the destiny of other people. Sometimes they represent unimportant and irrelevant groups that can only reach their objectives through an infinite chain of plots over plots. But more often they are groups with almost super natural powers over infinite human and material resources. We are thus faced with the assumption that conspiracies are ever-present in social life, but that there are many levels of conspiracies that follow a continuum, from limited and relatively innocuous plots, to world domination conspiracies. In this article, the term “conspiracy theories” will be used to define knowledge constructions that tend to the latter end of the continuum. We may have conspiracy theories about certain dealings that may go on inside our academic departments or we may think that the Jews are plotting to dominate the world. Both forms of conspiracy theories have ideological and political consequences, but here the interest will be with the political use of the second type of these theories. Karl Popper. Conspiracy Theories and Social Sciences The most often cited analysis of this second, grand type, of conspiracy theories is Karl Popper’s. His main argument will be briefly recounted here. In The Open Society and its Enemies, Popper describes a theory which is widely held but which assumes what I consider the very opposite of the true aim of the social science; I call it the ‘conspiracy theory of society’. It is the view that an explanation of a social phenomenon consists in the discovery of the men or groups who are interested in the occurrence of this phenomenon (sometimes it is a hidden interest which has first to be revealed), and who have planned and conspired to bring it about. [3] For Popper, conspiracy theories are simply wrong interpretations of reality, often used in social sciences they are, however, contrary to scientific aims. Conspiracy theories are derivations of Historicism, putting causes of social phenomena beyond the human realm, and are the consequences of a secularization of the religious belief that gods play with social life. The result is people who are not the agents of their own history, but only the pawns, either of other people, or of abstract groups or structures. 

Terrorism Ext.

Empirically, conspiracies have gripped Muslim countries and led to the rise of militant Islamism

Landes 2006 [Richard Landes, Associate Professor, Boston University, “Mainstreaming Conspiracy Theories”, Paper delivered at the conference on Antisemitism, Multi-culturalism and Ethnic Identity at Hebrew University under the auspices of the Vidal Sassoon Center for the Study of Antisemitism, June 16, 2006, http://www.theaugeanstables.com/multiple-part-essays/mainstreaming-conspiracy-theories]

 But in addition to new intensity since 2000, we also find an even more alarming switch from passive to active. Indeed the emergence of global Jihad has accompanied, fed, and ridden on the wave of this intensified conspiracism. One might suggest – I would – that the turn of the millennium has shifted the gears of the Muslim world from passive to active, that the narrative of conspiracy that had previously had so soporific an effect now offered the very rhetoric of incitement to aggression. This shift to the offensive, already in motion among certain, relatively marginal jihadi figures like Abdullah Azzam and Bin Laden and organizations like Hizbullah, Hamas and al Qaeda, first encountered success in the public arena with the outbreak of the Intifada in the Fall of 2000. The previously marginal found eager ears for conspiracist narratives that incited to action, not to fatalism, militant Islamism and global Jihad. From that point on a new and more aggressive form of Conspiracy theory took on world-wide proportions: from the outbreak of the Intifada, to the convening of the Durban conference, and 9-11. It continues to spread, from the Middle East to Europe, the USA, Far East Asia, etc. Like most active cataclysmic conspiracy theory (there is a massive conspiracy out there and we can and must fight it), this one has heavy doses of apocalyptic rhetoric, symbolism and, accordingly, absolutist logic. Suicide terrorism first receives its terrifying justification in the framework of an apocalyptic battle between good and evil; and after 2000, receives large majorities of support in opinion polls. In other words, in the Arab world, conspiracy theory has, since 2000, both taken over even more of the public sphere – i.e., taken over the mainstream – and gone active… a highly ominous development. 

Policy Making ext.

Conspiracy advocacies fail to offer real policy change – grounded in faulty evidence and sweeping generalizations

Berlet 9 – senior analyst at Political Research Associates in the Boston area. Analyzes civil liberties, social justice, rightwing groups, prejudice, systems of oppression, and scapegoating (Chip, june 19th, “Toxic to Democracy- Conspiracy Theories, demonization, and scapegoating”, http://www.publiceye.org/conspire/toxic2democracy/Toxic-2D-all-rev-04.pdf//ts)

Conspiracy theories are stories with a plot revealing who the good guys and bad guys are. As an overly-simplistic perceptual frame, conspiracism is rooted in the dualist view of a global battle between the forces of good and evil. This easily becomes a narrative form of scapegoating which lets real problems go unresolved by directing attention away from the real causes of structural problems. When conspiracists divide the world into polar opposites with little appreciation for complexity or nuance, the process of categorization is involved. Categorization is common among us humans, says psychologist Harrington. “That’s not to say that we have to see the world in terms of us-and-them, but it occurs quite frequently and at a young age.” Why is trying to argue with conspiracy theorists so frustrating? “Once an individual makes a deep investment into a belief system,” says Harrington, “it can be very difficult to dissuade them. Experiments have shown that we all, to some extent, have a ‘disconfirmation bias’ in which we try to explain away information that doesn’t fit what we already believe.” This selective form of perception allows conspiracy theorists to latch onto eccentric crumb-sized claims while ignoring mountains of easily-documented evidence. Ultimately, sometimes we don’t have enough evidence to solve a puzzle completely, and Harrington notes that some people “have a greater need for resolution of puzzles than others. Some people do appear to have a lesser tolerance for ambiguity than others.” Lacking information, these folks want to connect the dots without finishing their homework.

Conspiracies paralyze political processes

Van Horn 2010 [Chara Kay Van Horn, doctoral dissertation, “The Paranoid Style in an Age of Suspicion: Conspiracy Thinking and Official Rhetoric in Contemporary America”, http://digitalarchive.gsu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1025&context=communication_diss] 

Capitalizing on conspiracy fears in order to promote an agenda makes contemporary political life fraught with problems. Every belief, every fear, every conspiracy, every mistruth becomes fair game if it resonates with a public and can be exploited to forward an interest. Using conspiracy beliefs to garner support a frightening trend. In a society where a battle is being fought between the conspiratorial and the official, particularly in a society where the official is steadily losing ground to alternative explanations for events and occurrences, what gets determined as true and what gets labeled as conspiratorial may largely be determined by who is able to mobilize the most support for their version of reality. This polyphony of authority is dangerous because, as Hannah Arendt argued, ―The rule by nobody is not necessarily no-rule; it may indeed, under certain circumstances, even turn out to be one of its cruelest and most tyrannical versions.‖19 When officials use conspiracy beliefs to promote their own agendas, their opponents are then put into the unenviable position of having to defend themselves against such attacks, a quest that becomes almost impossible. Instead, the current political climate threatens to become one where the side who can mobilize the support of those with the most conspiratorial understanding of what is occurring in the political, social, and economic realms will gain power, thus begetting a continuous back-and-forth struggle among segments of the disenfranchised looking for a way to have some modicum of control over their lives. 

Conspiracies rupture effective government action

Goldberg 2010 [Robert A, Goldberg, University of Utah, “ENEMIES WITHIN: THE CONSPIRACY CULTURE OF MODERN AMERICA”, Lecture delivered at Florida Atlantic University, http://www.fau.edu/osullivan/images/Robert_A__Goldberg_booklet.pdf] 

Conspiracy thinking is not harmless. It is not merely wrong thinking and poor reasoning. Conspiracy theories are potentially dangerous because they demonize public officials and erode faith in national institutions. Negotiation and compromise become impossible when charges of betrayal and treason pepper debate. The loss of trust in America’s leaders and institutions has gone beyond healthy skepticism. Allegiance has become suspect and governance more difficult. This is not merely a matter of history. It is our present. Witness that the Secret Service reported more death threats against Barak Obama than any other president-elect. Twenty-five percent of Americans have heard the rumor that Obama is the Anti-Christ. Obama has also been tagged as a racist, Muslim, usurper, radical communist, Hitler, and Manchurian Candidate in both conspiracist and mainstream circles. A Birther movement insists that he was born in Kenya and is ineligible to be president of the United States. Fifty-eight percent of Republican voters believe that President Obama is not an American citizen or are unsure. In an August, 2010 poll coinciding with Obama’s birthday, 27 percent of Americans remained convinced that he was not or probably was not born in the United States. Eleven members of the U.S. House of Representatives have sponsored a bill requiring future presidential candidates to provide proof of citizenship. This despite repeated confirmations of his American citizenship, that hundreds of people would have to be in on the plot, and that a time machine would be necessary to plant false evidence. Yet, CNN’s Lou Dobbs concluded, “questions won’t go away.”17  Conspiracy thinking will not go away. It is a long time American tradition. We must learn to inoculate ourselves from it by education. Do not accept the sensational, however tantalizing and emotionally soothing it appears. Do not deny your American birthright to question. Reach beyond easily answers. Read, question, and think. Conspiracy theories, must not by default, become the conventional wisdom. 

Placing conspiracy theories in public debate undermines political action – results in the alienation of politics

Barkun 11 – professor emeritus of political science in the Maxwell School at Syracuse University (Michael, “The Psychology of the 'Birther' Myth”, http://www.nytimes.com/roomfordebate/2011/04/21/barack-obama-and-the-psychology-of-the-birther-myth/conspiracy-theories-in-politics//salathe)

The “birther” idea has “legs.” So what conclusions can we draw ? Two, I think, are primary. First, this is yet another demonstration of the degree to which conspiracy ideas have saturated the culture. For clearly the “birthers” think a conspiracy conceals President Obama’s “real” origins. While tales of secret plots might seem innocent enough in entertainment vehicles like The X-Files or Angels & Demons, they clearly constitute part of a world-view for increasing numbers of people. Ideas like the “birther conspiracy” would not have gotten the traction they currently have 30 years ago. This perspective sees events as controlled by some hidden hand. For conspiracists, nothing is as it seems, nothing happens by accident, and everything is connected, with no room for accident or coincidence. They believe themselves to possess hidden knowledge of how the world “really” operates, while everyone else has been duped. Such beliefs about hidden cabals and secret knowledge have always existed. They can be found in the earliest days of the Republic. What is different now is the way they spread. And that brings us to the second factor. Ideas like the “birther conspiracy” would surely never have gotten the traction they currently have 25 or 30 years ago. The difference lies in the radical transformation of the media environment. Before, say, the early or mid-1990s, that environment consisted primarily of major newspapers, television and radio networks, newsweeklies, and wire services, with gatekeepers filtering their content. But now the Internet has dramatically expanded the playing field, producing massive amounts of unfiltered content, widely distributed through the blogosphere. A dangerous implication of these two factors is their potential to undercut the legitimacy of institutions, since the “birther” idea erodes the legitimacy of the presidential office by implying that Barack Obama has no right to occupy it. Equally disturbing, this kind of conspiracism implies that conventional political action and the electoral process are meaningless. The consequence is political alienation.

AT: We’re not a conspiracy 

Conspiracy theories are identified by their self-sealing nature and distrust of powerful agents

Sunstein and Vermeule 8 – Karl N. Llewellyn Distinguished Service Professor of Jurisprudence, University of Chicago and Professor of Law, Harvard Law School (1/15/08, Cass and Adrian, “Conspiracy Theories”, http://visibility911.com/blog/wp-content/uploads/2010/01/SSRN-id1084585.pdf)

 Under this account, conspiracy theories are a subset of the large category of false beliefs, and also of the somewhat smaller category of beliefs that are both false and harmful. Consider, for example, the beliefs that prolonged exposure to sunlight is actually healthy and that climate change is neither occurring nor likely to occur. These beliefs are (in our view) both false and dangerous, but as stated, they do not depend on, or posit, any kind of conspiracy theory. We shall see that the mechanisms that account for conspiracy theories overlap with those that account for false and dangerous beliefs of all sorts, including those that fuel anger and hatred.14 But as we shall also see, conspiracy theories have some distinctive features, above all because of their self-sealing quality; the very arguments that give rise to them, and account for their plausibility, make it more difficult for outsiders to rebut or even to question them. Conspiracy theories generally attribute extraordinary powers to certain agents – to plan, to control others, to maintain secrets, and so forth. Those who believe that those agents have such powers are especially unlikely to give respectful attention to debunkers, who may, after all, be agents or dupes of those who are responsible for the conspiracy in the first instance. It is comparatively easier for government to dispel false and dangerous beliefs that rest, not on a self-sealing conspiracy theory, but on simple misinformation or on a fragile social consensus. The simplest governmental technique for dispelling false (and also harmful) beliefs – providing credible public information – does not work, in any straightforward way, for conspiracy theories. This extra resistance to correction through simple techniques is what makes conspiracy theories distinctively worrisome. 

Conspiracies challenges the traditional notions of public transparency

Dean 2k – associate professor of political science at Hobart and William Smith Colleges (2000, Jodi Dean, “Theorizing Conspiracy Theory”, Project Muse)

Conspiracy thinking is a method for thinking critically when caught within the governing assumptions of a public sphere. So the problem with conspiracy thinking is not its failure to comply with public reason but its very compliance, a compliance that reiterates some of these assumptions even as it contests others, a compliance that demonstrates all too clearly the paranoia, surveillance, and compulsive will to know within the ideal of publicity. Thus, conspiracy theory rejects the myth of a transparent public sphere, a sphere where others can be trusted (and, importantly, conspiracy theory doesn't claim with certainty that no one can be trusted; it claims an uncertainty as to whether anyone can be trusted), although it continues to rely on revelation. In so doing, it demonstrates the constitutive antagonism between transparency and revelation, the antagonism of a notion of the public that ultimately depends on secrecy: if everything and everyone were transparent, there would be nothing to reveal. We might say that, by reiterating the compulsions of publicity, conspiracy's attempts to uncover the secret assemble information regarding the contexts, terms, and conditions of surveillance, discovery, and visibility in a culture where democracy is conceived within a hegemonic notion of the public sphere. When publicity feeds the mediated networks of the information age, conspiracy theory challenges the presumption that what we see on the screens, what is made visible in traditional networks and by traditional authorities, is not itself invested in specific lines of authorization and subjection. 

Conspiracy theories seek to explain an event by referencing powerful and secret organizations

Sunstein and Vermeule 8 – Karl N. Llewellyn Distinguished Service Professor of Jurisprudence, University of Chicago and Professor of Law, Harvard Law School (1/15/08, Cass and Adrian, “Conspiracy Theories”, http://visibility911.com/blog/wp-content/uploads/2010/01/SSRN-id1084585.pdf)

There has been much discussion of what, exactly, counts as a conspiracy theory, and about what, if anything, is wrong with those who hold one. 11 Of course it would be valuable to specify necessary and sufficient conditions for such theories, in a way that would make it possible to make relevant distinctions. We bracket the most difficult questions here and suggest more intuitively that a conspiracy theory can generally be counted as such if it is an effort to explain some event or practice by reference to the machinations of powerful people, who have also managed to conceal their role. This account seems to capture the essence of the most prominent and influential conspiracy theories. Consider, for example, the view that the Central Intelligence Agency was responsible for the assassination of President John F. Kennedy; that doctors deliberately manufactured the AIDS virus; that the 1996 crash of TWA flight 800 was caused by a U.S. military missile; that the theory of global warming is a deliberate fraud; that the Trilateral Commission is responsible for important movements of the international economy; that Martin Luther King, Jr., was killed by federal agents; that the plane crash that killed Democrat Paul Wellstone was engineered by Republican politicians; that the moon landing was staged and never actually occurred. 1 

Conspiracies are marked by doubt and suspicion with underlying paranoia that manifests itself in the constant demand for information and truth

Dean 2k – associate professor of political science at Hobart and William Smith Colleges (2000, Jodi Dean, “Theorizing Conspiracy Theory”, Project Muse)

In contrast, in his introduction to the collection Paranoia Within Reason, George Marcus emphasizes two components of contemporary life that ready it for the installation of conspiracy: the mentality of the Cold War and the crisis of representation often denoted as the postmodern. The contribution from Kathleen Stewart elaborates on this answer, linking the rise in conspiracy thinking to networked communications: "The Internet was made for conspiracy theory: it is a conspiracy theory: one thing leads to another, always another link leading you deeper into no thing and no place." (18).[7] Through a conjuration that simultaneously invokes and exorcises a delusion of totality, the pale blue glow of digitized information circulates through and interconnects nearly all commercially available media. Books, magazines, television, video, movies, newspapers, tabloids, tapes, e-zines, and websites, each cross-references, legitimizes, and undermines the other. That cultural practices intersect, reinforce, and complicate each other isn't itself new -- but technoculture's degree of saturation is.[8] Accordingly, we might understand the reappearance of conspiracy theory on the radar of academic theory and traditional media as reconfigured engagement with problems of uncertainty and the boundaries of the political. In the wake of McCarthy and the throws of the Cold War, American historians and social scientists elaborated a theory of democratic politics that could allow for balanced conflict. They wanted to give an account of ordered political disagreement capable of avoiding the conformist extremes they identified in communism and consumerism, on the one hand, and the irrational extremes of paranoid and authoritarian personalities, on the other. Fenster's Conspiracy Theories provides a thorough and nuanced account of these efforts as they worked themselves out in pluralist democratic theory and consensus conceptions of the history of American politics. Historians and political scientists alike dealt with political uncertainty by psychologizing it, treating it as deviant, and rendering it outside the bounds of "normal political processes of bargain and compromise" (19, quoting Richard Hofstadter's influential essay, "The Paranoid Style in American Politics"). Fenster writes: "Afraid of the decay of American politics and culture by the onslaught of post-war technological and social changes, Hofstadter, his contemporaries, and his followers constituted a notion of the pathological political Other as that which lay beyond the pale of political discourse" (18). If Hofstadter's work, specifically, and the pluralist theorists' and consensus historians' concern with conspiracy, more generally, mark the initial production of the boundaries of the political in the post-war era, then the return to conspiracy might well denote its closure. Conspiracy, in other words, might suture a certain conception of the political. Its contemporary reconsideration may then mark a turning point insofar as the conditions for the pluralist theory so preoccupied with excluding extremes no longer hold. Put somewhat differently, current preoccupations with conspiracy might click on a growing realization that the presuppositions of pluralist theory, the bounded political normal, the rational, discursive, procedural public sphere, are fictions that have lost a plausibility they never really had.  The title to the Marcus volume highlights the loss of the fiction of plausibility attached to the rational public sphere -- Paranoia Within Reason. Observing that Hofstadter fails to appreciate the reasonableness of conspiracy thinking, Marcus explains: "We wish mainly to deepen and amend Hofstadter's study precisely by coming to terms with the paranoid style, not as distanced from the 'really' rational by exoticized groups with which it is usually associated in projects of targeted critique of expose, but within reason, as a 'reasonable' component of rational and commonsensical thought and experience in certain contexts" (2). Like other Enlightenment theories with claims to truth and reason, conspiracy theory links facticity, causality, coherence, and rationality. And, like other Enlightenment theories, conspiracy theories are marked by a drive to know and uncover the truth. They suspect. They express the sense that something has been withheld, that all the facts aren't known, that what we see isn't all there is. As if inspired by the mantras of global technoculture, conspiracy theory demands more information. Too humble to offer a totalizing account, too aware that the whole, the global, resists imagining (something is always left out), its accumulated assertions remind us that we don't know. A "casebook" of the tendencies and situations through which conspiracy haunts contemporary society, Paranoia Within Reason presents the diversity among paranoid intensities and conspiratorial assemblages of information. Few of its essays reduce conspiracy thinking to a style, a preoccupation with plot, or a pathology motivated by exclusion. Rather, the chapters take up conspiratorial articulations of power and agency, publicity and secrecy, in the security and exchange commission, quantum mechanics, amusement parks, Russian gangs, philosophy of language, as well as Waco, Gulf War syndrome, and multiple personality disorder. In so doing, the volume's contents display the instability of distinctions between the conspiratorial and the 'normal.' Its methodological use of interviews keeps alive the way "some of the subjects move from a sense of being completely outside a world in which conspiracies operate, perpetrated by others, and of which they are victims, to the more ambiguous situation of suddenly discovering oneself implicated in or complicit with conspiratorial processes and movements emanating from a mysterious elsewhere" (7). To think conspiratorially, to posit links between actions and events, to imagine that there is an other working behind the scenes, may well be reasonable, inseparable from reason, part of the very operation of reason. Indeed, could it not be the case that denying this paranoid core is precisely that intrusion of irrationality, of affective extremism, that empowers reason with its undeniable coercive force? Paranoia Within Reason's attunement to the suspicions and uncertainties in conspiracy thinking contrasts with a more common interpretation of conspiracy theory as totalizing and absolutist. Hofstadter, for example, criticizes conspiracy theory for its overwhelming coherence: "it leaves no room for mistakes, failures, or ambiguities . . . it believes that it is up against an enemy who is as infallibly rational as he is totally evil, and it seeks to match his imputed total competence with its own, leaving nothing unexplained and comprehending all of reality in one overreaching consistent theory."[9] But as the essays in Paranoia Within Reason make clear, even if once upon a time conspiracy theorists offered totalizing systems mapping the hidden machinations of Illuminati, Freemasons, Bilderburgers, and Trilateralists (and, in fact, I don't think they ever did but won't argue the point here), the defining feature of the conspiratorial haunting of the present is doubt, uncertainty, and the sense that if anything is possible, then reality itself is virtual (or at least as variable as neurotransmitters and computer effects). 
Conspiracy theories are defined as beliefs that deal with group plots, world domination, and knowledge construction

Hernáiz 8 Profesor Instructor at Universidad Central de Venezuela (Hugo, “The Uses of Conspiracy Theories for the Construction of a Political Religion in Venezuela”, http://www.waset.org/journals/ijhss/v3/v3-4-31.pdf//ts)
We are thus faced with the assumption that conspiracies are ever-present in social life, but that there are many levels of conspiracies that follow a continuum, from limited and relatively innocuous plots, to world domination conspiracies. In this article, the term “conspiracy theories” will be used to define knowledge constructions that tend to the latter end of the continuum. We may have conspiracy theories about certain dealings that may go on inside our academic departments or we may think that the Jews are plotting to dominate the world. Both forms of conspiracy theories have ideological and political consequences, but here the interest will be with the political use of the second type of these theories.
AT: Our Theory is True

The truth value of their epistemic project is irrelevant – we should examine the underlying motives of conspiracy to more accurately understand the influence of societal forces

Keeley 1999 [Brian Keeley, Washington University in St. Louis, “OF CONSPIRACY THEORIES”,  The Journal of Philosophy, Vol. 96, No. 3 (Mar., 1999), pp. 109-126, JSTOR] 

 Before continuing, I should emphasize that at no point should the reader conclude that I am giving arguments for or against the truth of any given explanation. The issue here is not whether aliens are indeed visiting our planet, or whether Oswald acted alone. Ultimately, in these cases, there is a historical fact of the matter. These facts are not manifest, however, and we must theorize and speculate as to what has happened. The issue here is one of warranted belief. In other words, it may well be correct that "the truth is out there," but given our epistemic situation, we ought not necessarily believe everything which is, in fact, true. In this respect, we are in the same situation as Hume. As Thomas Huxley observed, Hume cannot say that miracles have never happened, only that, even if they have, we have no warrant to believe them. Hume has no way of determining, with certainty, whether Jesus turned stone into bread and fed the multitude. Maybe He did or maybe he did not. Hume is in a position, however, to say whether we ought to believe this miracle occurred given the evidence at hand (or even given the possible evidence at hand).

Understanding why we are not warranted in believing certain conspiracy theories can make clearer why we ought to believe the things that we should. I propose to make a study of UCTs, and in determining where they go wrong, attempt to tell a story about explanation properly conducted. In the following section, I shall turn to a recent event that has spawned a significant number of conspiracy theories: the Oklahoma City bombing. This discussion of a real event and the conspiracy theories (some warranted, some not) will help me illustrate the analysis provided in the rest of the paper. In section HI, I shall discuss the problem of trying to define UCTs and illustrate the difficulties for finding analytic criteria for distinguishing good from bad conspiracy theories. I turn to the alleged virtues of UCTs in section IV in order to explain both their current popularity as well as the grounds we have for ultimately rejecting them. Such explanations feature significant degrees of explanatory breadth and are not simply unfalsifiable in nature. But continued belief in a UCT requires more and more pervasive skepticism in people and public institutions. This leads me in section V to a discussion of conspiratorial thinking in the context of competing visions of the nature of the world. I suggest that confronting UCTs forces us to choose between the pervasive skepticism entailed by these theories and an absurdist view of the world entailed by their rejection. I conclude by suggesting that it is philosophy's job to show us the way out of this dilemma.

AT: We Only Defend One Conspiracy

All conspiracy theories are intrinsically connected—defending the validity of one binds you to the rest

Goshorn 2k – Professeur Associe at Universite Stendhal, Grenoble III, France (2000, Keith, “Strategies of Deterrence and Frames Of Containment: On Critical Paranoia And Anti-Conspiracy Discourse”, Project Muse)

No analysis of any recent manifestations of conspiracy theory can be adequate without a familiarity with the broad range of discourses that are stigmatized by this categorical branding, and without some specific familiarity with the alleged "conspiracies" that are described, and, most importantly some familiarity with the existing state of research into the evidence for, or against, such conspiracies. The greatest weakness of academic studies in this area to date has been their characteristic unwillingness to address the truth claims of conspiracy theories; not having done their own research in these areas, many writers often have been ill-prepared to judge whether a given "theory" was sheer speculation, confirmable fact, or somewhere in between. 10. No discussion of any recent "outbreaks" of public paranoia can be complete without taking into account the century-long history of deliberately manufactured public paranoia campaigns undertaken with periodic intensity and massive funding by organizations with over-lapping financial and political goals. In the case of the United States, when the whole of American culture has long been saturated with complex and over-determined layers of public fear--commodified fears, politically manipulated fears, legitimate and illegitimate fears, everyday fears--there is something rather curious, if not absurd or perverse, in singling out certain sectors of the public or certain essentialized "mentalities" for their preoccupation with "paranoia." Brian Massumi has offered a more appropriate analysis in stating that today (in North America at least): "Fear is not fundamentally an emotion. It is the objectivity of the subjective under late capitalism."[5] Discussions of public fears today cannot be adequately grounded without consideration of the Creel Commission efforts in World War I (the "Committee for Public Information"), followed by the continued amplification of fear and paranoia in the "Red Scare" period and the Palmer Raids of the early FBI, to the (relatively unsuccessful) campaigns undertaken in the late 1930's against the New Deal policies as "dangerous socialism," and again in the late 1940s with the rising pitch of anti-communist rhetoric. [6] The Cold War's pre-calculated campaigns to generate and exploit public fear started with early counsel to President Truman which advised that to sell the American public a new plan for increased militarization of the economy just after WWII he would have to "...scare the hell out of them..." by warning of the threat of an "international communist conspiracy." All of these efforts were executive-level designs towards creating and substituting other public fears in order to deflect attention from existing financial crises and ideological struggles which threatened to unravel positive support for corporate business and finance political perspectives. Counter to prevailing views about "paranoid" conspiracy theories, many recent political critiques branded as such have not participated in amplifying such exploitative crises, but rather have concerned themselves with revealing the various hidden agendas behind such manipulation of public fears. 

Self-Fulfilling Turn

Turn - Conspiracy theories are self-fulfilling prophecies that make authoritarian power possible

Hernáiz 2008 [Hugo Antonio Pérez Hernáiz is a sociologist from the Universidad Católica Andrés Bello, Caracas, Venezuela, and teaches social theory at the School of Sociology of the Universidad Central de Venezuela. He is a Ph.D. candidate of the Doctoral Program in Global Studies of Sophia University, “The Uses of Conspiracy Theories for the Construction of a Political Religion in Venezuela”, International Journal of Human and Social Sciences 3:4 2008, http://www.waset.org/journals/ijhss/v3/v3-4-31.pdf] 

The process of institutional transformation in Venezuela is complicated and uncertain. This article has attempted to show how conspiracy theories have been consistently used as an important part of the discourse to justify these transformations. Furthermore it has presented the ways in which conspiracy theories are used, not only as justifying discourse, but also as political tools to facilitate the substitution of new institutions for old. Focusing on conspiracy theories does not give a complete picture of missionary political discourse on the transformation process of institutions, but it does give an idea of how this discourse is produced and used as a political tool for transformation. 

Opinions on the possible results of this process seem to be polarized between those who believe that the current Venezuelan political process will result in a new, more popular and participatory form of democracy, and those who believe that it will result in a sort of re-enactment of the totalitarian systems of the twentieth century. In any case, as should be clear from the case presented here, the more general political consequences of a constant use of conspiracy theories in political discourse is the loss of a sense of political agency by the actors. Only mentioned, and not explored here in detail, is the fact that the opposition responds to official discourse with conspiracy theories of its own: Fidel Castro and the Cuban secret service are behind every action of the government, and the thousands of Cuban doctors imported by Chávez to staff the health care program Mision Barrio Adentro are in reality agents of that Cuban secret service. According to the opposition, the government rigs all elections by complicated electronic maneuvers that blind national and international independent observers. But even more serious, as channels of political participation for traditional actors are closed by state centralization and control, the opposition does, in effect, resort to conspiratorial methods to try and gain power.6 This creates a cycle of self fulfilling prophecies that narrows political discourse, both by opposition and government, to a conspiracy discourse of institutions supposedly controlled by external powers beyond the individuals or groups that actually make those institutions function. If the actors subscribe to this explanation given by the leader, they are put into a form of political blackmail: the only option they have in order to regain a sense of political agency is to completely put themselves, and all institutions, in the hands of an all powerful leader, and follow him as foot soldiers to the final battle against the conspirators. The paradoxical result of this attempt to regain agency for the people, could be to lose it in the hands of an ever more absolute and powerful leader. 

Cap Links

Modernity has commodified conspiracies, which destroys solvency and furthers capitalism

Birchall 2006 [Clare Birchall is a lecturer at the University of Kent and writes about television and film for The Guardian, “Knowledge goes pop: from conspiracy theory to gossip”, Google Books] 

DeLillo succinctly captures the generalization of paranoia and its escalating play as a signifier. As I have pointed out above, conspiracy theory, connected to but not synonymous with paranoia, has undergone a similar process of commodification since the early 1990s. The way in which the film Conspiracy Theory enlists the signifier, for instance, assumes that audiences can be attracted through generic appeal. 'Conspiracy theory' thus starts to signify a marketable category rather than a subterranean activity. In The X-Files, Agent Mulder has a poster in his office that resonates ironically in light of the depleted investment consumers of conspiracy display: it reads 'I want to believe', in reference to the existence of extra-terrestrials. The way in which desire to believe displaces belief as the object of the sentence indicates the ever-receding or deferred position of belief if we are to think of it as an unobtainable desired object (or stance from which a subject might speak). The audience, in fact, is being asked to suspend its disbelief, rather than to believe. Our investment in the narrative is always negatively defined. Like Mulder's scientifically grounded partner, Agent Scully, the audience does not have to wholly relinquish its dominant discourse in order to align itself with Mulder. Mark Fenster reads such a situation as allowing an aestheticized relationship between conspiracy theorists and theory to dominate the scene (1999: xxi). All of which suggests that we can employ a kind of knowledge as just another fashion accessory, for the sub- or popular-cultural capital it might bestow upon us. Taking 'belief out of the equation means that conspiracy theory can be marketed to, and parodicaily adopted by, those concerned with a generalized, rather than specific, conspiracy or injustice. On a potentially positive note, conspiracy theory can come to signal a healthy scepticism towards official accounts and encourage active readers without requiring an investment in each conspiracy narrative. Because of the way in which power is organized, this ironic stance suggests, these stories might as well be true, or it might serve us well to act as if they are. This logic recalls a remark by one of Don DeLillo's characters in his conspiracy saturated novel, Underworld. Believe everything. Everything is true' (1997:801); or another's: [a conspiracy theory is] easy to believe. We'd be stupid not to believe it. Knowing what we know'(1997:289). According to this rationale, the redundancy of belief has not led to its eradication, but generalization. If we believe everything it will be because certain covert acts of aggression that have subsequently come to light (like those conducted under America's infamous Counterintelligence Program) will have meant that the possibility of conspiracy has been irrevocably posited. Douglas Kellner echoes this position when he writes: 'distrust in the face of science, technology, government, and conventional attitudes forces an individual to penetrate beneath the lies and illusions, to seek the truth' (1999: 170). He thinks that this quest might take the form of a search for new modes of representation and enquiry. A pragmatic cynicism towards official narratives might result from a commercially mediated conspiracy theory, and this could prompt a deeper questioning of epistemological apparatuses, but such optimism is usually quelled in the face of assumptions about conspiracy theory's lack of political resonance.22 There is a risk that the aestheticization of conspiracy theory only serves to depoliticize any challenging or radical potential it might have had (we could, however, think this is a good thing in relation to right wing Militia groups). A commodified version of conspiracy theory must be seen to highlight the way in which conspiracy theory provides us with no line of action, or renders impotent its disruptive potential. Such criticisms have been lodged against conspiracy theory by many cultural commentators. For example. Mark Fenster recognizes that 'conspiracy as play may at its best represent a productive and challenging cultural and political practice', but feels that it is more often 'a cynical abandonment of profound political realities that merely reaffirms the dominant political order' and substitutes fears of all-powerful conspiratorial groups for political activism and hope' (1999:219). However, what I will go on to suggest in the next chapter is that the way in which conspiracy theory exceeds or complicates a (whether positive or negative) narrowly defined political invest​ment is far more informative. For conspiracy theory appeals (to varying degrees in different contexts) both politically engaged and deeply ineffectual in the realm of democratic politics. Knight (2001) helpfully relates this apparently contradictory status to the way in which conspiracy theory is employed in both an ironic and earnest fashion. In this way, conspiracy theory* is characterized by a continual oscillation between the figural and the literal. For example, because the effects of institutionalized racism, make it look as if there has been a conspiracy, exactly how these theories are being invoked by African American communities becomes undecidable. Do such conspiracy theories refer to an actual conspiracy or merely something like conspiracy? As I go on to look at my two case studies, I want to keep the ambivalences identified above in mind - the ambivalent status of both conspiracist belief, and conspiracy theory's claims. For I think ambivalence accounts for the anxiety which attends conspiracy theories in the public realm and an attitude that sees conspiracist ideas as a rational reaction to the current political climate. Ultimately, however, as I will go on to consider in the next chapter, the inability of the 'official' accounts of each event to contain interpretation and prevent a turn to popular knowledge, will challenge any optimistic or pessimistic reading of these conspiracy theories.

Conspiracies further capitalism – they paralyze class consciousness and extend the current economic system

Willman 1998 [Skip Willman, dissertation, Doctor of Philosophy in the Department of English, Indiana University, “Suspicious Constellations: Conspiracy and Contingency in Postmodern Culture”, August 1998, ProQuest] 

 According to Frederic Jameson, conspiracy theory represents a symptom of late capitalism and "must be seen as a degraded attempt— through the figuration of advanced technology—to think the impossible totality of the contemporary world system" (Postmodernism 38). The conspiratorial narrative has become something of a preoccupation for Jameson; in a later essay, Jameson echoes his earlier diagnosis: "Conspiracy. . . is the poor person's cognitive mapping in the postmodern age; it is a degraded figure of the total logic of late capital, a desperate attempt to represent the latter's system, whose failure is marked by its slippage into sheer theme and content" ("Cognitive Mapping" 356). While Jameson's description of conspiracy theory with its curious choice of adjectives ("poor person's cognitive mapping," "degraded," and "desperate") betrays a certain mandarin distaste for both the common and the overtly political (perhaps inherited from Adorno), this passage illustrates his predilection for form, wherein the conspiratorial narrative represents an "imaginary or formal solution" to an "unresolvable social contradiction" (Political Unconscious 79). In his full-fledged analysis of conspiracy films in The Geopolitical Aesthetic, Jameson discusses the conditions of possibility for this turn to the conspiratorial form: In the widespread paralysis of the collective or social imaginary, to which 'nothing occurs' (Karl Kraus) when confronted with the ambitious program of fantasizing an economic system on the scale of the globe itself, the older motif of conspiracy knows a fresh lease on life, as a narrative structure capable of reuniting the minimal basic components: a potentially infinite network, along with a plausible explanation of its invisibility; or in other words, the collective and the epistemological. (9) Jameson bemoans the "widespread paralysis of the collective or social imaginary" which resurrects in conspiracy theory a residual form of historical causality or understanding, but elsewhere he accounts for this failure in terms of our "spatial and social confusion" (Postmodernism 54) in the wake of the transition into late or multinational capitalism: "this latest mutation in space--postmodern hyperspace--has finally succeeded in transcending the capacities of the individual human body to locate itself, to organize its immediate surroundings perceptually, and cognitively to map its position in a mappable external world" (44). Thus, Jameson describes the "figuration of conspiracy" as an unconscious attempt "to think a system so vast that it cannot be encompassed by the natural and historically developed categories of perception with which human beings normally orient themselves" (The Geopolitical Aesthetic 2). In other words, conspiracy theory designates an attempt to represent the social totality in an era in which the capacity of the individual subject to comprehend this totality has been eclipsed by the development of multinational capitalism. 

Conspiracy theories are inevitably commodified —that depoliticizes the movement and turns any spillover effect

Birchall 2 –  University of Kent, Faculty Member, School of Social Policy, Sociology and Social Research (2002, Claire, “The Commodification of Conspiracy Theory”, Conspiracy Nation, ed. Peter Knight. NYU Press, 2002. pp.233-254)

This is not conspiracy theory as, say, the John Birch Society or Kennedy assassination researchers conceive it, in which some past historical moment has been tragically lost because of the machinations of a secret, evil group and must be regained; instead, this is conspiracy as a transhistorical structure infusing all of human experience, past, present, and future, and as a positively enervating experience, approaching the manically depressive pessimism of conspiracy theory with an ironic, cynical detachment from its dystopian implications.8 Fenster depicts a type of conspiracy theorist who distances him/herself from the logical implications of what it means to believe in a conspiracy theory: how agency is asserted but simultaneously rendered impotent by belief in an all-embracing conspiracy. He suggests that an ironic relation to conspiracy theory is a way of mediating this inherent paradox. The commodification of conspiracy theory is inextricably linked to this detachment because it facilitates the marketing of conspiracy theory to a much larger consumer group or audience than a core group of "believers."9 Taking "belief" out of the equation means that conspiracy theory can be marketed to, and parodically adopted by, those concerned with a generalized, rather than specific, conspiracy or injustice. On a potentially positive note, conspiracy theory can come to signify cynicism toward official accounts without requiring conspiracy theorists to invest in each conspiracy narrative. Because of the way power is organized, this parodic configuration suggests, these stories might as well be true, or it might serve us well to act as if they are. This logic recalls a remark by one of Don DeLillo's characters in Underworld: "Believe everything. Everything is true"; or another's: "[a conspiracy theory is] easy to believe. We'd be stupid not to believe it. Knowing what we know."10 Why shouldn't we believe in the most outlandish conspiracies against the public, the argument goes, since the most incredible of all—which has ensured our enslavement to nuclear energy and weapons—has already been committed? According to this rationale, the redundancy of belief has not eradicated belief but led to its generalization. If we believe everything it will be because certain covert acts of aggression that have subsequently come to light (like those conducted under the notorious Counterintelligence Program, for example) will have meant that the possibility of conspiracy has been irrevocably posited. The remarks of DeLillo's characters indicate that information is neutralized without the investments of stock grand narratives. That is not to say that information was once either "true" or "false," but that the representational attributions "true" and "false" are exposed as unstable once metanarratives are questioned. Douglas Kellner writes that "distrust in the face of science, technology, government, and conventional attitudes forces an individual to penetrate beneath the lies and illusions, to seek the truth."11 He thinks that this quest might take the form of a search for new modes of representation and inquiry. A pragmatic cynicism toward official narratives might result from a commercially mediated conspiracy theory, and this could prompt a deeper questioning of epistemo-logical apparatuses, but such optimism is usually quelled in the face of assumptions about conspiracy theory's lack of political resonance.12 There is the risk that the aestheticization of conspiracy theory only serves to depoliticize any challenging or radical potential it might have had.13 A commodified version of conspiracy theory highlights the way conspiracy theory provides us with no line of action, or renders its disruptive potential impotent. Such criticisms have been lodged against conspiracy theory as a whole, whether apparently marginal or mainstream, by Fenster. While he recognizes that "conspiracy as play may at its best represent a productive and challenging cultural and political practice," Fenster feels that it is more often "a cynical abandonment of profound political realities that merely reaffirms the dominant political order" and "substitutes fears of all-powerful conspiratorial groups for political activism and hope."14 

Conspiracies focus on flashpoints of history instead of the class conflict that is responsible for the course of history

Willman 1998 [Skip Willman, dissertation, Doctor of Philosophy in the Department of English, Indiana University, “Suspicious Constellations: Conspiracy and Contingency in Postmodern Culture”, August 1998, ProQuest] 

While the impulse which gives rise to conspiracy theory may be Utopian, the "failure" of the various manifestations of conspiracy theory, in Jameson's eyes, involves the "slippage into sheer theme and content" (356). What precisely does he mean by this "slippage"? And why does he disparage "theme and content" in conspiracy theory? In my own reading, Jameson presumably bemoans the fact that conspiracy theories tend to coalesce around traumatic events, the JFK assassination, for instance, which we will examine later in detail, or spurious objects, such as UFOs. For the committed Marxist, the "real" problem is, of course, the capitalist relations of production, the form in which our lives are lived. The disappearance of class from the social equation designates the principal problem Jameson has with conspiracy theory. Of course. Jameson identifies the disappearance of class as a crucial problem with American society in general. However, Jameson argues that the class content of the historical materials filters through the political unconscious in disguised form, necessitating a symptomatic and often allegorical reading of the conspiratorial text for this buried historical subtext. For example, Jameson first establishes the link between postmodernism (conceived here as a historical period synonymous with the emergence of late or multinational capitalism) and conspiracy theory in a mode of contemporary literature he dubs "high-tech paranoia" (Postmodernism 38). He argues that the "technology of contemporary society is therefore mesmerizing and fascinating," particularly in cyberpunk, "because it seems to offer some privileged representational shorthand for grasping a network of power and control even more difficult for our minds and imaginations to grasp: the whole new decentered global network of the third stage of capital itself" (37-8). In short, Jameson contends that the paranoia about computer and information technology is "but a distorted figuration of something even deeper, namely, the whole world system of present-day multinational capitalism" (37). 
Lacan Link
Conspiracies are social fantasies that ultimately grease the wheels of power and ignore the legal, political, and social institutions that are to blame

Willman 1998 [Skip Willman, dissertation, Doctor of Philosophy in the Department of English, Indiana University, “Suspicious Constellations: Conspiracy and Contingency in Postmodern Culture”, August 1998, ProQuest] 

 The work of Slavoj Zizek combines the post-Marxist theory of Laclau and Mouffe and Lacanian psychoanalysis for the purposes of ideology critique. According to Zizek, Laclau and Mouffe have "reinvented the Lacanian notion of the Real as impossible" and "have made it useful as a tool for social and ideological analysis" ("Beyond Discourse-Analysis" 249) with the concept of "social antagonism": "the Social is an inconsistent field structured around a constitutive impossibility, traversed by a central 'antagonism'" (Sublime 127). Zizek theorizes ideology as a "social fantasy" which masks this traumatic impossibility and constructs "a vision of society which does exist, a society which is not split by an antagonistic division, a society in which the relation between its parts is organic, complementary" (126). According to Zizek, then, the "notion of social fantasy is therefore a necessary counterpart to the concept of antagonism: fantasy is precisely the way the antagonistic fissure is masked" (126). Given this definition of the function of social fantasy, it may be difficult to conceive of conspiracy theory as a comforting ideological fantasy. The conspiratorial vision of social reality is almost exclusively violent, antagonistic, malevolent, and unstable. Zizek supplies an answer to this conceptual dilemma by suggesting that social fantasy is "a means for an ideology to take its own failure into account in advance" (126). The distance between the ideological representation of a harmonious society and the actual experience of an acrimonious society, the difference between what should be and what is, is attributed to "an external element, a foreign body introducing corruption into the sound social fabric" (126). However, this external agent of corruption represents merely the projection of the "antagonistic nature" of Society itself onto what emerges as the "social symptom": "the point at which the immanent social antagonism assumes a positive form, erupts on the social surface, the point at which it becomes obvious that society 'doesn't work', that the social mechanism 'creaks'" (127-8). In other words, the social symptom is merely a fantasy construction enabling society to explain away its own impossibility. Zizek exemplifies this conception of the work of social fantasy with the figure of the "Jew" in fascist ideology, which "is nothing but a fetishistic embodiment of a certain fundamental blockage" (127). As Zizek explains regarding fascism: "Society is not prevented from achieving its full identity because of Jews: it is prevented by its own antagonistic nature. . . and it 'projects' this internal negativity into the figure of the 'Jew'" (127). Fascism thereby constructs a fantasy of conspiracy in which the "Jew" is responsible for all the social ills of the nation. Thus, the elimination of the "Jew" from the social fabric (the Nazis began, of course, with deportation and quickly moved to the "Final Solution" of genocide) will enable society to constitute itself as a harmonious whole. Conspiracy theory, then, attributes the traumatic antagonisms of society to a hidden agency secretly pulling the strings behind historical events, a fantasy figure Zizek calls "the Other of the Other" or the "invisible Master." Conspiracy theory restores a comprehensible notion of historical causality to the social field, regardless of the valence of this "invisible Master." Thus, Zizek asserts that conspiracy theory "provides a guarantee that the field of the big Other [the symbolic order that regulates social life] is not an inconsistent bricolage: its basic premise is that, behind the public Master (who, of course, is an impostor), there is a hidden Master who effectively keeps everything under control" ("I Hear You With My Eyes" 96-7). By resurrecting the fantasy figure of an "invisible Master" who accounts for the perceived inconsistencies of society, conspiracy theory masks "the lack in the big Other," the fact that society is permeated by social antagonisms and constituted around its own "impossibility." Thus, Zizek claims that the "myth of a secret parallel power. . . compensates for the blatant inefficiency of the public, legal power and thus assures the smooth operation of the social machine" (97). In short, conspiracy theory serves as the "ultimate support of power" (97). 

***AT: Specific Theories
Conspiracies Wrong—General

Conspiracies reject the possibility of chance and ignore the impossibility of large-scale coordination

Sunstein and Vermeule 8 – Karl N. Llewellyn Distinguished Service Professor of Jurisprudence, University of Chicago and Professor of Law, Harvard Law School (1/15/08, Cass and Adrian, “Conspiracy Theories”, http://visibility911.com/blog/wp-content/uploads/2010/01/SSRN-id1084585.pdf)

Karl Popper famously argued that conspiracy theories overlook the pervasive unintended consequences of political and social action; they assume that all consequences must have been intended by someone. 15 The basic idea is that many social effects, including large movements in the economy, occur as a result of the acts and omissions of many people, none of whom intended to cause those effects. The Great Depression of the 1930s was not self-consciously engineered by anyone; increases in the unemployment or inflation rate, or in the price of gasoline, may reflect market pressures rather than intentional action. Nonetheless, there is a pervasive human tendency to think that effects are caused by intentional action, especially by those who stand to benefit (the “cui bono?” maxim), and for this reason conspiracy theories have considerable but unwarranted appeal. 16 On one reading of Popper’s account, those who accept conspiracy theories are following a sensible heuristic, to the effect that consequences are intended; that heuristic often works well but it also produces systematic errors, especially in the context of outcomes that are a product of social interactions among numerous people. Popper captures an important feature of some conspiracy theories. Their appeal lies in the attribution of otherwise inexplicable events to intentional action, and to an unwillingness to accept the possibility that significant adverse consequences may be a product of invisible hand mechanisms (such as market forces or evolutionary pressures) or of simple chance, 17 rather than of anyone’s plans. 18 A conspiracy theory posits that a social outcome evidences an underlying intentional order, overlooking the possibility that the outcome arises from either spontaneous order or random forces. Popper is picking up on a still more general fact about human psychology, which is that most people do not like to believe that significant events were caused by bad (or good) luck, and much prefer simpler causal stories. 19 Note, however, that the domain of Popper’s explanation is quite limited. Many conspiracy theories, including those involving political assassinations and the attacks of 9/11, point to events that are indeed the result of intentional action, and the conspiracy theorists go wrong not by positing intentional actors, but by misidentifying them. A broader point is that conspiracy theories overestimate the competence and discretion of officials and bureaucracies, who are assumed to be able to make and carry out sophisticated secret plans, despite abundant evidence that in open societies government action does not usually remain secret for very long. 20 Recall that a distinctive feature of conspiracy theories is that they attribute immense power to the agents of the conspiracy; the attribution is usually implausible but also makes the theories especially vulnerable to challenge. Consider all the work that must be done to hide and to cover up the government’s role in producing a terrorist attack on its own territory, or in arranging to kill political opponents. In a closed society, secrets are not difficult to keep, and distrust of official accounts makes a great deal of sense. In such societies, conspiracy theories are both more likely to be true and harder to show to be false in light of available information. 21 But when the press is free, and when checks and balances are in force, government cannot easily keep its conspiracies hidden for long. These points do not mean that it is logically impossible, even in free societies, that conspiracy theories are true. But it does mean that institutional checks make it unlikely, in such societies, that powerful groups can keep dark secrets for extended periods, at least if those secrets involve important events with major social salience. An especially useful account suggests that what makes (unjustified) conspiracy theories unjustified is that those who accept them must also accept a kind of spreading distrust of all knowledge-producing institutions, in a way that makes it difficult to believe anything at all. 22 To think, for example, that U.S. government officials destroyed the World Trade Center and then covered their tracks requires an ever-widening conspiracy theory, in which the 9/11 Commission, congressional leaders, the FBI, and the media were either participants in or dupes of the conspiracy. But anyone who believed that would undercut the grounds for many of their other beliefs, which are warranted only by trust in the knowledge-producing institutions created by government and society. How many other things must not be believed, if we are not to believe something accepted by so many diverse actors? There may not be a logical contradiction here, but conspiracy theorists might well have to question a number of propositions that they seem willing to take for granted. As Robert Anton Wilson notes of the conspiracy theories advanced by Holocaust deniers, “a conspiracy that can deceive us about 6,000,000 deaths can deceive us about anything, and [then] it takes a great leap of faith for Holocaust Revisionists to believe World War II happened at all, or that Franklin Roosevelt did serve as President from 1933 to 1945, or that Marilyn Monroe was more ‘real’ than King Kong or Donald Duck.” 23 

Aliens

Scientific consensus is on our side – no intelligent life beyond earth

Financial Times 00 [Clive Cookson and Victoria Griffith, “Our Odyssey ends here: Man’s quest for self-discovery is at a dead-end with the acceptance that we are alone in space”, December 30]

Yet, since the film was first shown in 1968, scientific opinion has gradually shifted away from the belief in smart aliens. Where science moves, the public usually follows. This may seem an odd statement, considering the number of recent media reports about extraterrestrial life. Signs of water on Mars and Europa, a moon of Jupiter, have encouraged speculation about alien creatures. Yet the type of life astronomers talk about these days is "dumb", not intelligent. The great hope of Nasa's Mars missions is to find evidence of microbes, living or dead. Martian bacteria would certainly be an important find, but they are a big step down from the little green men of earthlings' imagination. Even veterans of SETI, as the Search for Extraterrestrial Intelligence is known, are beginning to sound more sceptical. Frank Drake, chairman of the SETI Institute in California, has dreamt of discovering life on other planets for 40 years. Every day, he and his colleagues attempt to pick up radio signals from other planets. Every day, they go home empty-handed. "There may be no complex organisms out there," says Drake. "The chances of tool-bearing organisms who could send out a signal are even more remote. There is intelligent life in the oceans, for example, but the whales and dolphins wouldn't be able to communicate with another planet." Astronomers' growing scepticism about intelligent life on other planets is fuelled partly by changes in thinking about Darwin's theory of evolution. Kubrick dedicates the first quarter of 2001 to a segment called "The Dawn of Man". The movie explores the notion that alien intervention 4m years ago transformed apes from vegetarian victims into tool-bearing carnivores, kick-starting their evolution into human beings. While the film's notion of evolutionary "progress" is vague, Kubrick's Dawn of Man sequence reflects the famous Darwinian idea that apes gradually became more upright and more intelligent until they turned into modern homo sapiens. This view allows humans to see themselves at the pinnacle of the evolutionary tree - so far. Who knows what kind of superior beings may lie on the evolutionary path ahead? Just a few years after the movie's debut, however, a new twist on Darwinism radically altered this view. In 1972 palaeontologist Stephen Jay Gould and his colleague Niles Eldredge developed the theory of "punctuated equilibria", according to which the most important evolutionary changes are not a gradual progression but radical and swift. Research in geology and palaeontology since then has emphasised the random nature of such biological shifts. Species are formed not by the movement to greatness but by a series of "accidents". If the evolutionary tape were to be rewound a thousand times, nothing like human beings would appear again. Had the dinosaurs not been wiped out by a cataclysmic event, mammals would have been a mere footnote in the evolutionary bible. And if human beings are merely an "accident" - a small twig on the evolutionary tree, as Gould likes to say - then the likelihood that creatures like ourselves would exist on other planets seems very remote indeed. At the same time, some astronomers say the conditions in which intelligent life evolved on Earth are extra-ordinary enough to make it likely that we are alone in our galaxy, if not in the universe. In their influential book Rare Earth (Springer, Pounds 17), Peter Ward and Donald Brownlee of the University of Washington list the factors that make Earth so special: Its distance from the sun has ensured the existence of liquid water for 3.5bn years. It has the right mass to retain atmosphere and oceans. Plate tectonics built land masses. Jupiter, its giant neighbour, has protected Earth from too many life-extinguishing collisions with asteroids and comets, while allowing a few to punctuate the evolutionary equili-brium. Its orbit around the sun is stable. There is enough carbon to support life but not to allow runaway greenhouse heating. Radiation levels promote genetic change without causing lethal damage.

Theoretical research confirms reliable empirical evidence – we are alone

Gonzalez 09 [Guillermo Gonzalez, Astronomer, University of Washington, “Extraterrestrials: A modern view”, July/August, Volume 35, Issue 5, Proquest)

Having answered the question, "Where are they?" (answer: "we are all there is"), the next natural question is, "Why?" To answer this, we can try to determine the probability of ETI based on the known laws of astronomy, biology, chemistry, and physics. I will call this the theoretical approach. The most reliably determined factors have to do with the most basic requirements for life (e.g., stars as sources of the chemical elements and energy for biochemical reactions, and protection of the biosphere from frequent bombardment from comets and asteroids). The number of astronomical/geophysical phenomena recognized as having a significant influence on life has greatly increased in the last three decades. Here is a list of such factors (the most important ones) organized according to the (sometimes approximate) decade each was first discussed in the scientific literature: In the 1960s, the critical factors were thought to be: 1) Distance from parent star; 2) Type of parent star; 3) Unsuitability of most multiple star systems; 4) Parent star must belong to the "Population I" class (having a similar composition as the sun). In the 1970s, the critical factors were thought to be: 5) Danger posed by nearby supernovae. 6) Plate tectonics an essential ingredient in regulating the CO^sub 2 ^cycle, and hence the mean global temperature. As our knowledge increased in the 1980s, new factors thought to play a role, including: 7) Danger posed by passage through giant molecular cloud core; 8) Destructive power of cometary or asteroidal impact; 9) Requirement of small range of oscillation of the Solar System perpendicular to Galactic plane (if it is too large, we will lose the protection of the interstellar gas and dust from ionizing radiation and the comet influx rate will be greater); 10) The Solar System is located very close to corotation radius in the Milky Way (results in minimum number of passages through spiral arms);11) A better understanding of the astrophysical sources of the chemical elements in the Milky Way places constraints on the timing and location of habitable worlds (e.g., the galactic abundance gradient makes it less likely that terrestrial planets can form in the metal-poor outer regions of the Milky Way); 12) Size of a planet important in maintaining an atmosphere and plate tectonics for long periods of time; 13) Danger posed by active galactic nucleus (AGN) outbursts; 14) The physical characteristics of a terrestrial planet (location, mass, rotation period, obliquity) have significant stochastic components resulting from the precise steps followed in their formation. Hence, very similar initial conditions may lead to a very different planetary system. This means that one would not necessarily find a habitable planet orbiting another star that is identical to the Sun in every way. In the 1990s, as our understanding increased still further, several new potential factors were discovered, including: 15) Necessity of several giant planets in proper orbits (low eccentricity, low inclination, certain specific spacing) to regulate the cometary flux in the inner Solar System; 16) Requirement of a large natural satellite to minimize the Earth's obliquity variations; 17) Ubiquity of super-massive black holes in the nuclei of most nearby large galaxies (including our own); these are believed to fuel AGN outbursts 18) The planetary magnetic field plays an important role in protecting a planetary atmosphere from being stripped away too quickly by the stellar wind from the parent star; 19) Danger posed by gamma ray bursts if one occurs nearby; 20) Destruction of protoplanetary disks around stars forming near massive young stars as revealed in the Orion Nebula by the Hubble Space Telescope. There are other timing considerations in many of the factors listed above. As the Sun's luminosity increased during the last 4.5 billion years, the atmosphere's CO^sub 2^ content has dropped, maintaining moderate surface temperatures. Probably within the next few hundred million years, CO^sub 2^ reduction will be incapable of maintaining tolerable surface temperatures (because there will be no more CO^sub 2^ in the atmosphere). In about 1.5 billion years the Earth's obliquity variations will likely become large and chaotic. On a larger scale, the amplitude of a star's oscillation perpendicular to the Galactic plane increases on a I billion year time scale (this is both predicted from theoretical models and observed among nearby stars). There are some other important factors not yet discussed in the literature as they relate to habitability. Some of these include: 1) There are timing constraints imposed by the need of a sufficiently high concentration of longlived radioisotopes to drive plate tectonics for several billion years (we are likely living near the epoch with the highest concentration of long-lived radioisotopes in the interstellar medium); 2) The light variations among solar-type stars decline as they age. This imposes another timing constraint in that variations in the light output of a star will cause large fluctuations in the climate of one of its planets. Even today, there is an observed correlation between some climate parameters and the very small solar brightness variations that are related to the sunspot cycle; 3) The eccentricity of a star's orbit in the Milky Way must not be too large, otherwise, the influx rate of comets from the Oort cloud will be too large due to the large tidal force variations. The same effect will occur if a star orbits too close to the center of the Milky Way. Note that these factors have been discussed in the literature as they apply to Earth-like planets. The most often cited non-Earth-like environment is a large moon orbiting a Jupiter-like planet. Such a body can derive long-term heating from its parent star, radioactive decay, or tidal forcing. Most of the factors listed above also apply to this kind of system. However, it is less hospitable to life for three reasons: 1) the strong gravity of the Jovian planet will increase the chance of high-velocity collisions with comets (some of them breaking-up like Shoemaker-Levy 9 did in 1994); 2) the gravitational tidal forcing from the Jovian planet will quickly lead to orbital synchronization of the rotation; and 3) the strong radiation belts of the Jovian planet will subject its moons to high levels of dangerous radiation. Even if life arose in, say, Europa, it is a dead-end street; any life there is locked beneath no less than hundreds of meters of solid ice, and exposure to the surface would kill it instantly. Perhaps now we can begin to understand why the ETI searches have failed. Dr. Sullivan's search of the Milky Way's center was bound to fail, even though he had a huge number of targets; it is a very hostile to life there. The "Principle of Mediocrity" In summary, the empirical approach is a powerful argument against more than a handful of (or even zero) ETI existing in the Milky Way over its entire history. It avoids many assumptions inherent in the theoretical approach (theological, origin of life, survivability, etc.). The theoretical approach provides an answer to the conclusion that the empirical argument leads us to. What is not clear is whether any one astrophysical factor dominates over the others. Those factors that are simultaneously positive and negative in their influence on life qualify as dominant factors. For example, the rate of comet impacts must be sufficiently high to supply the Earth with water and other volatiles but not so high so as to lead to a runaway greenhouse (from excessive CO^sub 2^ buildup) and to eliminate the higher life forms too often; this requires a finely tuned system unlikely to be encountered very often. The great distances separating galaxies in the universe probably preclude intergalactic travel, so we cannot make firm statements life in other galaxies from the empirical approach by itself. For this extrapolation we must rely on the astrophysical factors alone.

Earthlike conditions are rare – unique circumstances make intelligent life possible that are unlikely to exist elsewhere

Crawford 00 [Ian Crawford, Professor of Astronomy and Physics at University College in London, Scientific American, “Where Are They? Maybe We Are Alone In the Galaxy After All”, July, Volume 283, Issue 1, p. 38-43]

To my mind, the history of life on Earth suggests a more convincing explanation. Living things have existed here almost from the beginning, but multicellular animal life did not appear until about 700 million years ago. For more than three billion years, Earth was inhabited solely by single-celled microorganisms. This time lag seems to imply that the evolution of anything more complicated than a single cell is unlikely. Thus, the transition to multicelled animals might occur on only a tiny fraction of the millions of planets that are inhabited by single-celled organisms. It could be argued that the long solitude of the bacteria was simply a necessary precursor to the eventual appearance of animal life on Earth. Perhaps it took this long—and will take a comparable length of time on other inhabited planets—for bacterial photosynthesis to produce the quantities of atmospheric oxygen required by more complex forms of life. But even if multicelled life-forms do eventually arise on all life bearing planets, it still does not follow that these will inevitably lead to intelligent creatures, still less to technological civilizations. As pointed out by Stephen Jay Gould in his book Wonderful Life, the evolution of intelligent life depends on a host of essentially random environmental influences. This contingency is illustrated most clearly by the fate of the dinosaurs. They dominated this planet for 140 million years yet never developed a technological civilization. Without their extinction, the result of a chance event, evolutionary history would have been very different. The evolution of intelligent life on Earth has rested on a large number of chance events, at least some of which had a very low probability. In 1983 physicist Brandon Carter concluded that “civilizations comparable with our own are likely to be exceedingly rare, even if locations as favorable as our own are of common occurrence in the galaxy.”

 The probability of extraterrestrial life is 10 to the negative 144.
BOHLIN, EX DIR - PROBE MINISTRIES, 2002
(Raymond G., General Editor- Creation, Evolution, and Modern Science. 1997,1998, and 2000 Research Fellow -Discovery Institutes Center tor the Renewal of Science and Culture, PhD, Are We Alone in the Universe?, ■aww probe.org/docs/litemars.html)

Over the last two decades scientists have begun tabulating many characteristics of our universe, galaxy, solar system, and planet that appear to have been finely-tuned for life to exist. Christian astronomer and apologist, D_l Hugh Ross documents all these characteristics in his book Creator and the Cosmos,{3} and is constantly updating them. In the book's third edition (2001 >, Ross documents 35 characteristics of the universe and 66 characterisites of our galaxy, solar system, and planet that are finelv-tuned for life to exist. Some examples include the size, temperature, and brightness of our sun, the size, chemical composition, and stable orbit of Earth. The fact that we have one moon and not none or two or three. The distance of the Earth from the sun, the frit of the earth's axis, the speed of the earth's rotation, the time it takes Earth to orbit the sun. It any of these factors were different by even a few percent, the ability of Earth to sustain life would be severely compromised. Recently it has been noted that even the presence of Jupiter and Saturn serve to stabilize the orbit of Earth. Without these two large planets present exactly where they are, the Earth" would be knocked out of its present near circular orbit into an elliptical one causing higher temperature differences between seasons and subjecting Earth to greater meteor interference. Neither condition is hospitable to the continuing presence of life. Ross has further calculated the probabilities of all these factors coming together by natural processes alone to be 1 in 10-166; that's a decimal point followed by 165 zeroes and then a one. A very liberal estimate of how many planets there may be, though we have only documented less than 100. is 1022 or 10 billion trillion planets, one tor every star in the universe. Combining these two probabilities tells us that there are 10-144 planets in the entire universe that could support life. Obviously this is far less than one; therefore, by natural processes alone, we shouldn't even be here-let alone some kind of alien life form.
Scientific consensus is on our side – no intelligent life beyond earth

Cookson, Science Editor and Griffith, US science correspondent at Financial Times 2k

(Clive and Victoria, “Our Odyssey ends here: Man’s quest for self-discovery is at a dead-end with the acceptance that we are alone in space”, Financial Times, December 30,)

Yet, since the film was first shown in 1968, scientific opinion has gradually shifted away from the belief in smart aliens. Where science moves, the public usually follows. This may seem an odd statement, considering the number of recent media reports about extraterrestrial life. Signs of water on Mars and Europa, a moon of Jupiter, have encouraged speculation about alien creatures. Yet the type of life astronomers talk about these days is "dumb", not intelligent. The great hope of Nasa's Mars missions is to find evidence of microbes, living or dead. Martian bacteria would certainly be an important find, but they are a big step down from the little green men of earthlings' imagination. Even veterans of SETI, as the Search for Extraterrestrial Intelligence is known, are beginning to sound more sceptical. Frank Drake, chairman of the SETI Institute in California, has dreamt of discovering life on other planets for 40 years. Every day, he and his colleagues attempt to pick up radio signals from other planets. Every day, they go home empty-handed. "There may be no complex organisms out there," says Drake. "The chances of tool-bearing organisms who could send out a signal are even more remote. There is intelligent life in the oceans, for example, but the whales and dolphins wouldn't be able to communicate with another planet." Astronomers' growing scepticism about intelligent life on other planets is fuelled partly by changes in thinking about Darwin's theory of evolution. Kubrick dedicates the first quarter of 2001 to a segment called "The Dawn of Man". The movie explores the notion that alien intervention 4m years ago transformed apes from vegetarian victims into tool-bearing carnivores, kick-starting their evolution into human beings. While the film's notion of evolutionary "progress" is vague, Kubrick's Dawn of Man sequence reflects the famous Darwinian idea that apes gradually became more upright and more intelligent until they turned into modern homo sapiens. This view allows humans to see themselves at the pinnacle of the evolutionary tree - so far. Who knows what kind of superior beings may lie on the evolutionary path ahead? Just a few years after the movie's debut, however, a new twist on Darwinism radically altered this view. In 1972 palaeontologist Stephen Jay Gould and his colleague Niles Eldredge developed the theory of "punctuated equilibria", according to which the most important evolutionary changes are not a gradual progression but radical and swift. Research in geology and palaeontology since then has emphasised the random nature of such biological shifts. Species are formed not by the movement to greatness but by a series of "accidents". If the evolutionary tape were to be rewound a thousand times, nothing like human beings would appear again. Had the dinosaurs not been wiped out by a cataclysmic event, mammals would have been a mere footnote in the evolutionary bible. And if human beings are merely an "accident" - a small twig on the evolutionary tree, as Gould likes to say - then the likelihood that creatures like ourselves would exist on other planets seems very remote indeed. At the same time, some astronomers say the conditions in which intelligent life evolved on Earth are extra-ordinary enough to make it likely that we are alone in our galaxy, if not in the universe. In their influential book Rare Earth (Springer, Pounds 17), Peter Ward and Donald Brownlee of the University of Washington list the factors that make Earth so special: Its distance from the sun has ensured the existence of liquid water for 3.5bn years. It has the right mass to retain atmosphere and oceans. Plate tectonics built land masses. Jupiter, its giant neighbour, has protected Earth from too many life-extinguishing collisions with asteroids and comets, while allowing a few to punctuate the evolutionary equili-brium. Its orbit around the sun is stable. There is enough carbon to support life but not to allow runaway greenhouse heating. Radiation levels promote genetic change without causing lethal damage.

***Turn – threat con

This 1ac is just a projection of fear of Otherness onto the figure of the alien

Lombardo, retired Faculty Chair of Psychology, Philosophy, and the Future at Rio Salado College, 2000 

(Tom, “Space Exploration and Cosmic Evolution”, 

http://www.centerforfutureconsciousness.com/pdf_files/Readings/ReadingSpaceExploration.pdf
Since outer space is like a blank screen on which we can project our deepest thoughts and feelings about ourselves, our different images of aliens could also reflect different aspects of how we see our own psyche and character. Why is it that aliens are so frequently warlike? Why are they often so much like the monsters of the id? Frequently they represent the worst in us. They are the devils of the modern soul. Equally, our images of aliens could reflect our underlying vision of the cosmos. Do we believe that we live in a nasty brutish universe populated by demons, akin to depictions of the seas in 16th Century maps, or do we believe we live in a universe filled with love, benevolence, wonder, and angels? Do we see the universe as a cold and impersonal reality or do we see it as magical and beautiful? Into the darkness we project our hopes and fears and structure its content in terms of our philosophical, psychological, and spiritual beliefs. The fear we have of aliens conquering and destroying us perhaps simply reflects a deep apprehension over the possibility of meeting creatures from a different world. The word for this fear is “xenophobia”. Nothing would seem so strange and unnerving as to come face to face with an intelligent mind from another planet or star system. The psychological and cultural shock of an alien encounter is what I think we fear most of all, rather than whether they will destroy us with laser guns or monstrous poisonous fangs. It is the possibility or probability of extreme difference that frightens us. The alien is the ultimate “otherness”.

This logic of the scapegoating of the evil alien Other risks human extinction 

Zimmerman, University of Colorado – Professor of Philosophy, 2k
(Michael E. “Encountering Alien Otherness”, The Concept of the Foreign, ed. Rebecca Saunders 

http://www.colorado.edu/philosophy/paper_zimmerman_Alien_Otherness.pdf)

Obviously, alien abduction is usually not taken seriously in "better" academic neighborhoods. This is so partly because researchers fear being ridiculed for openly investigating the seemingly preposterous allegations that people are being abducted by nonhuman aliens, and partly because verifiable discovery of highly intelligent non-human beings—whether flesh-and-blood E.T.s or beings from other dimensions--could have a devastating effect on many people, perhaps especially on academics adhering to the view that humankind alone is the source of all meaning, purpose, and value. Academics concerned with the plight of immigrants and the consequences of colonialism, however, have something to learn from examining the psychological consequences that occur when people experience abduction by apparently non-human others, whatever may be the nature or origin of such perceived others. In addition to helping to alleviate the suffering and isolation experienced by so many abductees, academic study of the abduction phenomenon would help to shed light on the universal human fear of and attraction to otherness. Finally, research needs to be done on the social, cultural, and political consequences of widespread public belief that the government knows far more about UFOs, E.T.s, and alien abduction than it is willing to admit. To what extent does official ignorance about the abduction phenomenon fuel the fires of right-wing paranoia about government support of and intrigue with "aliens" of all kinds?9 Recently, concern about foreign immigrants has grown in Western countries to which people from poorer countries (including former colonies) are flocking to escape political oppression and to find work. For many tourists, encountering otherness-- distinctive clothing, different skin color, odd cultural practices, unusual cuisines--is the whole point of traveling. Having those exotic others immigrating to one's own country is another matter altogether, however. Politicians frequently try to gain political power by turning foreigners--and even citizens who can be portrayed as sufficiently other--into scapegoats for the country's woes. In the U.S., for example, immigrant-bashers play on the fears that some people have about losing their jobs to immigrants, even though job loss is more often due to decisions taken by powerful transnational economic interests. Even people not immediately threatened by outsiders will often join in disparaging or expelling them. People tend to project mortality and evil onto outsiders, aliens, others. By dominating or even destroying the death- and evil-bearing other, the dominant group feels as if it has conquered death and evil.10 Due to surging human populations, rapid shifts in capital investment and economic structures, environmental degradation, and greater ease of travel, mass migrations will only increase. Given the destructive capacity of current weapons, humanity may either have come to terms with otherness, or else risk destroying itself. 
Flat Earth

The earth is an oblate spheroid – multiple studies prove

Choi 2007 [Charles Q. Choi, cites Ancient Greek and Enlightenment scholars, professors, and scientists, “Strange but True: Earth Is Not Round”, http://www.scientificamerican.com/article.cfm?id=earth-is-not-round] 

As countless photos from space can attest, Earth is round—the "Blue Marble," as astronauts have affectionately dubbed it. Appearances, however, can be deceiving. Planet Earth is not, in fact, perfectly round. This is not to say Earth is flat. Well before Columbus sailed the ocean blue, Aristotle and other ancient Greek scholars proposed that Earth was round. This was based on a number of observations, such as the fact that departing ships not only appeared smaller as they sailed away but also seemed to sink into the horizon, as one might expect if sailing across a ball says geographer Bill Carstensen of Virginia Tech in Blacksburg. Isaac Newton first proposed that Earth was not perfectly round. Instead, he suggested it was an oblate spheroid—a sphere that is squashed at its poles and swollen at the equator. He was correct and, because of this bulge, the distance from Earth's center to sea level is roughly 21 kilometers (13 miles) greater at the equator than at the poles. Instead of Earth being like a spinning top made of steel, explains geologist Vic Baker at the University of Arizona in Tucson it has "a bit of plasticity that allows the shape to deform very slightly. The effect would be similar to spinning a bit of Silly Putty, though Earth's plasticity is much, much less than that of the silicone plastic clay so familiar to children." Our globe, however, is not even a perfect oblate spheroid, because mass is distributed unevenly within the planet. The greater a concentration of mass is, the stronger its gravitational pull, "creating bumps around the globe," says geologist Joe Meert at the University of Florida in Gainesville. Earth's shape also changes over time due to a menagerie of other dynamic factors. Mass shifts around inside the planet, altering those gravitational anomalies. Mountains and valleys emerge and disappear due to plate tectonics. Occasionally meteors crater the surface. And the gravitational pull of the moon and sun not only cause ocean and atmospheric tides but earth tides as well. In addition, the changing weight of the oceans and atmosphere can cause deformations of the crust "on the order of a centimeter or so," notes geophysicist Richard Gross at the Jet Propulsion Laboratory in Pasadena, Calif. "There's also postglacial rebound, with the crust and mantle that were depressed by the huge ice sheets that sat on the surface during the last ice age now rebounding upward on the order of a centimeter a year." Moreover, to even out Earth's imbalanced distribution of mass and stabilize its spin, "the entire surface of the Earth will rotate and try to redistribute mass along the equator, a process called true polar wander," Meert says. To keep track of Earth's shape, scientists now position thousands of Global Positioning System receivers on the ground that can detect changes in their elevation of a few millimeters, Gross says. Another method, dubbed satellite laser ranging, fires visible-wavelength lasers from a few dozen ground stations at satellites. Any changes detected in their orbits correspond to gravitational anomalies and thus mass distributions inside the planet. Still another technique, very long baseline interferometry, has radio telescopes on the ground listen to extragalactic radio waves to detect changes in the positions of the ground stations. It may not take much technology to understand that Earth is not perfectly round, but it takes quite a bit of effort and equipment to determine its true shape. 

The earth is round

DiBonaventuro, No Date Given [Frank DiBonaventuro, B.S., Physics grad, The Citadel, Air Force officer, “How can one prove that the world is round?”, http://www.physlink.com/education/askexperts/ae535.cfm] 

To start with... there's a horizon, meaning that the surface that one is observing from is not an infinite plane. On the clearest of days, the only restriction to one's range of sight is the horizon. There can be two explanations for this - one, that the Earth at some point just stops, as if you were looking off the edge of a table. The other is that the Earth is round. Hundreds of years ago, before the invention of the compass or sextant, precise navigation for ships was difficult, even with the stars. Ships that ventured past sight of land were often lost, and thus it was generally believed that the world simply *stopped* at the end of the horizon. With the invention of the compass, and improved map-making, people began to dare more, and with the return of Columbus from his trans-Atlantic voyage, the concept of the Earth as flat was shattered. Further proof of the Earth being round came after the voyage of Columbus. When Newton discovered and measured the force of gravity, that number could then be tested anywhere the theory was known. Since the force of gravity is roughly the same everywhere on the globe, it could be surmised that the Earth must be spherical. If the Earth were not round, whole hemispheres would have different atmospheric pressure and significantly different sea levels. Also, pictures taken of the Earth in the last 50 years have proved absolutely conclusively that the Earth is round. These are just the arguments that don't require much physics knowledge to explain, there are others that are more technical, but I think that the simplest arguments are the best. 

The theory is false – astronomy, lunar eclipses, and space disprove
Cepko 2010 [Stefan Cepko is a junior at Mass Academy that comes from Worcester, Massachusetts. As a child, he played games that were produced by Humongous Entertainment, such as Spy Fox, Pajama Sam, and Putt-putt among others. During this time, he would also surf the internet and download files that piqued his interest. However, this led to numerous viruses being on his computer, despite his not knowing about virus. At his sending school, Bancroft, Stefan was considered the go-to guy for technological issues, which showed through at Briarwood when he helped set up the speakers for the movie on the first night. Despite knowing a lot about computer systems, he has a rather eclectic mix of programming languages under his belt. However, his experience with computers is well above the norm, “\Occam’s Razor and Pseudoscience”, http://users.wpi.edu/~cepko33/FlatEarth.pdf] 

The Flat Earth Society exists as a prime example of a pseudoscience. Throughout the ages, knowledge dictated that the Earth was flat. After the discoveries by ancient Greek astronomers were coupled with the journey of Columbus, the idea that the Earth exists as a sphere became popular, and it replaced the idea of a flat Earth. Despite scientific proof, some members of society still refuse to believe in a spherical Earth and remain in a minority; these people then associated with others who shared the idea of zetetic astronomy in organizations based on the concept. As a member of this minority, Samuel Shenton led a multitude of individuals who still believed in a flat Earth and founded the International Flat Earth Society in 1956. Shenton attempted to use science, rather than religion, to explain a flat Earth. Although Shenton died in 1971, the Flat Earth Society grew in size from about 50 members to 3000 members in the span of three decades (“Flat Earth” n.d.). The science and concepts used to prove the existence of a flat Earth are unfounded; however, once respected scientists have held leadership positions in the society, adding convincing arguments to false ideals. Plausible arguments spawned from the society for years, collecting in various self-published books and periodicals. Each argument made by the members of the Flat Earth Society can be disproven using a combination of Occam’s Razor and common science. One factor that helps to disprove the notion of a flat Earth is the evidence given by advances in astronomical science. Flat Earthers believe in forces that simply cannot exist according to modern data. When observing a lunar eclipse, a concave circular shadow envelopes the moon; this phenomenon automatically demonstrates that that the Earth cannot be flat otherwise the shadow would be in a convex circular form. The recording and viewing of stars brings another valid contradiction to the Flat Earth theory. The position of stars in the sky, observed from two different points on Earth, are radically different (Bishop 2007). If a flat Earth existed, every star in the sky would be visible at all times during the night; however, because of the curve caused by the spherical shape of Earth, stars on the other sides of the planet are not evident. Flat Earthers attempt to disprove this by citing a theory known as the Mach Principle of Foucault’s Pendulum (“Flat Earth Wiki” n.d.). However when explained, the theory boils down to complex jargon the like of which is commonly seen in pseudoscientific arguments. Using Occam’s Razor, the theories of the Flat Earther are easily debunked. While one idea states that the Earth has a curvature not allowing the observation of the entire sky at one time, the other attempts to show that through a complex mechanism of gravitational pills and pendulum-like movement, start pulsate and shift positions (Bishop 2007). According to Occam’s Razor the less farfetched theory is more likely correct, and the idea of Foucault’s Pendulum devolves into strings of pointless idioms that do only harm in explaining a flat Earth. Flat Earth Theory also runs into trouble when countered with direct evidence provided by astronauts that have traveled into space or still reside in orbit. While humans have traveled to space, gone to the moon, and returned to earth safely, those following the Flat Earth theory refuse to accept any contradictions posed to them. Like other conspiracy theories, the Flat Earth theory lends itself to many other crackpot ideas not limited to the alleged Fake Moon Landing; consequently, the excuse of a Fake Moon Landing becomes a common argument against the validity of a lunar mission or any other evidence of a spherical earth that has been found using astronomy. A common trend in conspiracy theories is the translation of one theory into the explanation of another in order to create a seemingly corrupt world (Gardner 1952). Though Flat Earthers most likely use computers that communicate to satellites, navigation systems relying on satellites to find their location on Earth, or TVs that require satellite connections, they cannot explain one of them because they would contradict their beliefs. The evidence of space travel appears throughout the life of a modern person, yet Flat Earthers and other conspiracy theorists need to construct elaborate scenarios of government plotting and deception. Dissected with Occam’s Razor, the simplest explanation is often the most accurate explanation. 

Hip Hop Conspiracies

Conspiracy theories in hip hop prevent political change and ignore the forces that perpetuate racial inequality

Gosa 2011 [Travis L. Gosa is an assistant professor of social science at Cornell University. He received his Ph.D. in sociology from

The Johns Hopkins University in 2008, “Counterknowledge, racial paranoia, and the cultic

milieu: Decoding hip hop conspiracy theory”, Poetics 39 (2011) 187–204, ScienceDirect] 

In addition, conspiracy theories do give voice to inequality, but this subversive racial reframing of social problems also tends to point consumers in the wrong direction. Wrapping legitimate concerns in the dramatics of Masonic plots can serve as a digression from the institutional reproduction of racial inequality in society. The reliance on conspiracy theories may hinder hip hop’s ability to be a powerful cultural force for racial justice. The discourse points away from engaged critique of mass incarceration, the unsuccessful War on Drugs, decaying inner-city schools, or media monopolies. Almost tragic is that hip hop conspiracy theorists fixate on poisoned juice boxes instead of the lack of quality grocery stores and hospitals in urban communities. The discursive strategy provides the much needed alarm about continued racial inequality, but establishes a search for individual conspirators rather than seeking systemic solutions to societal problems. In this respect, my case study of hip hop conspiracy theory is analogous to the Barack Obama conspiracy theories forwarded by the conservative Tea Party and ‘‘Birther Movement.’’ Since the 2008 election of Obama as the first black president of the United States, these groups have used Internet media to spread the rumor that Obama is a Kenyan-born Muslim, a socialist, and that he attended terrorist training schools in Indonesia during his childhood. In a colorblind era, these conspiracy theories are used by some whites to voice racial anxiety and concern over the shifting racial demographics of the country. Rather than focus on rising social class inequality or a lack of political power, these groups have turned to elaborate conspiracy theories about Obama’s American status. Similar to hip hop conspiracy theory, the embrace of Obama conspiracy theory obscures the structural sources of discontent. 

Hollow Earth

Hollow Earth is a myth
SBP 2008 [Science Based Parenting, created to promote quality science and refute different types of speculative claims such as the supernatural, pseudoscience, alternative medicine, and any other extraordinary claim that contradicts facts established by science and/or reasoning, “HOLLOW EARTH: A Monument To Ignorance!”, http://sciencebasedparenting.com/2008/09/15/hollow-earth-a-monument-to-ignorance/, we don’t endorse the gendered and/or perverse language]
 Symzonia obviously contains in its title a reference to John Symmes Jr., a veteran of the war of 1812 who insisted that there were large holes at Earth’s north and south poles, and that if you entered these holes you would descend into an inner planet. At the time, the arctic was a vast mystery in a post-exploration era, so it is no surprise that these theories existed. Such legends and mysteries typically come at the confusing early stages of natural curiousity: aliens were popularized after flight and space travel, bigfoot followed the fossil discoveries of early hominids, and JFK and 9/11 government conspiracies respectively followed Watergate and lies about WMD. Symmes lectured across the country about his theory. He was either mocked and ignored or earnestly believed. Yet, few really listened to his ideas until his disciple Jeremiah Reynolds petitioned the government to mount an expedition to Antartica. Though the explorers didn’t find a utopian colony or an inner earth, they did come back with a true concept of Antartica’s continental scale. Quite a discovery in the name of pseudoscience! Reynolds is also famous for inspiring Herman Mellville’s Moby Dick novel after his tale of a whale called Mocha Dick (insert porn joke here). Cyrus Teed developed his belief in Hollow Earth after being electrocuted. In fact, he believed in cellular cosmogony – that we live inside a concave hollow Earth and that a night/day sun floats in the middle of a thick atmosphere. In Teed’s imaginary world, gravity does not exist but is caused by centrifugal force. It is said that our cartographic observations work equally well whether the Earth is convex or concave, so Teed was able to manipulate others using misleading scientific evidence. Teed later developed a messiah complex, changed his name to Koresh, and started a utopian cult in Florida called Estero. Any part of that sound familiar? Hollow Earth inspired Jules Verne’s Journey to the Center of the Earth and Edgar Allen Poe’s The Narrative of Arthur Gordon Pym of Nantucket. There are also Tarzan novels and Oz novels that are set in Hollow Earth. In Dorothy and the Wizard of Oz, Henry Gale, the wizard of yellow brick road fame, crashlands on an inner Earth to rescue his niece and Dorothy. Those of you familiar with LOST will instantly recognize that Henry Gale is the moniker that “others” mastermind Ben gives himself when he is captured by the castaways. He uses a hot air balloon crash as his alibi too. Not to add too much to this obvious red herring, but the writers named one of the characters in Hurley’s nuthouse Leonard Simms, a name oddly similar to the subject of this post. Some people today still believe in Hollow Earth and are planning expeditions there. In fact, they claim to see the Symmes Holes on satellite images. Some of these people believe that Lemurian descendants of Atlantis live there, others believe that it is where the lost tribes of Israel live, others insist that you’ll only find UFO-flying nazis down there. All these people are delusional. Besides there not being one bit of concrete evidence for Hollow Earth, there are obvious reasons why such an idea falls flat. First, every volcano is a glimpse into Earth’s core of molten iron. Second, magnetism can best be explained by the dynamo theory, a sloshing molten core caused by the Coreolis Effect. Third, Phil Plait explained in yesterday’s post that gravity would compact a heavy outer crust rendering the idea impossible. Hollow Earth theory also raises many more assumptions than would fit comfortably within ockham’s razor.  To top it off, there are no holes at the poles, there is no evidence of an inner sun nor a mechanism for such a sun, and the idea of an inner Earth contradicts every observation ever made since the inception of geology. 

Teed’s Hollow Earth theory was instrumental in the Nazi’s quest for world domination

OMNI 1983 [OMNI Magazine, “THE HOLLOW EARTH: A MADDENING THEORY THAT CAN'T BE DISPROVED”, http://www.think-aboutit.com/hollow/he_hollow_earth.htm] 

 If there were a hall of fame for pseudoscientists, surely Cyrus Teed would deserve a place of honor. It was shortly after the Civil War that Teed had his vision: The earth is a hollow sphere, and WE LIVE INSIDE IT. Everything else in the universe is in here with us -- planets, comets, stars -- everything. What's outside the sphere? Nothing. Teed's cosmology had a particular appeal to religious fundamentalists. It made the earth important again, rather than an insignificant speck in the cosmos. And it eliminated the difficult concepts of infinite space and aimlessly scattered worlds. We're all right here together in this safe, spherical womb. In 1870 Teed changed his name to Koresh (ancient Hebrew for Cyrus) and started a cult. At its peak in the Nineties the Koreshan (pronounced ker-ESH-an) Unity movement had some 4,000 followers. Teed established a religious/scientific community a few miles south of Fort Myers, Florida, and there founded the town of Estero. He was determined to prove his theory scientifically and launched his own geodetic survey in 1897 to do just that. Using his "rectilineator," a set of double-T squares made of large logs, he projected a horizontal line until his calculations indicated that it would plunge into the Gulf of Mexico, four miles from its starting point. This was Teed's proof that the earth's surface is concave and that his rectilineator line had intersected the earth's upward curve. The scientists had gotten everything backward: It is centrifugal force, not gravity, that keeps our feet planted on the ground. The sphere *is* about 25,000 miles around, just as the scientists say. China is about 8,000 miles away, through the earth's center -- straight up. The Nazis entertained many occult theories in their quest for world domination, and Teed's was one of them. At one point a Nazi expedition went to the Isle of Man. Its mission: to get secret photographs of the United States by pointing its powerful telescopes *up*.

The largest object in the universe is my brain, and my eye contains the cosmos

Griffin 08 [Duane Griffin, Bucknell University Department of Geography, “What Curiosity in the Structure: The Hollow Earth in Science”, http://www.facstaff.bucknell.edu/dgriffin/research/griffin-he_in_science.pdf]  

The only way to retain Earth as the preferred body is to simply assume geocentrism, as Abdelkader has done. But if we are willing to indulge in this sort of axiomatic reasoning, why not take the logic a step further, to egocentrism? If banishing the extrasolar universe to a two-millimeter sphere provides relief from a feeling of cosmic insignificance, then surely inverting the universe with respect to one’s own eye (remember—any spheroid will do) must be more satisfying still. This is truly an experiment that you can perform at home. You need not perform a single calculation—simply declare that the cosmos is contained within your eye, and it is done. Revel in knowing that you have given new truth (not to mention ownership) to Walt Whitman’s claim “I am vast, I contain multitudes,” and no empirical test can refute the proposition. Thrill to the fact that your brain is now the largest object in the universe, and the question of what came before you and what will follow now have universal importance. Experiment to your heart’s content, though it might be wise to keep the knowledge secret, hidden away in your own little hollow world. 

Icke

Icke is not just insane, but publishes without credible research, writes without ANY backing, and doesn’t decipher between quotes from crazies and actual facts – even if the k was based in truth, there is no way to tell

Keith 99 – Conspiracy author and researcher. better than icke who’s probably a lizard (Jim, “The Biggest Secret: The Book That Will Change the World, by David Icke”, http://www.konformist.com/1999/icke-keith.htm//ts)

David Icke is a well-known name in conspiracy writing these days, with a dedicated following of people to whom he has confided the godawful truth about this planet. This fact gives one pause to think, and says a lot about the mentality of the current crop of TV-bred humans, for Icke's new book is a classic at that odd edge of literature inhabited by people like Bill Cooper, Commander X, Al Bielek, George Andrews, and a flock of others; folks who have a decided talent for making money, but have to ask others to tie their shoes for them. It is a huge, detailed, riotous excursion into bullgoose crackpot conspiracy the likes of which hasn't been seen since Bill Cooper's magnum crapus, Behold a Pale Horse. In other words, it is the biggest crock to be foisted on the public in many moons -- and as such, for those interested in what's going on in this weird conspiracy subculture, it is an absolute must read. Like many other unworthies who couldn't string together a grammatical sentence for love nor money, yet somehow happened into the awful truth about the alien invasion, Icke has found the key to churning out the wildest conspiracy mongering this side of Richard Shaver. That is: Believe every goddamn weird thing anybody, anywhere ever said. It's a sure-fire formula for sales. Assume that Belleview is actually a secret repository of enlightened avatars. Believe Bill Cooper, believe Cathy O'Brien and Mark Phillips, believe Jason Bishop III, believe Phil Schnieder. Believe any and everybody who claims that they ever went into an underground base and had a laser shoot-out with bug-eyed aliens, participated in a ritual sacrifice with Hillary Clinton, or saw George Bush transform into a Reptoid in the oval office. Icke's main thesis in the book is that the world is being run by reptilian extraterrestrial who suck human blood, and that people like Hillary Clinton, Henry Kissinger, and the Queen of England are shape-changing reptiles from that ancient cold-blooded family line. His proof? None, except for the occasional wild rantings of the crayon-wielding crowd who attend his lectures and confess that they too ran into somebody who turned into a reptile in WalMart one time. Weirdly enough, in Icke's huge, crazy quilt 516-page book, there is quite a bit of material that might be of use to the researcher, if you use tweezers. Icke has, after all, cobbled together most all of the content of the last ten years of conspiracy writing, mostly copping it as his own thoughts. As I read through the book and ran across sections dealing with books I had read, I could almost see the open book in Icke's lap while he paraphrased. At one point he quotes me verbatim, without crediting me, but pass on, pass on. The real trouble with the book is that he has no discrimination about what is plausible and the tortured squawks of the straitjacket set. The aptly-named Icke and his pinheaded followers are not going to like this review. They're going to say that I'm an agent of the Secret Government. They'll say that I'm deluded and won't find out until some alien is sucking my blood in an underground base. They'll say I'm a member of a secret Scottish Freemasonic bloodline bent on world domination. They might even say that I'm a secret Reptoid myself. But I suppose there is a bit of truth in that last. Books like Icke's do bring out my cold-blooded side.

Distrust Icke’s fringe theories—he’s probably insane

Burns 2K – Research Facilitator in Victoria University’s Faculty of Business and Law (Alex, December 16, “David Icke”, http://old.disinfo.com/archive/pages/dossier/id330/pg1/index.html)

Princess Diana and JFK were both ritually assassinated. The Earth is hollow, and secretly ruled by the Secret Reptilian Brotherhood from Alpha Draconis (or was it the Fourth Dimension?), who regularly practice ritual Satanic murder and child molestation. Francis Bacon was Shakespeare; Jesus Christ never existed; Queen Elizabeth and Prince Charles are shapeshifters who assert world control through a vast international banking network. The Disinformation editor's cute little brown chicken is now alien property. Welcome to the strange twilight world of David Icke, best-selling conspiriology author and one of the most controversial public speakers on Earth today. Through a series of books, most notably 'The Biggest Secret: The Book That Will Change The World' (Bridge Of Love Publications, 1999), '. . .And The Truth Shall Set You Free' (Truth Seeker, 1998), and 'The Robot's Rebellion: The Story Of The Spiritual Renaissance' (Gill & Macmillan Publishers, 1994), Icke lays out a conspiriology 'grand narrative' that involves every major conspiracy theory and occult society that ever existed, an alternative view of history which Icke contends has been kept from the majority of the human race. This worldview was parodied by Robert Shea and Robert Anton Wilson in their famous 'Illuminatus! Trilogy' (Dell Publishing Company, 1975), but Icke is deadly serious about his model, and continues to attract a devoted following. Read as fictional metaphor, Icke's books are a paranoid roller-coaster ride through Humanity's eternal struggle to consciously evolve from primitive and violent deep-brain subsystems to whole-Earth macro-views. But unfortunately many readers are confusing the map with the territory, resulting in the 'information overload' that semiotician Umberto Eco wryly warned about in his masterful postmodern novel 'Foucault's Pendulum' (Picador, 1990). Icke's biographical story offers ample examples of this common mistake of 'Seekers After Truth'. Professional soccer player, sports correspondent, and later national spokesperson for Britain's Green Party, Icke underwent a highly publicized spiritual awakening after a visit to a medium and healer. The brutal reality according to some conflicting accounts however, is that Icke got a personal assistant pregnant whilst on holiday, and split with his family. The public outcry drove Icke into the very fringes of conspiriology subcultures. According to a scathing review of 'The Biggest Secret' by the late Jim Keith, Icke lacks the finely honed analytical skills required to discriminate between credible and delusional sources. Whilst Icke does highlight in his own way the turbulence of the multi-polar Digital Age and the exploitative excesses of laissez-faire capitalism run amok, he also prints (plagiarizes?) the most bizarre anecdotes, without any sustained critique. His books are required reading to grasp the irrationalism and virtually nonexistant research methodologies that plagues the conspiriology underground, but for all the wrong reasons: Icke may awaken the desire for conscious evolution, but then provides an error-filled map. Only psychotics and shamans create their own realities. Here's a revolutionary test designed to reshape your reality tunnel: get a private journal, and then read a David Icke book. Note your reactive feelings and thoughts. Then read Michael Shermer's 'Why People Believe Weird Things' (WH Freemason & Co, 1998) and Carl Sagan's 'Demon Haunted World (Ballantine Books, 1997). Note your reactive feelings and thoughts. The read an Icke book again. Note any perceptual changes and review your notes. Has your world subsequently become an awe-inspiring, more beautiful place? 

Icke is an anti-Semitic, neo-fascist, Holocaust denying, mentally insane criminal—so are other alien authors—our lack of evidence is a product of all academia refusing to answer him

Offley 2k – Vancouver-based researcher and contributor to PRA (February 29, 2000, Will Offley, Political Research Associates, “David Icke And The Politics Of Madness Where The New Age Meets The Third Reich”, http://www.publiceye.org/Icke/IckeBackgrounder.htm)

Icke, 48, is a native of Leicester, England. For five years he played professionally for the Coventry City and Hereford United soccer teams until forced to retire by arthritis. He subsequently went on to become a sports announcer for BBC-TV. For three years from 1988 to 1991 he was national spokesperson for the British Green Party, until he began a political evolution that was to begin with his expulsion from the Greens and wind up with his current involvement with anti-Semitism, neofascism, and lizards from Mars.1 At first this evolution seemed relatively harmless. Icke began to flirt seriously with New Age theories, and then began to act on them. He dressed in turquoise, and began to call himself the "son of godhead". But by the time his book "The Robot's Rebellion" was printed in 1994, his trajectory had begun to take quite a different course. In 1996, the British magazine "Left Green Perspectives" wrote that this book "indicated a convergence of New Age thinking with Nazi philosophy. Casting aside his pat concerns about the environment, Icke enthusiastically embraced the classic Nazi conspiracy theory, alleging that the world is controlled by a secret cadre of "The Elite." He openly endorsed The Protocols of the Elders of Zion, the Tsarist anti-Semitic forgery that informed Hitler's notion of a global Jewish conspiracy." The following year Icke brought out another book, "...and the truth shall set you free." This one, however, was self-published, as its content was so objectionable that his publisher refused to have it printed. And small wonder. The book repeated Icke's previous claims that the Protocols were true, and went on to state: "I strongly believe that a small Jewish clique which has contempt for the mass of Jewish people worked with non-Jews to create the First World War, the Russian Revolution, and the Second World War....They then dominated the Versailles Peace Conference and created the circumstances which made the Second World War inevitable. They financed Hitler to power in 1933 and made the funds available for his rearmament."2 In this book, Icke went even further. He began to flirt explicitly with Holocaust denial, saying "why do we play a part in suppressing alternative information to the official line of the Second World War? How is it right that while this fierce suppression goes on, free copies of the Spielberg film, Schindler's List, are given to schools to indoctrinate children with the unchallenged version of events. And why do we, who say we oppose tyranny and demand freedom of speech, allow people to go to prison and be vilified, and magazines to be closed down on the spot, for suggesting another version of history."3 He also denounced the Nuremberg Trials as "a farce" and "a calculated exercise in revenge and manipulation."4 Icke's politics today are a mishmash of most of the dominant themes of contemporary neofascism, mixed in with a smattering of topics culled from the U.S. militia movement. He has written diatribes on the Illuminati, the Council on Foreign Relations and the Trilateral Commission as examples of secret plots to take over the world. He opposes gun control as a plot by this Elite, which has deliberately orchestrated numerous mass shootings to whip up opposition to guns.5 He has repeatedly posted anti-abortion literature and articles on his web site.6 He rails against conspiracies to implant microchips in everyone's bodies, coded with the Satanic number "666".7 He even accuses the U.S. government of carrying out the Oklahoma City bombing and murdering 168 men, women and children.8 For a decade Icke has exhibited signs of serious mental instability. In his web site autobiography he reveals that as early as 1990 he became aware of "a presence around me, like there was always someone in the room when there was not. It got to the point where I sat on the side of the bed in a hotel room in London in early 1990 and said to whoever or whatever: "If you are there will you please contact me because you are driving me up the wall." A year later, on holiday in Peru, Icke describes hearing voices: "as I looked at the mound, a voice in my head began to say: "Come to me, come to me, come to me.... Suddenly I felt my feet pulled to the ground again like a magnet, the same as in the newspaper shop, but this time far more powerful. My arms then shot above my head, with no decision by me for them to do so.... A flow of powerful energy began to go into the top of my head like a drill, and I could feel the flow going the other way up from the ground through my feet. It was then I heard the third voice in my head, something that has never happened since. It said very clearly: "It will be over when you feel the rain".9 Over the last year Icke's writings have become so paranoid and so extreme that many are probably inclined to dismiss him as posing any sort of threat, or requiring a response. Icke is now arguing in all seriousness that the Illuminati plot to take over the world is actually being carried out by a race of extraterrestrial reptiles in human form. They are described, literally, as being child-sacrificing, blood-drinking Satan-worshippers capable of changing their shape, whose ranks include George Bush, Bill and Hilary Clinton, Queen Elizabeth, the Queen Mum, Bob Hope and Kris Kristofferson, among others.10 David Icke is not alone. He is a small industry in a large and lucrative market of often well-to do New Age boomers. He has several web sites, an e-magazine, his own publishing house, and at least 9 books and 4 videotapes to his credit. He is constantly on the road, touring North America, Europe, Australia, South Africa, the Pyramids, and elsewhere. In the last five years he has spoken in Vancouver as many times, and across Canada he can turn out substantial audiences. His organizers claim he had 1,000 people out to hear him at his last gig in Vancouver, and he hopes to fill the Vogue Theatre on March 19. It's a large milieu that can afford the hefty prices Icke charges - up to $67 to attend a lecture, forty to fifty dollars for videotapes - and that generates a sizeable income for Icke and his message of conspiracism, fear and hate. To organize all this, Icke has developed an international network of people who work with him and for him. They book the dates, churn out the posters and press releases, do the advance work, pick him up at the airport, get him to the hotel, introduce him, and get him back to his flight on time. They also show clearly why David Icke is a dangerous man, because they underscore his politics in an unmistakable way. Icke is undeniably a flake, and a world-class flake, but his danger comes from his alliances as well as his politics. And it's the far right who handle this man, who package and promote and present his message across Canada and around the world. 

Moon Landing = Fake

We’ll win the fact debate – every reason why the moon landing was impossible is factually incorrect 

Scotti 11 Planetary Scientist at the University of Arizona's Lunar and Planetary Laboratory where he works on the Spacewatch Project to survey for small objects in the solar system, especially Near-Earth Objects and comets. Qualled (Jim, “Non-Faked Moon Landings!”, http://pirlwww.lpl.arizona.edu/~jscotti/NOT_faked/ts)

1) “An average days temperature on the moon ranges from 260 degrees F to 280 degrees F, too (hot) for film to survive. At those temperatures, film crinkles up into a ball.” The mid-day temperature on the moon is indeed around 260 degrees Fahrenheit, however, the low temperature in the dark of night is about minus 250 degrees Fahrenheit! The lunar landings and following exploration was done when the sun was low, within a day or so of local sunrise at the landing site at the time of the landing, so that temperatures were actually quite moderate, even after a full 3 days on the lunar surface. The film in the cameras was also kept in magazines that provided some protection from the extreme temperatures even when left in direct sunlight. In a vacuum without an atmosphere to conduct heat, film inside the magazines it was carried in is quite well protected from the heat of direct sunlight. 

2) About 20 miles about [sic] the Earth, there is a radiation belt named the Van Allen belt. No human can get through this belt, If you try than you get hit with 300+ rads of radiation. Unless they are surrounded on each side by 4 feet on lead. In fact, the Van Allen radiation belts extend from about 600 miles up to more than 40,000 miles from Earth with the region of highest radiation intensity being between around 2,000 miles and 12,000 miles above Earth. The astronauts exposure to those radiation belts is brief (less than 4 hours total - they begin their time in this region while traveling at 25,000 MPH! And they pass through it twice, once outbound, and again on their return. They spend less than an hour in the densest part of the belt.) and they are well protected in their spacecraft. Here is a link to a webpage that describes the radiation environment and physiological effects on the Apollo astronauts. Also, the belt is toroidal in shape (like a donut) and the trajectories of the Apollo spacecraft were designed to avoid the worst part of the Van Allen belts. Even the discoverer of the Van Allen belts, Professor James A. Van Allen, has noted that the belts would not have been dangerous to the Apollo astronauts given their trajectories and their spacecraft. 

3) There are millions of micro-metors [sic] traveling at speeds up to 6000 MPH, which would tear the ship to pieces. In fact there are many more than "millions" of bits of would be meteors out in space, and they travel at speeds as high as at least 120,000 MPH! Despite the large numbers and high speeds, the space density of these objects is quite low so the average interval between impacts on an astronaut is extremely low. The spacesuits the astronauts wore on the lunar surface had layers designed to stop such small particles (we're talking micron sized bits!) to protect the astronaut. 

4) If you look at the pictures/video of people on the moon, you will never see more than 3 stars. See our earlier discussion on stars in lunar images. Briefly, the images are exposed for the daylight scenes and star images are badly underexposed and therefore not visible. And wait, I thought they didn't show any stars? (see the early discussion by this TMLWFer.) 

5) When the LEM set down on the Lunar surface, it gave out 3000 lb. worth of thrust. This would have created a massive hole underneath the Lunar Module, but in pictures of the Lunar Module, the ground underneath is untouched On the contrary, there are many photographs which show the disturbance of the lunar soil under or near the Lunar Module. For example, see AS11-40-5892 or AS11-40-5921(from the ALSJ) which shows not only some discoloration under the descent engine, but also some radial disturbance in the soil from the outward blast. Also, see AS12-46-6781which shows a trail of disturbed soil along the ground track of the Apollo 12 lunar module. On the left edge of this frame is the TV camera with some footprints right next to the small crater. The engine exhaust trail goes almost straight across the lower part of the image, about a quarter of the way from the bottom of the frame. There is some disturbed soil caused by an astronaut's footprints that angles diagonally across the exhaust trail, meeting it at the right edge of the image. If the landings were faked, placing a blast crater under the LM would be the most obvious thing to do in order to "fool" the unwitting public. In fact, there was plenty of dust, but the moons' regolith is rather densely packed due to billions of years of gardening and a lack of air on the moon. Also, the expectation of having a blast crater (presumably looking like a fresh impact crater?) under the LM is flawed. Does a garden hose sprayed at high pressure into the dirt create a blast crater? It surely blows the surface dirt in a radial direction and will clear out a small hole, but not a blast crater (like an explosion of dynamite, perhaps?). There is even an Earthly example of a rocket landing on dirt. The DC-X was a test flight program of a vertical takeoff and landing rocket. On one of its last flights, it made an emergency landing outside of the pad area. Despite the hydrogen/oxygen engine producing a thrust of some 60,000 pounds (about 20 times the thrust of the LM descent engine!), the engine produced a mark on the desert floor that was barely recognizable. Given that the descent stage engine bell is about 5 feet across at the bottom, and that thrust of the engine at touchdown was about 3,000 pounds, that blast pressure of the rocket exhaust was only about 1 pound per square inch - not much different from the pressure caused by the weight of an astronaut on the Moon standing on one foot while walking across the surface.
Their author admits he’s unqualled

Scotti 11 Planetary Scientist at the University of Arizona's Lunar and Planetary Laboratory where he works on the Spacewatch Project to survey for small objects in the solar system, especially Near-Earth Objects and comets. Qualled (Jim, “Non-Faked Moon Landings!”, http://pirlwww.lpl.arizona.edu/~jscotti/NOT_faked/ts)

One thing that I would like to call to attention, is that I am not an expert on anything that is written in this report. I don't know much about camera's, or non-atmospheric conditions, or physics or anything. I am glad that Mr. Overstreet admits this up front. As we examine the evidence he presents, it will be clear that he needs to become at least familiar with some of these topics if he does not want to be misled by the very arguments he uses. I am just a senior in high school, and about the only thing that I know professionally is how to run movie projectors. I challenge all that read this page to find something wrong with it, and tell me about it, so I can more accurately disprove one of the most historical events of the century..... The Landing on the Moon.

The flag was waving because of its support structure – Not the absence of a vacuum 

Scotti 11 Planetary Scientist at the University of Arizona's Lunar and Planetary Laboratory where he works on the Spacewatch Project to survey for small objects in the solar system, especially Near-Earth Objects and comets. Qualled (Jim, “Non-Faked Moon Landings!”, http://pirlwww.lpl.arizona.edu/~jscotti/NOT_faked/ts)

The flag is held out in the unfurled position by an extendable rod running through the top of the flag, so that it can be viewed unfurled, and you can see the unnatural rigidity this gives to the top of the flag in the picture. The rod creates the effect of a breeze blowing the flag into that position. Without the supporting rod the flag would just hang limply down and would not reveal the stars and stripes. Flags are designed to be blown into position by the wind on Earth, so the support was added to replicate this, as there is no atmosphere on the Moon. The rod is not extended the full width of the flag and it looks like a breeze is causing a ripple in the flag. It has also been claimed that some video clips show the flag waving in the breeze when it was planted. Not so. The movement of the flag is only because when astronauts were planting the flagpole they rotated it back and forth to better penetrate the lunar soil. Without an atmosphere it takes a while for this movement to damp down. There is not one video clip showing the flag moving when the astronauts are not holding it, a fact never mentioned by the hoax believers. Do you really think that an errant breeze blowing through the set causing the flag to wave in what was supposed to be a total vacuum would not have been noticed? Such an obvious fact could not escape the notice of an entire film crew, besides which they would surely have called upon the services of experts to oversee operations to guard against this very sort of 'error'. They would simply have done another take. Case closed.

Nyquist/Russia Conspiracies

Definitive evidence that Russia is no longer the USSR—prefer experts

Rice 8 – Former Secretary of State (July/August, Condoleeza, “Rethinking the National Interest American Realism for a New World”, Foreign Affairs, http://www.depauw.edu/discourse/documents/Rice,%20Condoleezza.pdf)

BY NECESSITY, our relationships with Russia and China have been rooted more in common interests than common values. With Russia, we have found common ground, as evidenced by the "strategic framework" agreement that President George W. Bush and Russian President Vladimir Putin signed in Sochi in March of this year. Our relationship with Russia has been sorely tested by Moscow's rhetoric, by its tendency to treat its neighbors as lost "spheres of influence," and by its energy policies that have a distinct political tinge. And Russia's internal course has been a source of considerable disappointment, especially because in 2000 we hoped that it was moving closer to us in terms of values. Yet it is useful to remember that Russia is not the Soviet Union. It is neither a permanent enemy nor a strategic threat. Russians now enjoy greater opportunity and, yes, personal freedom than at almost any other time in their country's history. But that alone is not the standard to which Russians themselves want to be held. Russia is not just a great power; it is also the land and culture of a great people. And in the twenty-first century, greatness is increasingly defined by the technological and economic development that'flows naturally in open and free societies. That is why the full development both of Russia and of our relationship with it still hangs in the balance as the country's internal transformation unfolds. 

Miscommunication between government and military means belligerent talk but no action

Barany 8 – fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University (February/March 2008, Zoltan, “Resurgent Russia? A Still-Faltering Military”, http://gees.org/documentos/Documen-02895.pdf)

Sixteen years after the collapse of the ussr, the Russian military remains fundamentally unreformed. The critical problem of defense policy is that the failure of political and military elites to sort out what type of conflicts the country should prepare for inevitably prevents the formulation of a consistent grand strategy and doctrine. In other words, politicians and generals seem not to have reached a solid consensus on who their enemies are and how to fight them in a potential future war. Nevertheless, the vast majority of Russia ’s top brass and many leading politicians are stuck in Cold War mode and continue to insist that the main threat to their country remains the United States. (Curiously, both political and army leaders seem to be bothered little by the rapidly increasing military power of neighboring China.) Consequently, the generals oppose the abolition of conscription because they want to retain the capability of raising large armies with a deep pool of reservists. They have, time and again, rejected the idea of creating a relatively small ( 600,000- to 800,000-strong), mobile, well-trained and appropriately equipped force to fight in local and regional conflicts while countering others with nuclear deterrence. With the Kremlin”s control of TV and its grip on print and radio, information is routinely distorted. Official documents on doctrinal matters often lack internal logic. On the one hand, they claim that Russia ’s is a defensive doctrine, that the country does not have a specific strategic enemy, that the main challenges to its security are fundamentalism, armed separatism, terrorism, smuggling, and other “soft” security threats. On the other hand, the doctrine maintains that Russia needs a large army along with heavy armaments, global capabilities, and a generous budget. The problem is rooted in a basic conflict between a government that needs to tailor defense according to the international security environment and fiscal realities and the General Staff, which does not want to part with its massive army. For instance, the first two parts of a new doctrinal document the General Staff deliberated in October 2003 were insightful analyses of political and strategic-operational issues prepared by the Ministry of Defense (MoD). The third part — concerned with manpower, weapons, and budgets — however, squarely contradicted the first two sections. 2 This part was formulated by the General Staff, still operating from its Cold War mentality. The changing power balance between the MoD, the General Staff, and the Security Council occasionally spawns discussions of the doctrine ’s impending modification, but until the fundamental questions are put to rest, consistency between the plans and implementation will be lacking. 

Russia isn’t a threat in the near future

Barany 8 – fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University (February/March 2008, Zoltan, “Resurgent Russia? A Still-Faltering Military”, http://gees.org/documentos/Documen-02895.pdf)

The russian military at present is far more frightening on paper than in reality, but even on paper it is not a force that could pose a credible threat to the U.S and its nato allies in the foreseeable future. As was widely noted, a significant shortcoming of Putin ’s first term was the failure to carry out his pledge to comprehensively rebuild the Russian armed forces. Nearing the end of his second term and the 16-year mark after the Soviet collapse, the radical reform the military needs has not been implemented. Nevertheless, the period of deterioration and stagnation seems to have ended and the recovery has begun. Even if all the new defense minister achieves is curbing corruption and rooting out hazing, he will have surpassed his predecessor ’s lackluster record in transforming the military and will have increased both societal support for and the prestige of the armed forces. In the meantime, Western supporters of nato expansion may congratulate themselves for prevailing in the face of opponents’ arguments throughout the past decade that Russia was unable and disinclined to threaten the countries on its western borders. Thanks to the recent rounds of the Atlantic Alliance ’s expansion, the nations suppressed by the Soviet Union for half a century no longer need to face an aggressive Russia on their own. Little wonder that they are the most enthusiastic American allies in Europe. 

Time Cube
Time cube is wrong
Hartwell in 2004 [Mike Hartwell, Staff Writer for The Maine Campus 9/24, http://www.mainecampus.com/media/storage/paper322/news/2004/09/24/Style/Timecube.com.Where.Reality.As.We.Know.It.Is.A.Lie-730989.shtml?norewrite200607171432&sourcedomain=www.mainecampus.com]

Finding nut cases on the Internet is easier than finding NASCAR bumper stickers in a Wal-Mart parking lot. Well, watch out, loyal reader, because a Class A specimen can be found at Timecube.com. The Webmaster, self-proclaimed "wisest man on earth" Gene Ray, has run this den of insanity for seven years and counting. The layout is almost as bad as the Falcons Nest (http://www.angelfire.com/sc/thefalcon/). There is no home page or individual sections in Timecube. You just have to scroll down one long page into the spiraling madness at the bottom. The premise of the Web page is to inform the masses that the universe as we know it is a lie. Ray has various graphs that show that each day is really four separate days occurring simultaneously. He assures you that the day is naturally divided into four parts, sunup, midday, sundown and midnight. He is very sure of this. A few years ago he was equally zealous that the day is divided differently into four parts. The Web site used to speak of morning, early afternoon, late afternoon and evening. It appears that Ray is a man of science after all and exchanged his crazy, ironclad view for a similar crazy view. The entire Web page is written without grammatical editing. Between countless examples of Ray calling you stupid and "educated evil" youll find little gems like, "The academia created 1 day greenwich time is bastardly queer and dooms future youth and nature to a hell." There is a lot of resentment for Greenwich central time in his Web page. Ray makes it out to be an international conspiracy. After all, when it's noon in England, why should it be night elsewhere on the same day? This seems to confuse our dear webmaster, so he made up an obviously fake letter in broken English about a teacher confessing to sign an affidavit stating that she would "uphold the Greenwich myth until death." For the record, the last quote was originally typed with the Caps Lock feature on. If you continue to scroll down the endless page, you'll notice subtle little racist ideologies. It builds and builds, until finally he explodes with "Integration is a racial slop, destroying all of the races." At one point, Ray promises a thousand dollar reward to anyone who can prove that the earth is not a four-sided sphere. This sounds like an easy task. Unfortunately, to win you also need to convince him that his theory is bonkers. That would require an answer spoken in his brand of spaceman logic. Even if you could pull that off with the rising costs of Web space and tinfoil helmets, Ray is probably broke. The page is not to be taken lightly. If you read Ray for too long you will experience physical pain from the onslaught of lunacy. Do not try to make sense of the illogical flow of bad science and conspiracy theorem or you may experience the pain of death fourfold.

Timecube is mathematically flawed 
Brant 2005 [Dmitry Brant, Lawyer, “On Time Cube,” http://dmitrybrant.com/timecube/]
Since when does a cube have four corners? A cube has 8 corners, 6 faces, and 12 edges. A cube doesn't have 4 of anything! However, Gene Ray might be referring to "corner" as in the corner of a room. But for that to make sense, we would need to assign a "top" and "bottom" face to each cube we conceive, which would not be practical. The number 4 itself is a square, not a cube. Aside from the number 4, Gene Ray pulls other numbers out of nowhere, like 4/16, 2×4x4, and so on. This might indicate periods of more extensive synaptic degradation in Ray's brain. Why does all available evidence show that the Earth experiences one day within a single rotation, instead of four days like Ray suggests? In fact, a single rotation is precisely what defines a "day," so to say that more than one day occurs within a single rotation is meaningless. A number of times in the text, Gene speaks of an "absolute proof" of his theory, but never presents one. And the web page that is supposed to hold his explanation of the "4/16 space-times" is conveniently under construction. Gene claims that he will give $1000 to the first person to disprove Time Cube. What would constitute such a disproof? Gene himself calls Time Cube "ineffable." Being ineffable makes Time Cube unfalsifiable, and thus unscientific. 


Timecube is conceptually flawed 
Brant 2005 [Dmitry Brant, Lawyer, “On Time Cube,” http://dmitrybrant.com/timecube/]
Gene Ray claims that it is the educational system that is preventing children from learning about Time Cube. So then how can Gene Ray understand Time Cube if he was "educated" in the same way as the rest of us? What was it that made him realize the alleged cubic state of nature?  What reason would the educational establishment have to prevent children from learning about Time Cube? If a person grew up completely isolated on an uninhabited island (without an educational system), would she understand Time Cube? I'm willing to bet that she would probably experience a single day in a single Earth rotation. The various applications of the Time Cube theory presented by Gene Ray (rotation of the Earth, the human face, the human races, and human metamorphosis) are completely unrelated. How can a single theory apply to such radically different phenomena?


The earth isn’t divided into four quadrants
Brant 2005 [Dmitry Brant, Lawyer, “On Time Cube,” http://dmitrybrant.com/timecube/]
Gene Ray, the formulator of the Time Cube theory wants someone to disprove him, right? Well, I will. 

According to him, the earth is divided into four quadrants. How could that be? Maybe you think that the Greenwich Meantime Line also passes at the other side, acting somewhat like a longitudinal counterpart of the Equator. Here is an explanation why it is wrong: The GMT Line is called as it is because it passes on the exact same spot of Greenwich. The two poles act as the endpoints of this specific line. The Equator does not have any endpoint because there is no pole to interfere at the passageway of the line. So why conclude that the GMT Line has no endpoints? Comparison with the Equator alone could tell the difference! There is another aspect of his theory which is wrong. He also stated that if the earth were divided into four quadrants, then there would be four legged horses. What is its connection with time? We’re talking about time and the rotation of the Earth, not the evolution of species! Besides, chickens only have two feet. Does that mean to say that if we will not believe in time cube, we deserve to see half-footed chickens? What monstrosity are you trying to invent? What happened to the chicken? Its foot got amputated because of diabetes? Wow! I didn’t know chickens could have diabetes. 
Earth rotates once every twenty-four hours, it’s counter-intuitive to think otherwise
Russel 2005 [Randy Russel, Scientist, the University Corporation for Atmospheric Research – January 13, “The Earth’s Rotation, http://www.windows.ucar.edu/tour/link=/the_universe/uts/earth2.html]
The Earth is rotating around an axis (called its rotational axis). Some objects rotate about a horizontal axis, like a rolling log. Some objects, such as a skater, rotate about a vertica5l axis. The Earth's axis is tipped over about 23.5° from vertical. How do we define up and down in space? What would "vertical" mean? For the Earth, we can think of vertical as straight up and down with respect to the plane in which the Earth orbits the Sun (called the ecliptic). Earth's rotational axis points in the same direction relative to the stars, so that the North Pole points towards the star Polaris. Think of the Earth as a spinning top, tipped over to one side. Over very long time periods (thousands of years) the direction of Earth's axis slowly changes due to precession. The Earth rotates around once in 24 hours - that's a rate of 1000 miles per hour! The time it takes for the Earth to rotate completely around once is what we call a day. It's Earth's rotation that gives us night and day. The combined effect of the Earth's tilt and its orbital motion result in the seasons.

Time Travel

The most recent peer-reviewed study concludes time travel is impossible

Discover News 7/24 [“Time Travel Impossible, Say Scientists”, http://news.discovery.com/space/time-travel-impossible-photon-110724.html] 

Hong Kong physicists say they have proved that a single photon obeys Einstein's theory that nothing can travel faster than the speed of light -- demonstrating that outside science fiction, time travel is impossible. The Hong Kong University of Science and Technology research team led by Du Shengwang said they had proved that a single photon, or unit of light, "obeys the traffic law of the universe." "Einstein claimed that the speed of light was the traffic law of the universe or in simple language, nothing can travel faster than light," the university said on its website. "Professor Du's study demonstrates that a single photon, the fundamental quanta of light, also obeys the traffic law of the universe just like classical EM (electromagnetic) waves." The possibility of time travel was raised 10 years ago when scientists discovered superluminal -- or faster-than-light -- propagation of optical pulses in some specific medium, the team said. It was later found to be a visual effect, but researchers thought it might still be possible for a single photon to exceed light speed. Du, however, believed Einstein was right and determined to end the debate by measuring the ultimate speed of a single photon, which had not been done before. "The study, which showed that single photons also obey the speed limit c, confirms Einstein's causality; that is, an effect cannot occur before its cause," the university said. "By showing that single photons cannot travel faster than the speed of light, our results bring a closure to the debate on the true speed of information carried by a single photon," said Du, assistant professor of physics. "Our findings will also likely have potential applications by giving scientists a better picture on the transmission of quantum information." The team's study was published in the U.S. peer-reviewed scientific journal Physical Review Letters.

Conspiracy Theories Good

Conventional wisdom to reject conspiracy theories fail—renders populations inactive and conceals truths 

Pigden 7 – professor of philosophy at the University of Otago, New Zealand and is the editor of Russell on Ethics (2007, Charles, “Conspiracy Theories and the Conventional Wisdom”,  Episteme: A Journal of Social Epistemology 4.2, 219-232, Project Muse)

If I am right, the conventional wisdom on conspiracy theories is not just misguided, but absurd. For it implies an epistemic principle that flies in the face of history and would be politically catastrophic if put into practice. It would blind us to the machinations of torturers and scheming politicians, and would convert a large part of the political realm into a chaos of incoherent effects whose causes were beyond the reach of rational enquiry. But my conclusions only follow given an important proviso – that conspiracy theories are theories that posit conspiracies. But perhaps this is not what the pundits mean. If Tony Blair aspires to consistency it had better not be what he means, since in recent years, the foreign policy of the United Kingdom was officially based on three distinct conspiracy theories (in my sense), one true and two false: That the events of 9/11 were due to a conspiracy on the part of Al Qaeda (which was itself in league with the Taliban). That the regime of Saddam Hussein was in cahoots with Al Qaeda, making him in some sense an accessory to the events of 9/11. That the regime of Saddam Hussein had successfully conspired to evade the UN inspectors and had acquired (or retained) weapons of mass destruction and was perhaps on the way (via the acquisition of yellowcake from Niger) to gaining a nuclear capability, thus making the regime a clear and present danger both to the UK and the US.11 So what do Blair and the pundits mean, when they state or imply that conspiracy theories ought not to be believed? Not that theories that posit conspiracies ought not to be believed, since they themselves are prepared to trumpet theories of precisely this kind. But if not this, then what? Perhaps "a conspiracy theory" is a theory that not only posits a conspiracy, but also meets some further condition X; for example, a conspiracy theory that contradicts the official view, and suggests evil deeds on the part of government officials or government agencies. The idea is that we are rationally required not to believe theories like that, though it may be is all right to believe in conspiracy theories so long as they are consistent with received opinion, or don't involve wrong-doing by government officials. But this modified principle is not much better than its predecessor. It is true that one of the conspiracy theories on which British foreign policy relied comes out as believable according to this principle. We can believe without irrationality that the events of 9/11 were due to a conspiracy on the part of Al Qaeda, since Al Qaeda is not a government agency. But what about the other two? Here we hit a problem. In Iraq the theory that Saddam was in cahoots with Al Qaeda was both inconsistent with the official view and posited evil deeds on the part of the Head of State. Thus in Iraq it was a conspiracy theory in the revised sense. Not so in Britain. Thus it was permissible to believe it in Britain but rationally wrong to believe it in Iraq. The same goes for the third conspiracy theory, that Saddam had successfully conspired to acquire WMDs. An epistemic principle that forbids a theory [End Page 228] in Baghdad but allows it in London leaves something to be desired even if it saves Tony Blair from the threat of pragmatic inconsistency. The conventional wisdom has metamorphosed into the claim that we should not believe or investigate conspiracy theories involving evil plots by government agents if this contradicts official opinion. But this can be given a relativistic or an absolute reading: either that you should not believe theories that depict evil conspiracies involving your own government that are inconsistent with the official view in your own country, or that you should not believe theories that depict evil conspiracies involving any government and that are inconsistent with official opinion anywhere. On the relativistic reading, this principle permits some people to believe theories that it forbids to others, though those who are forbidden to believe may have better evidence for the theory than those who are allowed to accept it. If people all around you are being disappeared by Death Squads and you are tempted (despite the President's denials) to suspect government complicity, the revised epistemic principle insists that you resist this temptation, even though people on the other side of the world, who don't have access to your evidence, are quite at liberty to believe it! The strategy might not be historically disastrous, since you would be allowed to believe in conspiracy theories about the dark doings of previous governments, so long as they were consistent with current opinion. But in many countries it would render political events unintelligible, since in many countries evil conspiracies on the part of government members dominate the political scene. And in rendering the populace politically blind the strategy would render them politically impotent. You can't even begin to solve a problem if you are duty-bound to ignore it. The absolute version of this strategy would be less bizarre but more catastrophic: less bizarre because what is rational to believe would not vary from place to place; more catastrophic because it would debar us from believing in evil conspiracies on the part of governments anywhere if those theories were inconsistent with some official view. Bad news for Amnesty International, bad news for their clients the world over as they are imprisoned, beaten, murdered and tortured, since you can't write letters on behalf of people whose problems you are not allowed to believe in. But I need not spill any more ink denouncing a strategy that nobody seriously advocates. For the concept of a conspiracy theory as it is commonly employed is a chauvinist construct. It is not to be understood in terms of governments generally, but in terms of Western governments, and recent Western governments at that. When people say or imply that conspiracy theories ought not to be believed, what they actually mean (in so far as they have a coherent idea) is that we should not believe theories that postulate evil schemes on the part of recent or contemporary Western governments (or government agencies) and that run counter to the current orthodoxy in the relevant Western countries. Thus you can believe that Saddam had successfully conspired to acquire nuclear weapons since the chief conspirator in this particular drama was not a member of a Western government. And you can believe that members of the Reagan administration conspired to evade the Boland Amendment by selling arms to Iran to finance the [End Page 229] Contras, since the existence of this conspiracy is currently consistent with received opinion. But you must not believe that Bush considered bombing Al Jazeera (let alone that the earlier bombings of Al Jazeera offices were intentional) for that theory involves evil schemes on the part of a Western leader and contradicts the official view. Is this a sensible belief-forming strategy? Obviously not. An epistemic strategy should maximize the chances of truth and minimize the chances of error. But if this strategy had been pursued in the past, many politically important truths would never have come to light. For there are many theories that are not conspiracy theories now, though they were conspiracy theories in the past: the theory that the Kennedy administration conspired to overthrow Diem, the theory that CREEP conspired to burglarize the Democratic headquarters in the Watergate building, the theory that members of the Reagan administration conspired to sell weapons to Iran in order to fund the Contras.12 All these theories were once inconsistent with official opinion, though nowadays official opinion has managed to catch up with the facts. Thus it would have been an epistemic mistake to have adopted this strategy in the past. More importantly, it would have been a political mistake. If these activities had gone unnoticed, there would have been no check on the abuse of Presidential power, which would probably have gone on to worse excesses. The price of liberty is eternal vigilance. The revised strategy would have sent us to sleep. Thus the conventional wisdom has proved to be unwise. On any of the readings of "conspiracy theory" that I have been able to come up with, it is not the case that we should neither believe nor investigate conspiracy theories. If you wish to vindicate the conventional wisdom, you must do two things. First you must give an interpretation of the term "conspiracy theory" with roughly the right extension. (Most of the theories castigated as "conspiracy theories" must qualify as such, and most of the conspiracy-postulating theories that conspiracy skeptics believe in must not.) You must then show that on this interpretation, the strategy of neither investigating nor believing in conspiracies makes epistemic sense. Until this is done, the idea that conspiracy theories as such are intellectually suspect is a superstition that can be safely dismissed. 
Rejecting conspiracy theories destroys education and history as an academic discipline

Pigden 7 – professor of philosophy at the University of Otago, New Zealand and is the editor of Russell on Ethics (2007, Charles, “Conspiracy Theories and the Conventional Wisdom”,  Episteme: A Journal of Social Epistemology 4.2, 219-232, Project Muse)

History, as we know it, both from documentary evidence and the best historians, is choc-a-bloc with conspiracies. Thus if conspiracy theories are theories that [End Page 224] posit conspiracies, then to accept the conventional wisdom and adopt the principle that we ought not believe or investigate conspiracy theories would lead to the conclusion that history is bunk, that much of what we thought we knew is not only unbelievable, but not worth investigating. Much of recorded history would dissolve into a blur of inexplicable events, indeed events we should not even try to explicate. To adopt this principle would be to commit historical suicide or at least self-mutilation, to make large chunks of history unbelievable and hence unknowable, since knowledge requires belief. It would maim, if not destroy, history as an intellectual discipline. But it is not rational to adopt an epistemic principle with such catastrophic consequences. Therefore it is not rational to suppose that we should not believe or even investigate conspiracy theories. Perhaps it is worth stressing how catastrophic this principle would be, if consistently practiced. (In fact nobody does this; rather people like Blair apply it in a haphazard way when it happens to suit their political purposes.) We would be entitled to believe that large quantities of gunpowder were discovered in the cellars of Parliament in 1605, but not that Guy Fawkes and his confederates put it there, for that would be a conspiracy theory. We could accept that Lord Darnley died, but not that anybody killed him, since all the available explanations are conspiracy theories. We could accept that the "Rightist-Trotskyite Bloc" was put on trial in 1938, but we could not allow ourselves to believe that they were either guilty or innocent, since both beliefs entail a conspiracy. (If they were guilty then there was a treasonable conspiracy of spies and wreckers at the heart of the Soviet State. If they were innocent, there was a tyrannical conspiracy on the part of Stalin and others to fabricate the appearance of conspiracy.) We could notice that a lot of communists were massacred in China in 1927, but we could not rationally suppose that Chiang had conspired to kill them, for that would be a conspiracy theory. We could accept that World War II took place, but not that the Nazis conspired to wage it since that would be a conspiracy theory. (Good news for some of the Nuremburg defendants!) We could accept that the Holocaust occurred but not that anyone, Hitler included, conspired to bring it about. Moreover, we would not even be allowed to investigate these questions, since any answer we came up with would be something we were not entitled to believe. If the conventional wisdom is correct, and we ought not to believe conspiracy theories, then history is bunk, since it is largely unbelievable, the kind of thing that we are rationally required not to believe. But history is not bunk. Much of it merits belief, and that includes the many conspiracy theories of which we have ample evidence. Thus the conventional wisdom is wrong and conspiracy theories need not be rejected simply because they are conspiracy theories.

Conspiracy theories are key to rational epistemology and politics—rejection destroys democracy, encourages human rights abuses and terror

Pigden 7 – professor of philosophy at the University of Otago, New Zealand and is the editor of Russell on Ethics (2007, Charles, “Conspiracy Theories and the Conventional Wisdom”,  Episteme: A Journal of Social Epistemology 4.2, 219-232, Project Muse)

Most political crimes, from disappearances and illegal bombing campaigns down to breaking peaceniks' noses or burglarizing the campaign headquarters of [End Page 225] the opposition party,9 are the products of conspiracy. Thus if conspiracy theories are theories that posit conspiracies, then if we adopted the principle that we should not believe and should not investigate conspiracy theories, we could not hold anyone responsible for such crimes. For to do so would be to accept some conspiracy theory or other. This would be an epistemic disaster, since our understanding of the political scene would dissolve in a mist of skepticism broken by islands of obvious fact. We could believe in the dead bodies but not that anyone had conspired to kill them; believe in the missing money, but not in the felonious theft. And it would a political disaster, since it would confer immunity on political criminals of all sorts, from the perpetrators of genocide down to bribe-taking congressmen. We could not punish people for crimes that we were not entitled to believe in or investigate. Thus it would be both politically and epistemically irrational to adopt the strategy of not believing in and not investigating conspiracy theories. So the conventional wisdom is wrong, and it is not the case that we ought not to believe and ought not to investigate such theories. When it comes to conspiracy theories, we are within our rights as rational beings not only to investigate them, but actually to believe in them, if that is what the evidence suggests. Again it is worth stressing just how catastrophic the strategy of conspiratorial skepticism would be if we applied it consistently, rather than using it from time to time to get out of political difficulties or to rubbish allegations that we find inconvenient. To begin with, the political world would be largely unintelligible. We would be officially debarred from understanding coups, or the crimes of terrorists as intentional actions, since in both cases the intentions behind the overt acts are formulated in secret. Hence they cannot be understood as intentional acts without resorting to conspiracy. We could all acknowledge that the bombs had gone off, but we could not suppose that someone had planted them, since that would be a conspiracy theory. We could accept that two planes had hit the Twin Towers, but we could not allow ourselves to suppose they had been hijacked and deliberately crashed, since that could not have happened without a conspiracy. The nightly news would be bobbing with islands of unintelligibility, since we would be officially debarred from understanding any action involving secret plans. (I defy anyone to make sense of recent events in Iraq without taking account of the orgy of plotting that undoubtedly goes on. Death squads don't advertise their plans, neither do guerillas, gangsters, terrorists or devious politicians.) We would be allowed to understand natural phenomena and open actions, openly arrived at. And we might even treat ourselves to unintended consequences provided these did not involve secret plotting. But we would be officially blind to covert actions and secret plans. This would not quite be epistemic suicide, since there are some events within the political sphere that we would be allowed to understand. But to adopt the strategy of conspiratorial skepticism would be the epistemic equivalent of self-mutilation and hence not a rational thing to do. But epistemically disastrous as conspiratorial skepticism would be, its political consequences would be catastrophic. For when it comes to conspiracy we would [End Page 226] be both officially blind and officially incurious. Under this regime, Woodward and Bernstein would not have been allowed to investigate Watergate, and even if they had, nobody would have been rationally entitled to believe their results. Nixon would have gotten away with his crimes. For if conspiracy theories were taboo, there could be no question of impeaching the President for "high crimes and misdemeanors", since most of those high crimes and misdemeanors were planned and executed in secret. The career of an investigative journalist like Seymour Hersh would stand condemned as one long exercise in irrationality since investigative journalism largely consists of investigating conspiracies and exposing them to the public gaze. If it is irrational to check out conspiracy theories, then the investigative part is a crime against reason, and if it is irrational to believe them, then the journalistic part is a crime against reason too, since it often consists in writing up conspiracy theories so as to encourage belief in the reader. One of the biggest problems with human rights abuses is impunity. Because the goons and their masters can usually get away with murder or worse,10 they have no compelling reason to cease and desist. But since most human rights abuses are the products of conspiracy, if we adopted the strategy of neither investigating nor believing conspiracy theories, impunity would become rationally sacrosanct. We could not investigate human rights abuses since, for the most part, this involves investigating conspiracy theories, and even if we could, we could not condemn their perpetrators, since to do that we would have to accept a conspiracy theory. Conspiratorial skepticism would provide the torturers and killers with a charter of impunity since it would become an epistemic no-no to shine a light into the dark places where they commit their crimes. Terrorists too would be immune from investigation, let alone conviction, since their crimes are usually planned in secret. More generally, it is a platitude of liberal democracy that the price of liberty is eternal vigilance. At least part of what this means is that we must beware of power-hungry politicians conspiring to deprive us of our liberties. But if we were not allowed to investigate conspiracy theories then our vigilance would be confined to the public actions of politicians rather than their secret plans. We would have become officially blind to some of the most serious threats to liberty. And even if we somehow discovered such a conspiracy we would not be allowed to act on that discovery, since we could not act on a theory we had debarred ourselves from believing. According to Edmund Burke, "There is no safety for honest men except by believing all possible evil of evil men." But if the conventional wisdom is correct, we should not believe in the evil of evil men unless that evil is out in the open! Thus if you hate the freedoms of a democratic society, you should cultivate the opinion that conspiracy theories are unbelievable. Conversely, if you want to strike a blow for liberty (or if you want to be able to see the threats to liberty in order to be capable of striking a blow for it), this is a thesis you that should reject. [End Page 227] 

