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Contention 1 — Anthropocentrism

Sovereignty belongs to the human and only the human—Nature and God are dead, giving the human the sole power to define and decide life.  The unknowable and invisible extraterrestrial is the only remaining challenge to human sovereignty, existing at the limit of this metaphysic.  

Wendt and Duvall 2008 (Alexander Wendt, Professor of International Relations at the Ohio State University.  Raymond Duvall, Professor of Political Sciences at the University of Minnesota. August 2008.  Political Theory. “Sovereignty and the UFO.”  http://ptx.sagepub.com/content/36/4/607.full.pdf+html JT)
Few ideas today are as contested as sovereignty, in theory or in practice. In sovereignty theory scholars disagree about almost everything—what sovereignty is and where it resides, how it relates to law, whether it is divisible, how its subjects and objects are constituted, and whether it is being transformed in late modernity. These debates are mirrored in contemporary practice, where struggles for self-determination and territorial revisionism have generated among the bitterest conflicts in modern times. Throughout this contestation, however, one thing is taken for granted: sovereignty is the province of humans alone. Animals and Nature are assumed to lack the cognitive capacity and/or subjectivity to be sovereign; and while God might have ultimate sovereignty, even most religious fundamentalists grant that it is not exercised directly in the temporal world. When sovereignty is contested today, therefore, it is always and only among humans, horizontally so to speak, rather than vertically with Nature or God. In this way modern sovereignty is anthropocentric, or constituted and organized by reference to human beings alone.1 Humans live within physical constraints, but are solely responsible for deciding their norms and practices under those constraints. Despite the wide variety of institutional forms taken by sovereignty today, they are homologous in this fundamental respect. Anthropocentric sovereignty might seem necessary; after all, who else, besides humans, might rule? Nevertheless, historically sovereignty was less anthropocentric. For millennia Nature and the gods were thought to have causal powers and subjectivities that enabled them to share sovereignty with humans, if not exercise dominion outright.2 Authoritative belief in non-human sovereignties was given up only after long and bitter struggle about the “borders of the social world,” in which who/what could be sovereign depends on who/what should be included in society.3 In modernity God and Nature are excluded, although in this exclusion they are also reincluded as the domesticated Other. Thus, while no longer temporally sovereign, God is included today through people who are seen to speak on Her behalf. And while Nature has been disenchanted, stripped of its subjectivity, it is re-included as object in the human world. These inclusive exclusions, however, reinforce the assumption that humans alone can be sovereign. In this light anthropocentric sovereignty must be seen as a contingent historical achievement, not just a requirement of common sense. Indeed, it is a metaphysical achievement, since it is in anthropocentric terms that humans today understand their place in the physical world. Thus operates what Giorgio Agamben calls the “anthropological machine.”4 In some areas this metaphysics admittedly is contested. Suggestions of animal consciousness fuel calls for animal rights, for example, and advocates of “Intelligent Design” think God is necessary to explain Nature’s complexity. Yet, such challenges do not threaten the principle that sovereignty, the capacity to decide the norm and exception to it, must necessarily be human. Animals or Nature might deserve rights, but humans will decide that; and even Intelligent Designers do not claim that God exercises temporal sovereignty. With respect to sovereignty, at least, anthropocentrism is taken to be common sense, even in political theory, where it is rarely problematized.5 This “common sense” is nevertheless of immense practical significance in the mobilization of power and violence for political projects. Modern systems of rule are able to command exceptional loyalty and resources from their subjects on the shared assumption that the only potential sovereigns are human. Imagine a counterfactual world in which God visibly materialized (as in the Christians’ “Second Coming,” for example): to whom would people give their loyalty, and could states in their present form survive were such a question politically salient? Anything that challenged anthropocentric sovereignty, it seems, would challenge the foundations of modern rule. In this article we develop this point and explore its implications for political theory. Specifically, our intent is to highlight and engage critically the limits of anthropocentric sovereignty. In doing so, we seek to contribute to an eclectic line of critical theory of modern rule—if not sovereignty per se—which problematizes its anthropocentrism, a line that connects (however awkwardly and indirectly) Spinozan studies (including Donna Haraway and Gilles Deleuze) to Michel Foucault, Giorgio Agamben, Jane Bennett, and others.6 We do so through the phenomenon of the Unidentified Flying Object, or “UFO,”7 the authoritative disregard for which brings clearly into view the limits of anthropocentric metaphysics. We proceed in four sections. In the first, we describe an animating puzzle—the “UFO taboo”—in order to set the empirical basis for our theoretical intervention. In the next we make this taboo puzzling through an immanent critique of the authoritative claim that UFOs are not extraterrestrial (ET). Then, in the third section, we solve the puzzle through a theoretical analysis of the metaphysical threat that the UFO poses to anthropocentric sovereignty. We conclude with some implications for theory and practice. 

Contention 1 — Anthropocentrism

This manifests in what we will call the “UFO taboo”, or our willed refusal to ever discuss the possibility of extraterrestrial life. It is simply a creation of the ways the government controls knowledge production to produce a population that fits its needs. It is not that the government knows that extraterrestrials exist and is hiding it, but rather we have justified state sovereignty by refusing to allow the reality of other life to be discussed openly. 

Wendt and Duvall 2008 (Alexander Wendt, Professor of International Relations at the Ohio State University.  Raymond Duvall, Professor of Political Sciences at the University of Minnesota. August 2008.  Political Theory. “Sovereignty and the UFO.”  http://ptx.sagepub.com/content/36/4/607.full.pdf+html JT)

First the argument. Adapting ideas from Giorgio Agamben, supplemented by Michel Foucault and Jacques Derrida, we argue that the UFO taboo is functionally necessitated by the anthropocentric metaphysics of modern sovereignty. Modern rule typically works less through sovereign coercion than through biopolitics, governing the conditions of life itself.22 In this liberal apparatus of security, power flows primarily from the deployment of specialized knowledges for the regularization of populations, rather than from the ability to kill. But when such regimes of governmentality are threatened, the traditional face of the state,23 its sovereign power, comes to the fore: the ability to determine when norms and law should be suspended— in Carl Schmitt’s terms, to “decide the exception.”24

The UFO compels decision because it exceeds modern governmentality, but we argue that the decision cannot be made. The reason is that modern decision presupposes anthropocentrism, which is threatened metaphysically by the possibility that UFOs might be ETs. As such, genuine UFO ignorance cannot be acknowledged without calling modern sovereignty itself into question. This puts the problem of normalizing the UFO back onto governmentality, where it can be “known” only without trying to find out what it is—through a taboo. The UFO, in short, is a previously unacknowledged site of contestation in an ongoing historical project to constitute sovereignty in anthropocentric terms. Importantly, our argument here is structural rather than agentic.25 We are not saying the authorities are hiding The Truth about UFOs, much less that it is ET. We are saying they cannot ask the question.

This is evidently displayed by the governments recent defunding of the search despite discoveries

Wohlsen, Marcus.  Author for the Associated Press.  April 27, 2011.  R&D. “Shrinking funds pull plug on alien search devices.” http://www.rdmag.com/News/2011/04/Policy-Industry-Astronomy-Shrinking-funds-pull-plug-on-alien-search-devices/
Astronomers at the SETI Institute said a steep drop in state and federal funds has forced the shutdown of the Allen Telescope Array, a powerful tool in the search for extraterrestrial intelligence, an effort scientists refer to as SETI.  "There's plenty of cosmic real estate that looks promising," Seth Shostak, senior astronomer at the institute, said Tuesday. "We've lost the instrument that's best for zeroing in on these better targets."  The shutdown came just as researchers were preparing to point the radio dishes at a batch of new planets.  About 50 or 60 of those planets appear to be about the right distance from stars to have temperatures that could make them habitable, Shostak said. 

Science is key—the state and its related bodies do not concern themselves with that which cannot be known scientifically. Claiming that ET do not exist objectively or cannot be known brackets itself outside the discussion—it convinces others that there is nothing scientifically useful in the study of extraterrestrials and thus the sovereign should not acknowledge it
Wendt and Duvall 2008 (Alexander Wendt, Professor of International Relations at the Ohio State University.  Raymond Duvall, Professor of Political Sciences at the University of Minnesota. August 2008.  Political Theory. “Sovereignty and the UFO.”  http://ptx.sagepub.com/content/36/4/607.full.pdf+html JT)
Although we draw on theorists not associated with epistemic realism, a key premise of our argument is that a critical theorization of the UFO taboo in relation to modern rule is possible only if it includes a realist moment, which grants to things-in-themselves (here the UFO) the power to affect rational belief. To see why, consider Jodi Dean’s otherwise excellent Aliens in America, one of the few social scientific works to treat UFOs as anything more than figments of over-active imaginations.26 Like us, Dean emphasizes that it is not known what UFOs are, leaving open the ET possibility. But for her the significance of this ignorance is to exemplify the postmodern breakdown of all modern certainties, such that 
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scientific truth is now everywhere a “fugitive”—not that it might be overcome by considering, scientifically, the reality of UFOs. In the UFO context such anti-realism is problematic, since its political effect is ironically to reinforce the skeptical orthodoxy: if UFOs cannot be known scientifically then why bother study them? As realist institutions, science and the modern state do not concern themselves with what cannot be known scientifically. For example, whatever their religious beliefs, social scientists always study religion as “methodological atheists,” assuming that God plays no causal role in the material world. Anything else would be considered irrational today; as Jürgen Habermas puts it, “a philosophy that oversteps the bounds of methodological atheism loses its philosophical seriousness.”27 By not allowing that UFOs might be knowable scientifically, therefore, Dean implicitly embraces a kind of methodological atheism about UFOs, which as with God shifts attention to human representations of the UFO, not its reality. Yet UFOs are different than God in one key respect: many leave physical traces on radar and film, which suggests they are natural rather than supernatural phenomena and thus amenable in principle to scientific investigation. Since authoritative discourse in effect denies this by treating UFOs as an irrational belief, a realist moment is necessary to call this discourse fully into question. Interestingly, therefore, in contrast to their usual antagonism, in the UFO context science would be critical theory. In this light Dean’s claim that UFOs are unknowable appears anthropocentrically monological. It might be that We, talking among ourselves, cannot know what UFOs are, but any “They” probably have a good idea, and the only way to remain open to that dialogical potential is to consider the reality of the UFO itself.28 Failure to do so merely reaffirms the UFO taboo. In foregrounding the realist moment in our analysis we mean not to foreclose a priori the possibility that UFOs can be known scientifically; however, we make no claim that they necessarily would be known if only they were studied. Upon close inspection many UFOs do turn out to have conventional explanations, but there is a hard core of cases, perhaps 25 to 30 percent, that seem to resist such explanations, and their reality may indeed be humanly unknowable—although without systematic inquiry we cannot say. Thus, and importantly, our overarching position here is one of methodological agnosticism rather than realism, which mitigates the potential for epistemological conflict with the non-realist political theorists we draw upon below.29 Nevertheless, in the context of natural phenomena like UFOs agnosticism can itself become dogma if not put to the test, which requires adopting a realist stance at least instrumentally or “strategically,” and seeing what happens.30 This justifies acting as if the UFO is knowable, while recognizing that it might ultimately exceed human grasp. 

Our acknowledgement of the possibility of extraterrestrial existence disrupts the entire conception of sovereignty and understanding—ET might exist—they leave behind traces, hints, clues, and are subject to scientific analysis. By opening ourselves up and forcing and the regime of Science to confront the extraterrestrial can we shatter the taboo that has been created.
Wendt and Duvall 2008 (Alexander Wendt, Professor of International Relations at the Ohio State University.  Raymond Duvall, Professor of Political Sciences at the University of Minnesota. August 2008.  Political Theory. “Sovereignty and the UFO.”  http://ptx.sagepub.com/content/36/4/607.full.pdf+html)

We have called ours a “critical” theory, in that it rests on a normative assumption that the limits of modern rule should be exposed. In the present context this means that human beings should try to know the UFO. Although we believe the case for this presumption is over-determined and overwhelming, it is not a case we can make here. Nevertheless, it seems incumbent upon us to follow through on the practical logic of our theory, so taking its desirability as given, in conclusion we address the question of resistance to the UFO taboo. The structuralism of our argument might suggest that resistance is futile. However, the structure of the UFO taboo also has aporias and fissures that make it—and the anthropocentric structure of rule that it sustains—potentially unstable. One is the UFO itself, which in its persistent recurrence generates an ongoing need for its normalization. Modern rule might not recognize the UFO, but in the face of continuing anomalies maintaining such nonrecognition requires work. In that respect the UFO is part of the constitutive, unnormalized outside of modern sovereignty, which can be included in authoritative discourse only through its exclusion. Within the structure of modern rule there are also at least two fissures that complicate maintaining UFO ignorance. One is the different knowledge interests of science and the state. While the two are aligned in authoritative UFO discourse, the state is ultimately interested in maintaining a certain regime of truth (particularly in the face of metaphysical insecurity), whereas science recognizes that its truths can only be tentative. Theory may be stubborn, but the presumption in science is that reality has the last word, which creates the possibility of scientific knowledge countering the state’s dogma. The other fissure is within liberalism, the constitutive core of modern governmentality. Even as it produces normalized subjects who know that “belief” in UFOs is absurd, liberal governmentality justifies itself as a discourse that produces free-thinking subjects who might doubt it.72 It is in this context that we would place the recent disclosure by the French government (and at press time the British too) of 
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its long-secret UFO files (1,600 reports), including its investigations of selected cases, of which the French acknowledge 25 percent as unexplained.73 Given that secrecy is only a contingent feature of the UFO taboo, and that even the French are still far from seeking systematic knowledge of UFOs, this disclosure is not in itself a serious challenge to our argument. However, the French action does illustrate a potential within liberalism to break with authoritative common sense,74 even at the risk of exposing the foundations of modern sovereignty to insecurity. The kind of resistance that can best exploit these fissures might be called militant agnosticism. Resistance must be agnostic because by the realist standards of modernity, regarding the UFO/ET question neither atheism nor belief is epistemically justified; we simply do not know. Concretely, agnosticism means “seeing” rather than ignoring the UFO, taking it seriously as a truly unidentified object. Since it is precisely such seeing that the UFO taboo forbids, in this context seeing is resistance. However, resistance must also be militant, by which we mean public and strategic, or else it will indeed be futile. The reproduction of UFO ignorance depends crucially on those in positions of epistemic authority observing the UFO taboo. Thus, private agnosticism—of the kind moderns might have about God, for example—is itself part of the problem. Only breaking the taboo in public constitutes genuine resistance. Even that is not enough, however, as attested by the long history of unsuccessful resistance to the UFO taboo to date.75 The problem is that agnosticism alone does not produce knowledge, and thus reduce the ignorance upon which modern sovereignty depends. For a critical theory of anthropocentric rule, therefore, a science of UFOs ironically is required, and not just a science of individual cases after the fact, which can tell us only that some UFOs lack apparent conventional explanations. Rather, in this domain what is needed is paradoxically a systematic science, in which observations are actively sought in order to analyze patterns from which an intelligent presence might be inferred.76 That would require money, infrastructure, and a long-term commitment of the kind that to date has been possible only for epistemic authorities, or precisely those actors most resistant to taking UFOs seriously. Still, given the potential disjunction of interest between science and the state, it is possible here for science to play a key role for critical theory. Whether such a science would actually overcome UFO ignorance is unknowable today, but it is only through it that We might move beyond the essentially theological discourse of belief and denial to a truly critical posture. Modern rule and its metaphysics are extraordinarily resilient, so the difficulties of such resistance cannot be overstated. Those who attempt it will have difficulty funding and publishing their work, and their reputations will suffer. UFO resistance might not be futile but it is certainly dangerous, because it is resistance to modern sovereignty itself. In this respect militant UFO agnosticism is akin to other forms of resistance to governmentality; however, whereas sovereignty has found ways of dealing with them, the UFO may reveal an Achilles heel. Like Achilles, the modern sovereign is a warrior whose function is to protect—in this case, from threats to the norm. Unlike conventional threats, however, the UFO threatens humans’ capacity to decide those threats, and so cannot be acknowledged without calling modern sovereignty itself into question. To what extent that would be desirable is a large normative question which we have bracketed here.77 But taking UFOs seriously would certainly embody the spirit of self-criticism that infuses liberal governmentality and academia in particular, and it would, thereby, foster critical theory. And indeed, if academics’ first responsibility is to tell the truth, then the truth is that after sixty years of modern UFOs, human beings still have no idea what they are, and are not even trying to find out. That should surprise and disturb us all, and cast doubt on the structure of rule that requires and sustains it. 

Anthropocentric alienation is at the root of all exploitation—start your decision with a recognition of the connection to more than human others. Failing to recognize the gap between the alien and human reinforces all difference.
Rebecca Rose, Lecturer in Literature for Trinity College Foundation Studies, The University of Melbourne, 2006, COLLOQUY text theory critique  12 (2006)
In recent decades concern for the human-human relationship has brought attention to the human-nonhuman relationship. The argument that the crises faced by humans do not exist in isolation but are inseparable from environmental crises is seldom rejected outright.5 It is clear to many that humans and nonhumans live interdependently – a conviction at the heart of the environmental movement. In 1982 ‘The World Charter for Na- ture’ was adopted by the UN General Assembly and in 1997 an Earth Char- ter Commission was formed to oversee a “worldwide, cross-cultural con- versation” that produced the ‘Earth Charter’ document.6 The Earth Charter is a declaration of fundamental principles “to bring forth a sustainable global society founded on respect for nature, universal human rights, eco- nomic justice, and a culture of peace.”7 It appears similar in form and pur- pose to the Universal Declaration. Both documents share the same vision- ary quality and both resonate with a determination to initiate positive change for the future. A crucial difference is the extent to which the Earth Charter’s vision for world peace centralizes environmental ethics. Rockefel- ler describes the Earth Charter as “a declaration of global interdependence and universal responsibility.”8 Despite the soft legal status of the ideals articulated within the Earth Charter and the Universal Declaration, they may be regarded as sets of principles which influence disciplines and practices that provide direction for humanity, including ethics and international law. They help establish in- ternationally shared principles essential for international or cross-cultural dialogue. For example, the principles of the Earth Charter underlay the World Summit for Sustainable Development, which ostensibly promoted the interdependence of humankind and the natural environment.9 The roles of the Earth Charter and Universal Declaration do not extend to identifying “the mechanisms and instruments required to implement [their] ethical and strategic vision.”10 Acting upon ideals in order to change reality is a collabo- rative 
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task to be undertaken by the plurality of subjects and their knowl- edges which construct human culture. I am considering here the contribu- tion of a perspective based in ecophilosophy and environmental ethics. Ecophilosophy and environmental ethics are raising understanding of human-nonhuman interdependence, and nonhuman value, in an effort to end denial and inaction. Three distinct modes of recognizing nonhuman rights have developed and may be summarized as follows. One approach views nonhuman rights through the condition of human benefit; the per- ceived worth of nonhuman life is derived from human interest. For example, we should value and prevent the destruction of the river, the fish, the soil, or else we shall destroy ourselves.11 This is a reconfiguration of working to prevent humans abusing humans, but here the abuse is manifested through abuse of the earth. Human responsibility towards the nonhuman is indirect and the value of nonhuman rights precarious. Another mode for developing nonhuman rights has been to extend human rights. Basic hu- man rights are modified, or partly or fully extended to certain nonhumans that are compared to humans. For example, many people understand that animals may possess significant consciousness and are able to suffer from cruelty, and therefore animals should not be subjected to cruel treatment.12 Nonhuman rights are conferred according to a qualification process that is biased towards human qualities and against nonhuman qualities, so many nonhumans are not recognised or treated by humans as significant beings with rights. Mick Smith is critical of popular animal rights ethicist Peter Singer for this reason: “Singer’s thesis of the expanding circle, and moral extensionism in general, is a graphic representation of anthropocentrism. Humanity sits at [CARD CONTINUES, NO TEXT DELETED] [CARD CONTINUES, NO TEXT DELETED] the center of a concentrically ordered nature, as the arche- type of ethical value – both the measure and the measurer of all things.” 13 Val Plumwood criticizes Peter Singer and Tom Regan as moral dualists who continue Cartesian frameworks, and as theorists who “have success- fully put some issues about animals on the philosophical and social agenda, but have no larger conceptual resources to critique the rationalist framework of commodification that makes so many animal lives a living hell.”14 Thus, while we might extend certain rights to animals deemed sen- tient, those that are not, along with a myriad other entities, such as rivers or forests, are awarded no moral standing. These human-centred modes of developing rights for nonhumans deny them inherent value. Arguing that nonhumans are inherently valuable, that is, nonhumans have rights independent of human interest or human resemblance, is met with general resistance, which is exceedingly powerful when coming from a dominant modern culture. Consumption by humans is a core tenet of this dominant modern culture. Recognising the inherent value and rights of nonhumans leads to recognising the necessary responsibility and care of humans towards nonhumans, and threatens the ideal, or rather the ideol- ogy, of unconditional consumption, because it is nonhumans who are being consumed excessively and without respect.15 That a foremost cause of humans violating other humans’ rights follows directly from this culture supporting a slight minority of humans who consume excessively and indif- ferently at the expense of all others, is an established criticism that I will not address directly.16 For now, I am skeptical of any reasoning which sug- gests that showing care towards nonhumans compromises human well- being. If at all, it is the human-centric theories for admitting nonhumans into ethical consideration that are likely to be accepted within the dominating modern culture. Even then, such acceptance of an ethical code is irregu- larly or improperly conducted into practice. As for valuing nonhumans for their inherent selves – this possible social development is at the farthest peripheries of theoretical ethical consideration, let alone being a code evi- dent in practice within the human-nonhuman relationship typical of the dominant culture. An argument for human rights may be drawn by examining the founda- tions of present human rights work. A fundamental cause of the failure of human rights work to achieve an enduring and positive difference can be identified in its underlying reasoning. It seems sound: strengthen human rights by targeting those who appear to violate them. Nearly all human rights work is based upon bettering the human-human relationship. The ideal human-human relationship, the kind envisioned by the Universal Dec- laration, has been established as the theoretical foundation of world peace. By implication we perceive real human-human relationship as the basic problem. Supposedly, if we fix the way humans treat each other, then the ░ Human Rights 143 world’s problems will disappear. I partly agree. Without doubt, human be- ings are today an unprecedented and fierce force. The immediate future of earthly life does appear to be dependent upon what we humans do. How- ever, I would disagree that what we humans do to each other is the essen- tial determinant of peace. I am not sure, in other words, that the mistreat- ment of humans by humans is the foremost problem. The centralization of human-human relationships continues into the burgeoning work for nonhuman rights, which is largely developing as sec- ondary to human rights: either as a reinforcement or extension of human rights. It is significant that work for nonhuman rights follows on from work for human rights. The ideal human-human relationship is constructed as a pre-existent, or a priori ethical ideal for the human-nonhuman relationship. Taking human rights as the foundation for nonhuman rights misdirects ethi- cal development. Although I might proceed by bringing nonhuman rights solely into the foreground, my specific intention here is to develop human rights. Orientating discussion towards the development of human rights specifically does not undermine my belief that human and nonhuman rights cannot be treated as exclusive subjects or forked ethical paths. Continual and inevitable recourse to the subject of nonhuman rights will attest this. My rejection of human-centric ethical development is not driven en- tirely by the failure of human-centrism to really recognise nonhuman rights. Taking human rights as the foundation for nonhuman rights misdirects ethi- cal theory and practice to the detriment of nonhumans and humans. The rest of this discussion aims to clarify how recognizing nonhuman rights in- dependent from human interest lays a true foundation for human rights. Ar- guably, an ethical human-nonhuman relationship is a prerequisite for an ethical human-human relationship. To support this argument, I’ll start by drawing attention to epistemological processes within human-nonhuman abuse, and will continue by considering how violations of human rights by humans originate in human-nonhuman abuse in the context of contempo- rary war, including terrorism. If reflecting upon how we relate to others is constitutive of human rights work, then understanding why we practice those relations, or thinking about the epistemological foundation of our selves, is critical. The dominant modern relationship between human self and other is shaped by an epis- temology of hyperseparation. Modern paradigms of rationality and objectifi- cation have constructed others as radically other. We might note how common and standard are the critiques that expose modern technoscience, politics and economics as socially powerful and potentially selfish agents that may act to disengage from, marginalise, exclude and control that which gets otherized.17 There is nothing unfamiliar about humans regarding themselves as exceptional and superior to the ‘other’. History is a chronicle of human mistreatment of the ‘other’ predominantly identified as nonhuman nature: the human/nature dualism appears in classical epistemology.18 At present, the extremity of environmental destruction is grossly and dangerously demonstrating the human attitude of [CARD CONTINUES, NO TEXT DELETED] [CARD CONTINUES, NO TEXT DELETED] superiority towards the other, and underlies the modern human-human relationship forged by epis- temic hyperseparation. An inclusion of humans into the prior construction of ‘radical nonhuman other’ has escalated in the modern world. These hu- mans are identified and otherized as variously continuous with nonhuman nature and thereat discontinuous with the human. Human difference is constructed as radical difference. Human others have typically included people with ‘other’ skin colour or ‘other’ religions, cultures or languages, women, the poor, or minorities. In the interest of human rights then, our re- consideration of dominant modern epistemology, and its inherent episte- mology of hyperseparation, should be unreserved. This reconsideration, then, involves challenging human/nonhuman, 
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mind/nature, mind/body dual- isms . The ethical implications of centralizing the human-human relationship through an epistemology of hyperseparation are immense. Nonhumans are excluded from ethical concern on the premise that, as a human-human field, ethics is disengaged from the radically other.19 Developing from an epistemic rejection of human-nonhuman interrelationship, and subse- quently upon the radical exclusion of those classed as ‘other’, ethics is a flawed agency for human rights.20 As philosopher and sociologist Mick Smith puts it, “the ethical cannot be located entirely in the systemic inter- changes between individual humans. Ethics also has to include our rela- tions to nature; it is a lived multidimensional relation of care for natural (and human) others, a relation that originates in part from the environment it- self.”21 The ethical consequences of human-nonhuman hyperseparation for human-human relationship can be demonstrated readily in the context of was, partly because it regularly devastates the natural environment, but also because there is probably a unanimous view that human rights are violated in the context of war. My intention is to clarify how violations of human rights during war may originate from human-nonhuman hypersepa- ration. Analysts can enumerate many causes of war, and probably countless more causes are untold. Certainly though, notions of territory commonly in- stigate international or intranational conflict. Today’s terrifying conflict be- tween Israel and Lebanon is one such example of humans killing each other through powerful convictions of land ownership. The radical otheriza- ░ Human Rights 145 tion of nonhuman nature as that without mind or as lifeless (and right-less) supports our understanding of nonhuman nature (such as ‘land’) as a hu- man resource. Governments interested in national resources and economy value land as commodity and property to be amassed and defended.22 Land figures in war in another basic but highly consequential way. However it is instigated, warring takes place within the land. This also applies to ter- rorism: the psychological expectation of a terrorist attack taking place within the land makes the threat acute. I’ll consider how the epistemology of hy- perseparation operates firstly in war by military conflict and then by terror- ism. Damage by military conflict is generally palpable damage to land or to a place. Bombs that blast the ground apart, radioactive, chemical, biologi- cal and nuclear weapons: this abbreviated and inexpert list of modern weaponry is sufficient to signal the disturbing nature of modern war. In this discussion, rather than particularizing a technical inventory of modern im- plements of war and elaborating upon what precisely these do or have the potential to do (the term ‘weapons of mass destruction’ is self-explanatory), it is more helpful to question why challenging the epistemology that sup- ports such things is not the prioritized task in a world where war is fre- quently, if not continually, witnessed in the modern global context? The dominant understanding of land and sea as intrinsically lifeless, and therefore as morally valueless, is fundamentally implicated in the viola- tions of human rights. Firstly, the root of many conflicts – the very notion and practice of human ownership of land (the nonhuman) – originates from failing to recognise and denying nonhuman inherent rights. Secondly, as long as land and see are understood as lifeless, they will remain insignifi- cant and a morally acceptable location for an immoral activity: military con- flict. There exists the perception of the land or sea merely as somewhere for war to take place. A region becomes a circumscribed ‘war-zone’ wherein humans supposedly confine their attacks upon each other. Physi- cal human conflict is the only registered activity in this zone. Or it is at least the only activity of real concern, for land understood as lifeless and morally valueless cannot be understood as that which can be killed or killed with regret. Environmental activist Captain Paul Watson recognises the habitu- ally unrecognised victims of war: “When I see the daily bombing on televi- sion, I am not thinking of the Taliban or Bin Laden or even the victims of the absurd concept of ‘friendly fire’. My thoughts and concerns go to those species of nonhumans, both plant and animal that are dying under that mili- tary assault.”23 Watson pushes us to view the problems of war from beyond the anthropocentric position of perceiving it as an exclusively human crisis. From an ecophilosophical perspective, an absence of ethical consideration Rebecca Garcia Lucas Rose ░ 146 for the nonhuman derived from denying their inherent rights continues into unethical treatment of humans. I have now started to support this claim by putting forward the simple assertion that to accept that war can take place as though the literal place does not matter ethically exposes a critical omis- sion and failure in human ethical codes. The illusion of a radically autono- mous human self-identity constructed by radical otherisation (and epistemic hyperseparation) is part of the problem. The complexity of the human relationship to place is not fully compre- hended. Military weapons are invented to ensure ‘efficient’ destruction and this efficiency is derived in part from a particular level of understanding of human-nonhuman interrelation. Effective weapons are designed to devas- tate nonhuman nature precisely because human life depends upon water, soil, air, plants, animals and other living things. The impact of war-ravaged land upon humans is incontestable: humans suffer and die along with the suffering and dying more-than-human community of life. Watson writes: “Vietnam was a horrific killing field where humans died alongside ele- phants, tigers, trees, frogs, water buffalo and birds – burned by napalm, riddled by claymores, incinerated by bombs, defoliated by agent orange.”24 War destroyed land equals war destroyed life forms, including people, maybe for unforeseen generations. If some weapons are designed through a level of understanding hu- man-nonhuman interdependence, on another level the epistemology of hy- perseparation counteracts an understanding of human-nonhuman insepa- rability and conceals the extent of warfare’s destruction. Although the land and much life living on (and as) the land is destroyed, this destruction is perceived as localized and isolated. Not only may a nation targeting a local- ity claim, and possibly believe, that it is not targeting civilians but that it tar- gets national resources, it views itself as discontinuous from the locality and its destruction. The denial of human-nonhuman (or self-other) interrela- tion and ecological connection is self-destructive. There do not exist eco- logical boundaries that comply with human notions of territory, no matter how distant warring nations on earth are geographically.25 So called ‘local- ized’ destruction of life affects all other life, including humans. The conjec- ture that a ‘localized’ war initiates widespread impact is not incredible, par- ticularly considering the kind of weaponry used, or threatened to be used, and the numerous wars taking place within the world that are devastating places and people, physically, socially and emotionally. The epistemology of hyperseparation also operates strongly in terror- ism in a number of ways. Firstly, both the terrorists and terrorized perceive each other as radically other. In part, this demarcation may be self- cultivated. For the terrorists it amplifies their effect upon the terrorized, and ░ Human Rights 147 for the terrorized it justifies constructing the terrorists as radically uncivilized or as the dehumanized other. Otherisation strengthens the perception of self as the civilized and blameless victim. The civilized/uncivilized dichot- omy reconfigures the self/other dichotomy, and is derivative of the classical human/nature or human/nonhuman dichotomy. We can investigate how understanding terrorists as radical others en- dorses a military response for dealing with terrorism. Earlier I argued that the nonhuman other is excluded from ethical consideration. Denying the ethical status of the nonhuman continues into diminished ethical responsi- bility towards the other identified as uncivilised/dehumanized human other. Moral accountability of actions towards the other (terrorists) is lessened, or is at least qualified and legitimized in favour of a military response. De- pending on who you are and who your other is, some human lives are worth more or less than others. The saying ‘violence begets violence’ re- mains unheeded by both the terrorists and those directing the ‘War Against Terrorism’.26 Defining ‘violence’ is partially dependent upon the ethical in- clusion of the other (the target of violence) by the self (the sender of vio- lence). The classification of violence, with its ethical implications, is irrele- vant to those operating within self-interested ethical frameworks that ex- clude the other. In other words, what I do is not violence if it is done to a subject outside my ethical framework. Marking the boundary for ethical in- clusion and exclusion originates from the perception of human-nonhuman hyperseparation. With the psychological or emotional target being so significant in ter- rorist attacks, in some cases it may appear more accurate to locate terror- ism in mindscape rather than following my earlier assertion that warring takes place in landscape. The psychological preoccupation with 
Contention 1 — Anthropocentrism

[NO TEXT DELETED]

possibility, with ‘what if’ scenarios, is a key means of maintaining terror beyond the ac- tual event of a physical attack. Nevertheless, psychologically registered possibility remains a highly situated threat. The possibility of a terrorist at- tack taking place is only a possibility and only terrifying in its connection to the possibility that it takes place in my place. Furthermore, while psycho- logical abuse is imperative for effective terrorizing, ultimately the psycho- logical domain is physically embedded. Every terrorized mind is embodied, and our bodies, our selves, inhabit physical places that can be targeted, in- vaded, attacked, bombed, poisoned, etcetera. An understanding of human dependency upon the nonhuman is ap- parent within the anxiety that a place may be attacked. The terrified person perceives their self as connected with the place they inhabit. Naturally, per- ception of human-nonhuman interdependence is clearer within the immedi- ate context. If the air I breathe is contaminated with bio-chemical agents Rebecca Garcia Lucas Rose ░ 148 then I am in danger. Terrorism exploits this context specific perception of human-nonhuman connection by widely generating the possibility of local- ized targeting – that something terrible could happen where I live. People are not terrified – or are terrified to a much lesser degree – if they feel that an attack on the place which they inhabit or value is a remote possibility. The sense of discontinuity from another place reduces or eliminates terror. For example, much more concern is shown towards nuclear conflict be- tween other countries if the direct fallout could reach our country and there- fore us. To some extent, terrorism relies upon the epistemology of hypersepa- ration by utilizing the deeply established illusion of the self’s radical auton- omy from the other. The sense of safety fabricated through the illusion of disconnection, can be challenged by terrorist threat only because it has been established in the first place. The strength of illusory safety estab- lished by hyperseparation is itself a susceptible target for terrorists. The psychological safety mechanism of confining terrorist attacks to an other place has been largely dismantled. Christian Reus-Smit describes interna- tional terrorism as “essentially a faceless and territorially unbound en- emy.”27 Hence, the fear and suspicion of any ‘others’ are raised even in relatively stable communities, resulting in tense, hostile social conditions. The sense of safety in disconnection is an [CARD CONTINUES, NO TEXT DELETED] [CARD CONTINUES, NO TEXT DELETED] extreme illusion then vulnerable to being converted into an inverse extremity of fear. Without this illusion of safety in disconnection, the threat of attack would own. Instead I am wonder- ing, if the dominant epistemology of hyperseparation were reconsidered, if hyperseparation no longer strongly informed be a less effective agent of terror. I am not then claiming that holding an understanding of our con- nections to the nonhuman and to other places would result in us living with a permanent degree of terror in our recognition that the destruction of land- scape, near and far, affects all life including our what we do and how we un- derstand self, other and world, would we then relate in such destructive un- ethical ways? How we relate to each other and overcoming our tendency towards destructive relations remains the preoccupation for those working to estab- lish a level of world peace. However, if efforts to resolve global conflict re- main exclusively preoccupied with the relations between human ‘selves’ and ‘others’ an important consideration will be overlooked. Watson writes: “Osama Bin Laden is not the problem nor is George Bush or Saddam Hus- sein. They will be gone tomorrow and replaced by new hominid clowns. The problem is us. As Pogo once said, ‘We have met the enemy and he is us’.”28 Watson’s words should not be interpreted as a call to intensify our focus upon our human selves as the problem, in the egocentric manner we ░ Human Rights 149 have predominantly followed. We might clarify the condition of Watson’s “us” by adding that the problem is us humans in our relationship with the nonhuman other. The aim is to re-view the global problem by viewing hu- man conflict in connection with the wider earth community. An ecophiloso- phical approach towards conflict resolution aims to balance the anthropo- centric mindset towards human relations with a perception of human rela- tions on a comprehensive scale. The perception of an interdependent earth community takes into account destructive human behaviour as it impacts not only upon humans but also nonhumans. Watson puts this more pro- vocatively and perhaps less carefully, however he better expresses a frus- tration with the anthropocentric blindspot that turns our focus inwards and away from a biocentric perspective that could help resolve global problems: So we can either waste our time rooting for this side or that side – West vs. East, North vs. South, Right vs. Left, Muslim vs. Jew vs. Christian vs. Hindu, Conservative vs. Liberal, Communist vs. Capi- talist. Or we can turn our back on all these anthropocentric concepts and see the world for what it is – one world, one planet, one complex biodiversity of life whose one purpose is simply to live and let live according to a design that has been billions of years in the making.29 

The ET is outside, taboo, and requires that the state secure itself as prime. This explains the cancellation of SETI and other extraterrestrial quests, and allows the state to securitize and define all life without question. Recognizing the possibility of extraterrestrial life challenges anthropocentrism that is the root of the logic of security
Wendt and Duvall 2008 (Alexander Wendt, Professor of International Relations at the Ohio State University. Raymond Duvall, Professor of Political Sciences at the University of Minnesota. August 2008. Political Theory. “Sovereignty and the UFO.” http://ptx.sagepub.com/content/36/4/607.full.pdf+html )

It might be argued that these spatio-temporal threats alone can explain the UFO taboo. On this view, by virtue of the possibility that UFOs are ETs, the UFO calls into question the state’s claim to protect its citizens, which it would be unwilling to admit. Because the threat is so grave, the only rational response is to ignore the UFO. States are enabled in this policy by the fact that UFOs do not (yet) interfere with the conditions of life of human populations, and as such have not compelled recognition. However, at least two considerations militate against reducing the UFO threat to spatio-temporal terms. First, states show little reluctance to ignore other existential threats; if immigrants, pandemics, and terrorists are readily securitized, despite states’ inability to secure their populations from them, then why are not UFOs? Second, given that UFOs do not interfere with modern governance, and with no indication that states actually believe the ETH, the UFO would seem cynically to be an ideal securitization issue. Because it leaves physical traces it can be represented as if it were real, justifying the growth of state power, even as states know the threat is imaginary. To be sure states may have other worries—but then all the more reason to stage a UFO threat to bolster their capacities. Thus, Hollywood 
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notwithstanding, in our view the threat of the UFO is not primarily alien invasion or the black helicopters of world government. Challenges to the “physics” of modern sovereignty are necessary conditions for the UFO taboo, but they are not sufficient. The UFO threat is different in the challenge it poses to the metaphysics of modern sovereignty, which are fundamentally anthropocentric.54 Because the contemporary capacity to command political loyalty and resources depends upon it, the assumption of anthropocentrism must be unquestioned if modern rule is to be sustained as a political project. As a condition of their own sovereignty, therefore, before modern states can deal with threats to their physical and ontological security, they must first secure this metaphysic. How is this done? Sovereign decision is no help, since modern sovereignty can only instantiate an anthropocentric metaphysic, not step outside to decide the exception to it. So here modern sovereignty must give way to governmentality, or authoritative procedures to make anthropocentrism “known” as fact. In contrast to past processes of normalization in which the visions of shamans or seers were taken to be authoritative, the standards of knowledge in modern governmentality are primarily scientific. Thus, since there is no scientific evidence for miracles, it is known that God does not intervene in the material world. Similarly, since there is no evidence Nature has subjectivity, it is known not to. Anthropocentrism will be secure until scientific evidence to the contrary comes along. An unknown that incorporates the possibility of ETs confounds this metaphysical certainty, creating a situation in which its status as exception cannot be decided. We develop this suggestion using Derrida’s concept of “undecidability,”55 while arguing that the particular form undecidability takes in the UFO case disrupts its usual operation. Something is undecidable when it “does not conform to either polarity of a dichotomy, (for example, present/absent, cure/poison, and inside/outside),” but is both at once.56 Perhaps confusingly, undecidability does not mean a decision cannot be made, but that a decision on which side of the binary an undecidable belongs is compelled. Undecidability is a “condition from which no course of action necessarily follows,”57 yet which requires a decision to resolve oscillation between dichotomous poles. The UFO is undecidable in this sense, and thus compels decision. However, to “decide” an exception it would seem necessary for the sovereign first to acknowledge the existence of a disturbance in its field of visibility and try to determine what the disturbance is. “Decision,” in other words, suggests an effort to know potential threats rather than merely reenact the norm, if only to make better decisions—yet states have made no meaningful effort to know the UFO. Disturbances may be acknowledged, but then states have mostly abjured a scientific standpoint in favor of public relations on behalf of the established regime of truth, re-affirming that We already know what these (unidentified) objects are (not). The effect is to constitute the UFO as un-exceptional, but not by “deciding.”58 This suggests that we need to look more closely at the moment of transition from undecidability to the decision, or what Derrida calls the “logic of the palisade,”59 which in this case does not seem to be automatic. More specifically, we propose that the UFO compels a decision that, by the modern sovereign at least, cannot be made. The reason is the particular character of the UFO’s undecidability, at once potentially objective and subjective, each pole of which poses a metaphysical challenge to anthropocentric rule. 

Value is sacrificed in the name of security—conflict becomes inevitable and all life is rendered calculable
Pever Coviello, Prof. of English @ Bowdoin, 2k [Queer Frontiers, p. 39-40]
Perhaps. But to claim that American culture is at present decisively postnuclear is not to say that the world we inhabit is in any way postapocalyptic. Apocalypse, as I began by saying, changed-it did not go away. And here I want to hazard my second assertion: if, in the nuclear age of yesteryear, apocalypse signified an event threatening everyone and everything with (in Jacques Den-ida's suitably menacing phrase) "remairiderless and a-symbolic destruction,," then in the postnuclear world apocalypse is an affair whose parameters are definitively local. In shape and in substance, apocalypse is defined now by the affliction it brings somewhere else, always to an "other" people whose very presence might then be written as a kind of dangerous contagion, threatening the safety and prosperity of a cherished "general population." This fact seems to me to stand behind Susan Sontag's incisive observation, from 1989, that, 'Apocalypse is now a long-running serial: not 'Apocalypse Now' but 'Apocalypse from Now On."" The decisive point here in the perpetuation of the threat of apocalypse (the point Sontag goes on, at length, to miss) is that apocalypse is ever present because, as an element in a vast economy of power, it is ever useful. That is, through the perpetual threat of destruction-through the constant reproduction of the figure of apocalypse-agencies of power ensure their authority to act on and through the bodies of a particular population. No one turns this point more persuasively than Michel Foucault, who in the final chapter of his first volume of The History of Sexuality addresses himself to the problem of a power that is less repressive than productive, less life-threatening than, in his words, "life-administering." Power, he contends, "exerts a positive influence on life land, endeavors to administer, optimize, and multiply it, subjecting it to precise controls and comprehensive regulations?' In his brief comments on what he calls "the atomic situation;' however, Foucault insists as well that the productiveness of modern power must not be mistaken for a uniform repudiation of violent or even lethal means. For as "managers of life and survival, of bodies and the race," agencies of modern power presume to act 'on the behalf of the existence of everyone." Whatsoever might be construed as a threat to life and survival in this way serves to authorize any expression of force, no matter how invasive or, indeed, potentially annihilating. "If genocide is indeed the dream of modem power," Foucault writes, "this is not because of a recent return to the ancient right to kill; it is because power is situated and exercised at the level of life, the species, the race, and the large-scale phenomena of population." For a state that would arm itself not with the power to kill its population, but with a more comprehensive power over the patterns and functioning of its collective life, the threat of an apocalyptic demise, nuclear or otherwise, seems a civic initiative that can scarcely be done without.

Plan Text

Plan: The United States federal government should increase its search for extraterrestrial life beyond the Earth’s mesosphere.
Contention 2 — Biopoltics
Governmentality aims to know and normalize all life under a biopolitical regime--denying the extraterrestrial  strengthens the state’s ability to define and justify endless states of exception.  Only reinvigorating the search transcends the visible realm and threatens biopower by suggesting the possibility of an invisible exception that is impossible to define and decide.

Wendt and Duvall 2008 (Alexander Wendt, Professor of International Relations at the Ohio State University.  Raymond Duvall, Professor of Political Sciences at the University of Minnesota. August 2008.  Political Theory. “Sovereignty and the UFO.”  http://ptx.sagepub.com/content/36/4/607.full.pdf+html JT)
Governmentality, Sovereignty, and the Exception In thinking about the problem of rule, political scientists have traditionally focused on either individual agents or institutional structures, in both cases treating government as a given object. In contrast, Foucault’s concept of governmentality is focused on the “art of governing,” understood as the biopolitical “conduct of conduct” for a population of subjects.45 Thus, governmentality concerns the specific regime of practices through which the population is constituted and (self-)regularized. “Modern” governmentality marks a shift in discourses of rule away from the state’s sovereign power— its ability to take life and/or render it bare—and toward its fostering and regularizing of life in biopolitics. The object of government is no longer simply obedience to the king, but regulating the conditions of life for subjects. To this end biopolitics requires that the conditions of life of the population be made visible and assayed, and practical knowledge be made available to improve them. As a result, with modern governmentality we see the emergence of both panoptic surveillance and numerous specialized discourses—of education, political economy, demography, health, morality, and others—the effect of which is to make populations knowable and subject to the regularization that will make for the “happy life.” A constitutive feature of modern governmentality is that its discourses are scientific, which means that science and the state are today deeply intermeshed. Through science the state makes its subjects and objects known, lending them a facticity that facilitates their regularization, and through the state science acquires institutional support and prestige. Despite this symbiosis, however, there is also an important epistemological difference between the two. Science seeks, but knows it can never fully achieve, “the” truth, defined as an apolitical, objective representation of the world. To this end it relies on norms and practices that produce an evolving, always potentially contested body of knowledge. The state, in contrast, seeks a regime of truth to which its population will reliably adhere. Standards for knowledge in that context privilege stability and normalization over the uncertain path of scientific truth. Although science and the state are allied in the modern UFO regime, we suggest in conclusion that this difference opens space for critical theory and resistance. Modern governmentality directs attention away from sovereign power and toward the socially diffuse practices by which it is sustained. Yet as Agamben reminds us,46 sovereignty remains important, because every regime of governmentality has outsides, even while exceeding the capacity for regularization. This outside is both external, in the form of actors not subject to normalization, and internal, in the form of people’s capacity to do otherwise (hence their need to be “governed”). Ordinarily these limits do not severely threaten modern rule, but some exceed the capacity for regularization. Schmitt calls such situations “states of exception”: “any severe economic or political disturbance requiring the application of extraordinary measures,” including abrogation of law by those who govern in its name.47 Extending and modifying Schmitt’s analysis, Agamben emphasizes a “zone of indistinction” between the juridical order and the state of exception, which is neither fully in nor outside the law. Thus, while sometimes constitutionally recognized, the state of exception is “not a special kind of law,” but necessarily transcends the law.48 In Sergei Prozorov’s terms, the state of exception is a “constitutive outside” or “excess” to law that is the latter’s condition of possibility.49 As such, for Agamben (if not for Schmitt) a state of exception is always potentially there, even when not actually in force, permanently contaminating the law. On the other hand, the state of exception also belongs to the law, since it is by the latter’s limits and/or failure that it is known. States of exception cannot be declared willy-nilly, but must make sense within the regime of truth they would uphold. Thus, law and the exception are co-constitutive rather than mutually exclusive.  “Sovereign is he who decides the exception.”50 Like the state of exception it decides, sovereignty is both outside and inside law. On the one hand, it is the ability to found and suspend a juridical order. To that extent sovereignty transcends the law, its decisions seeming to come out of nowhere, like a “miracle.”51 In saying this Schmitt emphasizes sovereignty’s omnipotence, if not to realize its intentions then at least to decide them. However, even Schmitt recognizes that sovereign decision is not literally a miracle, but has conditions of possibility. Among Agamben’s contributions is in showing that those conditions include the very corpus of law that is to be suspended in the decision of the exception. In this way sovereignty is also inside and limited by law. 
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The biopolitics of exception make violence inevitable—it renders populations expendable and disposable
Henry Giroux, Prof at McMaster, “Reading Hurricane Katrina:Race, Class, and the Biopolitics of Disposability,” College Literature, 2006 
In the current historical moment, as Catherine Mills points out, "all subjects are at least potentially if not actually abandoned by the law and exposed to violence as a constitutive condition of political existence" (2004, 47). Nicholas Mirzoeff has observed that all over the world there is a growing resentment of immigrants and refugees, matched by the emergence of detain-and-deport strategies and coupled with the rise of the camp as the key institution and social model of the new millennium. The "empire of camps," according to Mirzoeff, has become the "exemplary institution of a system of global capitalism that supports the West in its high consumption, low-price consumer lifestyle" (2005, 145). Zygmunt Bauman calls such camps "garrisons of extraterritoriality" and argues that they have become "the dumping grounds for the indisposed of and as yet unrecycled waste of the global frontier-land" (2003, 109). The regime of the camp has increasingly become a key index of modernity and the new world order. The connections among disposability, violence, and death have become common under modernity in those countries where the order of power has become necropolitical. For example, Rosa Linda Fregoso analyzes feminicide as a local expression of global violence against women in the region of the U.S./Mexico border where over one thousand women have been either murdered or disappeared, constituting what amounts to a "politics of gender extermination" (2006, 109). The politics of disposability and necropolitics not only generate widespread violence and ever expanding "garrisons of extraterritoriality" but also have taken on a powerful new significance as a foundation for political sovereignty. Biopolitical commitments to "let die" by abandoning citizens appear increasingly credible in light of the growing authoritarianism in the United States under the Bush administration (Giroux 2005). [End Page 180] Given the Bush administration's use of illegal wiretaps, the holding of "detainees" illegally and indefinitely in prisons such as Guantanamo, the disappearance, kidnapping, and torture of alleged terrorists, and the ongoing suspension of civil liberties in the United States, Agamben's theory of biopolitics rightly alerts us to the dangers of a government in which the state of emergency becomes the fundamental structure of control over populations. While Agamben's claim that the concentration camp (as opposed to Foucault's panopticon) is now the model for constitutional states captures the contrariness of biopolitical commitments that have less to do with preserving life than with reproducing violence and death, its totalitarian logic is too narrow and fails in the end to recognize that the threat of violence, bare life, and death is not the only form of biopower in contemporary life. The dialectics of life and death, visibility and invisibility, and privilege and lack in social existence that now constitute the biopolitics of modernity have to be understood in terms of their complexities, specificities, and diverse social formations. For instance, the diverse ways in which the current articulation of biopower in the United States works to render some groups disposable and to privilege others within a permanent state of emergency need to be specified. Indeed, any viable rendering of contemporary biopolitics must address more specifically how biopower attempts not just to produce and control life in general, as Hardt and Negri insist, or to reduce all inhabitants of the increasing militarized state to the dystopian space of the "death camp," as Agamben argues, but also to privilege some lives over others. The ongoing tragedy of pain and suffering wrought by the Bush administration's response to Hurricane Katrina reveals a biopolitical agenda in which the logic of disposability and the politics of death are inscribed differently in the order of contemporary power—structured largely around wretched and broad-based racial and class inequalities. I want to further this position by arguing that neoliberalism, privatization, and militarism have become the dominant biopolitics of the mid-twentieth-century social state and that the coupling of a market fundamentalism and contemporary forms of subjugation of life to the power of capital accumulation, violence, and disposability, especially under the Bush administration, has produced a new and dangerous version of biopolitics.4 While the murder of Emmett Till suggests that a biopolitics structured around the intersection of race and class inequalities, on the one hand, and state violence, on the other, has long existed, the new version of biopolitics adds a distinctively different and more dangerous register. The new biopolitics not only includes state-sanctioned violence but also relegates entire populations to spaces of invisibility and disposability. As William DiFazio points out, "the state has been so weakened over decades of privatization that it . . . increasingly [End Page 181] fails to provide health care, housing, retirement benefits and education to a massive percentage of its population" (2006, 87). While the social contract has been suspended in varying degrees since the 1970s, under the Bush Administration it has been virtually abandoned. Under such circumstances, the state no longer feels obligated to take measures that prevent hardship, suffering, and death. The state no longer protects its own disadvantaged citizens—they are already seen as dead within a transnational economic and political framework. Specific populations now occupy a globalized space of ruthless politics in which the categories of "citizen" and "democratic representation," once integral to national politics, are no longer recognized. In the past, people who were marginalized by class and race could at least expect a modicum of support from the government, either because of the persistence of a drastically reduced social contract or because they still had some value as part of a reserve army of unemployed labour. That is no longer true. This new form of biopolitics is conditioned by a permanent state of class and racial exception in which "vast populations are subject to conditions of life conferring upon them the status of living dead" (Mbembe 2003, 40), largely invisible in the global media, or, when disruptively present, defined as redundant, pathological, and dangerous. Within this wasteland of death and disposability, whole populations are relegated to what Zygmunt Bauman calls "social homelessness" (2004, 13). While the rich and middle classes in the United States maintain lifestyles produced through vast inequalities of symbolic and material capital, the "free market" provides neither social protection and security nor hope to those who are poor, sick, elderly, and marginalized by race and class. Given the increasing perilous state of the those who are poor and dispossessed in America, it is crucial to reexamine how biopower functions within global neoliberalism and the simultaneous rise of security states organized around cultural (and racial) homogeneity. This task is made all the more urgent by the destruction, politics, and death that followed Hurricane Katrina. 
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We don’t have to win extraterrestrials are real or not—the search takes the position that extraterrestrials can exist which opens up foreclosed possibilities and disrupts the Sovereign machine. Only the search takes ET existence seriously. 

Wendt and Duvall 2008 (Alexander Wendt, Professor of International Relations at the Ohio State University.  Raymond Duvall, Professor of Political Sciences at the University of Minnesota. August 2008.  Political Theory. “Sovereignty and the UFO.”  http://ptx.sagepub.com/content/36/4/607.full.pdf+html JT)

Proving Our Ignorance Our argument is that UFO ignorance is political rather than scientific. To motivate this argument, however, we first need to critique UFO “skepticism” as science.31 Science derives its authority from its claim to discover, before politics, objective facts about the world. Since today these putative facts include that UFOs are not ETs, we have to show that this fact is not actually scientific. We consider very briefly the strongest arguments for UFO skepticism and show that none justifies rejection of the ET hypothesis (ETH). Indeed, they do not come close.32 It is not known, scientifically, that UFOs are not ETs, and to reject the ETH is therefore to risk a Type II error in statistics, or rejecting a true explanation. Of course, this does not mean that UFOs are ETs, either (inviting a Type I error), but it shifts the burden of proof onto skeptics to show that a Type II error has not been made.33 The UFO taboo is then puzzling, and open to political critique. “There is No Evidence” Echoing Hume’s discussion of miracles, Carl Sagan once said about UFOs that “extraordinary claims require extraordinary evidence,” and the empirical evidence for the ETH is certainly not that. If there is any ET signal in the noise of UFO reports it is very weak. However, some evidence warrants reasonable doubt. Physical evidence. Usually the first objection to the ETH is the lack of direct physical evidence of alien presence. Some ET believers contest this, claiming that the U.S. government is hiding wreckage from a 1947 crash at Roswell, New Mexico, but such claims are based on conspiracy theories that we shall set aside here. Not because they are necessarily wrong (although they cannot be falsified in the present context of UFO secrecy), but because like UFO skepticism they are anthropocentric, only now We know that UFOs are ETs but “They” (the government) aren’t telling. Such an assumption leads critique toward issues of official secrecy and away from the absence of systematic study, which is the real puzzle. In our view secrecy is a symptom of the UFO taboo, not its heart. While there is no direct physical evidence for the ETH, however, there is considerable indirect physical evidence for it, in the form of UFO anomalies that lack apparent conventional explanations—and for which ETs are therefore one possibility.34 These anomalies take four forms: ground traces, electro-magnetic interference with aircraft and motor vehicles, photographs and videos, and radar sightings like the Belgian F-16 case. Such anomalies cannot be dismissed simply because they are only indirect evidence for ETs, since science relies heavily on such evidence, as in the recent discovery of over 300 extra-solar planets (and counting).35 For if UFO anomalies are not potentially ETs, what else are they? Testimonial evidence. Most UFO reports consist primarily of eyewitness testimony. Although all observation is in a sense testimonial, by itself testimony cannot ground a scientific claim unless it can be replicated independently, which UFO testimony cannot. Such testimony is problematic in other respects as well. It reports seemingly impossible things, much is of poor quality, witnesses may have incentives to lie, honest observers may lack knowledge, and even experts can make mistakes. In view of these problems skeptics dismiss UFO testimony as meaningless. Problems notwithstanding, this conclusion is unwarranted. First, testimony should not be dismissed lightly, since none of us can verify for ourselves even a fraction of the knowledge we take for granted.36 In both law and social science, testimony has considerable epistemic weight in determining the facts. While sometimes wrong, given its importance in society, testimony is rejected only if there are strong reasons to do so. Second, there is a very large volume of UFO testimony, with some events witnessed by literally thousands of people. Third, some of these people were “expert witnesses”— civilian and military pilots, air traffic controllers, astronauts, astronomers, and other scientists. Finally, some of this testimony is corroborated by physical evidence, as in “radar/visual” cases. In short, the empirical evidence alone does not warrant rejecting the ETH. It does not warrant acceptance either, but this sets the bar too high. The question today is not “Are UFOs ETs?” but “Is there enough evidence they might be to warrant systematic study?” By demanding proof of ETs first, skeptics foreclose the question altogether. 
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The search itself is the only way to move beyond human-constructed boundaries
Baird 1987 (John C. Baird is professor, Departments of Psychology and MathematicslSocial Science, Dartmouth College. “The Inner Limits of Outerspace” 211-219 CHAPTER 13 JT)

Whatever the method chosen to contact extraterrestrial civilizations, the search itself fulfills a dual purpose. The manifest intent is to en​large the perspective of humanity beyond the physical boundaries of the Earth and Solar System within which we happen to be situated. That task falls chiefly to the natural sciences of physics and engineer​ing. The more subtle agenda is to use cosmic search as a tool to exam​ine the social and psychological factors behind the widespread interest in and curiosity about alien presence in the universe. The organization of the human nervous system, both innate and learned facets, sets un​alterable limits on the sensory reception, cognitive processing, and so​cial meaning of new information, whatever its point of origin or the intention of the sender. These limits appear in sharper relief when seen close up; that is, we are more likely to understand human capabilities when they are considered under circumstances that push humans to the edge of their intellectual potential. The SETI enterprise is just such an extreme and thereby may provide the conditions for a more realistic assessment of the human state than can be attained from the study of people socializing with each other on the plane of everyday life. Seen in the dual light projected by natural and social science, the search takes on a psycho-cosmic flavor and thus represents one of the most exciting and uplifting activities of the human species. Despite the difficulties we have in assigning exact values to the prob​abilities in the Drake formula {chapter 5), die immense number of candidate stars in the universe makes it unlikely that we are the only consciousness seeking contact with civilizations located beyond the borders of its home planet. The chances for actually making contact within the time frame of the next century may be slim, but they are not small enough to stop us from trying. If we are willing to be very pa​tient and periodically renew our efforts in the light of societal attitudes and changes in physical methods taking place on this planet, I feel con​fident that the search will eventually prove successful. A journey of a thousand years, traveled by a beam of light or by a human society, still must begin with the first step at the first moment. In my opinion, then, we should pursue SETI in all its diverse guises. Eventual success may come about through the efforts of radio astronomy on Earth, the launching of satellite probes to other star systems, direct human-alien meetings here or in space, or the future development of some entirely novel means for communicating over interstellar distances—for ex​ample, a method that exploits some untapped resource of the human brain. I am less sanguine about the possibility in the near term of making sense out of an alien encounter of any kind. Unless we are awfully luck)', the name of the alien mind will be vastly different from that of human beings. This state of mental mismatch need not be devastating if at least some faculties are held in common, for then we may be able to reach a marginal degree of emotional and intellectual understand​ing.
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