economy critique toolbox--neg
This file is less one coherent argument and more a grab bag of several different arguments which can supplement other critiques.

DO NOT ASSUME THAT THESE ARGUMENTS ARE CONSISTENT. Several aren’t. If you don’t personally familiarize yourself with this file, you will double turn yourself. This file is designed to give you a variety of tools to use in different situations—not to grab and go. 
There are many other predictions cards in the predictions critique. Some of the rationality arguments have their counterparts in the cap and competitiveness critiques. The closest thing to an independent k in this file is probably the rhetoric stuff, but even some of that bleeds into the transportation planning k and virilio. Familiarize yourself. 
*** Rhetoric K
1nc rhetoric K

their economic crisis rhetoric creates a state of exception which eliminates deliberation and justifies dangerous hypocricy 
Joshua Stanley Hanan 10 – PHD communication studies, professor of communication at Temple University (“Managing the Meltdown Rhetorically: Economic Imaginaries and the Emergency Economic Stabilization Act of 2008” dissertation The University of Texas at Austin)

 Mediating Economic Realities: Ethical Pragmatism When Bush addressed the American public on September 25, 2008—a week before the landmark passage of EESA—he declared that we are “living in extraordinary times.”294 Bringing attention to the “triple-digit swings in the stock market,” financial institutions teetering “on the edge of collapse,” and the “frozen” credit markets, the president highlighted the need to pass interventionist legislation as quickly as possible.295 Recognizing, as it were, that as a neoliberal his call for EESA legislation could be conceived as hypocritical, he sought to frame the bill’s Keynesian proclivities as an exception to normal economic policy. As he declared at length: I'm a strong believer in free enterprise, so my natural instinct is to oppose government intervention. I believe companies that make bad decisions should be allowed to go out of business. Under normal circumstances, I would have followed this course. But these are not normal circumstances. The market is not functioning properly. There has been a widespread loss of confidence, and major sectors of America's financial system are at risk of shutting down.296 While Bush recognizes that his actions may be unpopular or contradictory (given his neoliberal disposition), he claims to have no other options. Faced with “a choice, to step in with dramatic government action or to stand back and allow the irresponsible actions of some to undermine the financial security of all,” he frames EESA as the best option he has given the circumstances.297He wants to preserve the idea that “democratic capitalism is the best system ever devised” while at the same time ensuring that his massive interventionary agenda gets pushed through Congress.298 In addition to acknowledging the contradictions inherent in his actions, Bush also seeks to highlight an ethical aspect of the bill. While he recognizes that the crisis was caused by the “irresponsible actions of some,” he strives to point out that the government rescue is “not aimed at any individual company or industry. It is aimed at preserving America’s overall economy.”299He thus claims that the bailout is in the best interest of all citizens. If the economy is not kept in check, “the value of your home could plummet” and “[f]oreclosures would rise dramatically.”300 Consequently, Bush argues that the “federal government is responding with decisive action.”301While he concedes that “our 21st century economy remains regulated by largely outdated 20th century laws,” now is not the time to address such issues.302 Citizens must recognize that “we overcame tough times before” and that our economy is resilient.303 Thus instead of viewing the crisis as an opportunity for dialogue and deliberation on regulation for the economy, Bush seeks to postpone such conversations to a future point in time. By framing the proposed legislation in this particular light, Bush offers us a first example of how the neoliberal state of exception is manifested rhetorically in the sphere of policy. By describing the crisis as “extraordinary times” in need of “decisive action,” he is able to side step his administration’s problematic relationship to Wall Street and the present crisis. Since the economy is not operating normally but is instead in a state of disarray and chaos, the downturn must be addressed without normal argumentative debate. In his desire to postpone deliberation by emphasizing the exceptional nature of the crisis, Bush taps into a more general narrative that emerged during the creation and passage of EESA, namely ethical pragmatism. Like moral critique, ethical pragmatism deploys the state of exception enthymematically as a way of justifying EESA legislation. Unlike moral critique, however, ethical pragmatism links the exception to a completely different set of values. By bringing attention to temporary nature of the present situation, ethical pragmatism argues that deliberation and critique are the enemies. Since the Bush Administration is “working with Congress to address the root cause behind much of the instability in our markets,” this narrative contends the worst thing citizens can do right now is challenge the administration.304 The primary difference between these two rhetorical accounts can thus be located in the way they deploy the state of exception as an enthymeme to explain EESA and the government’s reaction to the present crisis. Whereas the moral critique implies that a state of exception has become a permanent practice under Bush, the latter tries to frame the state of exception as temporary action. Hence, insofar as the narrative of ethical pragmatism attempts to exempt itself from the problem by emphasizing authentic deliberation at a future point in time, it relies on a different model of the state of exception that is more justifiable.
the state of exception and belief in ‘ethical pragmatism’ justifies autocracy and turns neoliberalism upon itself

Joshua Stanley Hanan 10 – PHD communication studies, professor of communication at Temple University (“Managing the Meltdown Rhetorically: Economic Imaginaries and the Emergency Economic Stabilization Act of 2008” dissertation The University of Texas at Austin)

 The State of Exception The state of exception has gained increased popularity as a model for explaining the complex nature of power under late capitalism.224 Developed by German jurist and Catholic philosopher Carl Schmitt in the early 20th century, the state of exception emerged as a critique of the juridical problems inherent in republican forms of government.225 According to Schmitt, while these "democratic" philosophies have historically appeared to represent the popular will of a nation’s people (as opposed to the interests of a monarchy or oligarchy), latent in such constitutional systems is the structural possibility for their opposite, namely dictatorship.226 Because all such arrangements depend on the mechanism of a "sovereign" to maintain the constitutional workings of the state, the possibility is always present that an individual or collective entity can transcend the rule of law. Schmitt thus defines the sovereign as “he who decides the state of exception.”227Insofar as the sovereign exists simultaneously inside and outside the rule of law, it troubles the notion of any government “of the people.” Schmitt’s sovereign typically invokes the state of exception in the form of “commissarial” dictatorship, a suspension of government that is brought on by a national crisis or similar "state of siege."228 By compelling the sovereign to transgress legality in the name of legality, commissarial dictatorship rationalizes the autocratic nature of its intervention. While this understanding of "exception" seems to imply a provisional quality, Giorgio Agamben has suggested that this modality of rule “tends increasingly to appear as the dominant paradigm of government.”229Since “the state of exception is not a special kind of law” but rather “a suspension of the juridical order itself, it defines law’s threshold or limit concept.”230 Using the Nazi power grab as his example, Agamben deconstructs Schmitt’s implied opposition between commissarial dictatorship and a more inherent form of dictatorship that derives from the juridical condition of sovereignty itself.231Agamben argues that since the Nazi's party's temporary decision to invalidate various articles of the Weimar constitution translated into a permanent erosion of citizenship, the distinction between these two forms of exceptionalism is an illusion. The state of exception—far from being a postponing of the normal workings of government—is instead a generalizable form of rule. Especially today—in an American democracy characterized by unconstitutional warfare (e.g., as many consider the Iraq War) and repeated human rights abuses (e.g., Abu Ghraib and water boarding)—the state of exception should not be conceptualized as an instrumental strategy enacted by a sovereign leader during a period of crisis, but instead an underlying structure that is constitutive of political reality in all democratic societies.232 In the context of the present financial downturn, the state of exception offers an illuminating explanation for the crisis of neoliberalism. As an economic philosophy premised on the rational principles of homo economicus, neoliberalism relies on the same theoretically "democratic" logic as republicanism.233 By defining an economy as being composed of rational agents acting purely out of self-interest, neoliberalism attempts to immunize its denizens from government involvement in the particularities of the marketplace. This popular belief in the notions of “market objectivity” is what led numerous economists in the late 1960s (including the Chicago School) to embrace neoliberalism as an ethico/political logic.234 Because it deferred interests to the “invisible hand of the marketplace,” neoliberalism was touted as a "neutral" system. As the American economy began sliding into the worst downturn since the Great Depression, however, it became increasingly obvious that far from being a neutral economic enterprise that represents rationality, neoliberalism is the “exception” that has enabled the consolidation of economic hierarchy the world over.235 Whether manifested as the recent housing bubble or the other "shocks" that have come to characterize its reign, neoliberalism’s tendency to create rigid economic hierarchies throughout the world undercuts its purported rationality.236 By creating the largest gap in wealth since the Industrial Revolution (instead of giving rise to a prosperous and democratic society), neoliberalism has fostered what Simon Johnson calls America’s “new financial oligarchy.”237 Rather than a "paragon of economic rationality," neoliberalism is better understood as “an ideology that subordinates the art of democratic politics to the rapacious laws of the market economy.”238 Likes Schmit's “exception,” then, the “tension between the theory of neoliberalism and the actual pragmatics of neoliberalization” has troubling implications. 239 In the same way that republican government harbors the seeds of its dictatorial opposite, neoliberalism—despite its rhetoric of anti-interventionism—inherently enables its own need for government involvement in its affairs. As a “new relationship between government and knowledge through which governing activities are recast as nonpolitical and nonideological problems (emphasis added),” neoliberalism allows the economy to continue to be acted upon politically while nevertheless appearing to remain politically neutral.240In this sense, the crisis of neoliberalism and the governmental turn to interventionism was virtually guaranteed. But if the state of exception is useful for explaining the crisis of neoliberalism, how is it rhetorically manifested? Below I argue that, in the particular case of EESA, two rhetorical narratives—moral critique and ethical pragmatism—have produced a framework for understanding the tension between neoliberalism and Keynesianism.241 By implicitly rendering the Bush administration as a permanent state of exception, moral critique inadvertently negates the very deliberation it desires.242 At the same time, by appealing to the state of exception as a temporary strategy for overcoming the crisis, ethical pragmatism defers deliberation to a future point in time. Thus in the case of EESA we witness the rhetorical constitution of the state of exception in both the expert and policy sector. 

it is impossible to derive stability and ethics from a starting point of rationality—instead, we should start from a position of rhetoric and deliberation and only later find prudence 
Deirdre Nansen McCloskey 11- Departments of Economics, History, English, and Communication, University of Illinois at Chicago (The Rhetoric of the Economy and the Polity” Annual Review of Political Science Vol. 14: 181-199 June 2011)

The dream of wordless honesty that underlies criticisms by George Soros and others of the wretched rhetoric of “the crisis” cannot be fulfilled. That the economy is rhetorical brings the economists, the political scientists, and the rest unhappily to language (which they have been fleeing all these years) and to an ethics beyond prudence-only (ditto). For example, one of Martha Nussbaum's amazing once-and-sometimes-twice-a-year books, Frontiers of Justice: Disability, Nationality, Species Membership (2006), attempts eloquently to add the love of others to the accepted axioms of political philosophy. She criticizes on this count the strictly Hobbesian/Gauthieresque contractarian's assumption of prudence-only; or the Lockean/Rawlsian contractarian's prudence-with-a-version-of-justice. In a bumper-sticker version of a complicated project, Nussbaum's book is about love-adding, bringing in our care for others from the start. She says that such a supplement will preserve the prudence-only, contractarian program in political philosophy—the masculine “strength” and parsimony of which she sometimes admires—yet yield a civil society that treats with appropriate dignity the severely handicapped, the old, the foreigners in poor countries, and the animals. Throughout the book she defers to Rawls, whom she evidently loved and esteemed. In criticizing Gauthier's strictly economistic, prudence-only contractarianism, however, she makes a point that undermines Rawls and is I think very important in itself. I call it the Nussbaum Lemma. The Nussbaum Lemma I think it implausible to suppose that one can extract justice from a starting point that does not include it in some form, and I believe that the purely prudential starting point is likely to lead in a direction that is simply different from the direction we would take if we focused on ethical norms from the start. (Nussbaum 2006, p. 57) The Nussbaum Lemma is profoundly right, and it is—as she shows in her book—devastating to the project, under way since Hobbes in 1651, of pulling a just rabbit out of a purely prudential hat. You can't get virtue J from a starting point consisting only of virtue P. Virtue J has to be in from the start. You have to put the rabbits into the hat if you are going to pull them out. A technical implication, and Nussbaum's point in effect throughout—although as I say she bows respectfully toward Rawls—is that the Lemma applies also to Rawls' argument. Prudence in Rawls is supplemented by the justice-imitating features of the Veil of Ignorance, similar to the Veil of Uncertainty in the earlier writings of Buchanan & Tullock (1962). But as can be proven on a blackboard or in actual societies, depending on one's intellectual tastes, it is implausible to suppose that one can extract full justice toward the handicapped, the global poor, or the animals from a starting point that does not already include love of others and full justice, at the start, in some veiled form if you wish. That is Nussbaum's theme. Another and less friendly technical implication is that the Nussbaum Lemma applies also to her own project in her own book. You can't stop with prudence, justice, and love of others. It is implausible to suppose that one can extract faith, temperance, hope, courage, the fullness of love—which is connection, including connection with nature or science, or God, or the poor—and other qualities constituting, as I have claimed, human flourishing from a starting point that does not, in Nussbaum's words, “include them in some form.” And it seems likely that attempting to do so will lead in a direction that is “simply different from the direction we would take if we focused on ethical norms from the start.” Political and economic philosophy needs to be done with all seven of the virtues, not merely with some cleverly axiomatized subset. My point, and Nussbaum's if she would but admit it, is that to characterize people with one or another of the boys' models, claimed since 1651 to suffice for theories of justice or politics, will not do. Characterizing humans as prudent-only, or even as prudent and just, with love of others tacked on, will not do. People also have identities (faith) and projects (hope), for which they need courage and temperance, those self-disciplining virtues. And they all have some version of transcendent love; although God is the traditional object, the worship of science, humanity, the revolution, the environment, art, or rational choice models in political science has provided modern and Enlightened substitutes for Christianized agape. The usual reply, as Nussbaum notes, is that political theory is only concerned with the minimum conditions for a peaceful society. The other virtues are supplementary—thus the Humean terminology of “artificial” and “natural” virtues, following Pufendorf. But the reply does not appear to work. The artificial virtues of prudence, temperance, and justice regularly need the protection, so to speak, of the natural virtues of courage, love, faith, and hope. After all, that is Nussbaum's point—that a society without love of handicapped children or of the foreign poor is flawed. Often enough the flaw causes the collapse of the artificial virtues themselves, as when an unloving contempt for animals brutalizes a society in its attitudes toward human justice. Likewise, without what Buchanan calls an “ethic of constitutional citizenship,” a constitution that originates from merely the selected virtues of prudence and justice, even if cleverly axiomatized, will not survive. This pessimistic conclusion has been the theme of much of Buchanan's work, especially since the 1960s. The implication is that the virtues of faith, courage, and hope must somehow arise to protect the constitution of liberty. Beyond the “protective,” ancillary role of the natural virtues in sustaining even the minimum conditions for a peaceful society, the entire set of seven virtues is necessary to get the project going in the first place. This is important. Full, speaking human beings—not saints, but people in possession of their own whacky and personal and, alas, often idiotic versions of all seven human virtues—are the only beings who would be interested in forming a human society. The point is similar to the one that the British sociologist of science Harry Collins makes about the ever-receding promises of artificial intelligence (Collins 1990). What we mean by human intelligence, such as the common sense that the artificial-intelligence group in Texas has signally failed to program, arises out of having been a human child. An automaton would have to be raised as a beloved child, with the DNA to respond, in order to have the full-blown human intelligence we seek to replicate. The zoon politikon, in other words, is a human, not an automaton, and has much more than prudence, justice, and a secular version of love. To put it still another way, suppose you have in mind to make fully flourishing human beings. If this is your end, namely, a society consisting of such beings, then your social-scientific means must, as Nussbaum says, “focus on ethical norms from the start.” You have to put the rabbits into the hat. In order to have a society that shows prudence, justice, love, faith, hope, courage, and temperance, you need to arrange to have people who are prudent, just, loving, faithful, hopeful, courageous, and temperate “from the start.” The “start” is called “childhood,” mostly ignored in Western political philosophy (it is not, by the way, in the Confucian tradition). A political/economic philosophy needs to focus on how we get in the first place the people who are prudent, just, loving, etc., and who therefore would care about the capabilities of good health, emotional attachment, affiliation, etc., or about the appropriate constitutional changes to obviate prisoners' dilemmas, or about the categorical imperative, or about the greatest happiness. This is what feminist economics has been saying for two decades now, and what also comes out of some development (note the word) economics, and even, sometimes reluctantly but always persistently and embarrassingly, out of such unpromising-looking fields as game theory, experimental economics, behavioral economics, realist international relations, the new institutionalism, and constitutional political economy. The excellent little primer on ethics by Rachels (1999) begins with a “minimum conception of morality” underlying any ethical system whatsoever. In describing “the conscientious moral agent” at which the analysis must begin, Rachels selects unconsciously from the seven virtues. The conscientious moral agent will be in part “someone who is concerned [that is, who has love, connection] impartially [who has justice] with the interests [having prudence to discover these] of everyone who is affected [justice, love, faith]…; who carefully sifts facts [prudence again]…; who is willing to ‘listen to reason’ [justice plus temperance: humility]…; and who, finally, is willing to act on the results [courage]” (Rachels 1999, p. 19). Since all this is quite a bonum arduum, as Aquinas put it, a hard-to-achieve good, he'd better have hope, too. That is, ethics, even the political ethics we call political theory, must start from an ethical person imagined as The Ethicist or The Political Theorist—who turns out to have all seven of the Western virtues. The rabbits are already in the hat. Think of how impossible it would be to come to the conclusions of Kantian or utilitarian or Sen-Nussbaum or Buchanan-Tullock political ethics if The Ethicist or The Theorist did not already have the character Rachels praises—the concern, impartiality, carefulness, humility, courage, and so forth. Frankly, my dear, he wouldn't give a damn. Baier (1994) makes a related point, and one related to Nussbaum's project, about characteristically male ethical theories. “Their version of the justified list of obligations does not ensure the proper care of the young and so does nothing to ensure the stability of the morality in question” (p. 6). It is not merely a matter of demography. It is a matter of more fundamental reproduction, as the Marxists say. Somehow the conscientious moral agent assumed in the theories of Descartes, Kant, Bentham, Buchanan, Rawls, and Nussbaum must appear on the scene, and must keep appearing generation after generation. “The virtue of being a loving parent,” Baier says, “must supplement the natural duties and the obligations of [mere] justice, if the society is to last beyond the first generation” (Baier 1994, p. 6). Imagine a human society without loving parents talking, talking, talking to their kids. We have examples in children war-torn and impoverished, boy soldiers or girl prostitutes. One worries—perhaps it is not so—that the outlook for them becoming conscientious moral agents, and making a society in which humans (or trees, for that matter) can flourish, is not very good. What is required for any ethics, in other words, is a conscientious moral agent, a virtuous person. Virtuous: namely, having the seven virtues in some idiosyncratic combination. Kant himself said so. In his Reflections on Anthropology,1 Kant praised “the man who goes to the root of things” and who looks at them “not just from his own point of view but from that of the community,” which is to say (wrote Kant), der Unpartheyische Zuschauer. The phrase is precisely the contemporary translation of Adam Smith's ideal character from whom at least the artificial virtues are said to flow, the Impartial Spectator. Smith's system in The Theory of Moral Sentiments was the last major statement of virtue ethics before its recent revival in departments of philosophy and especially among female philosophers. Especially in Part VI of the Theory, added in 1790, he reduced good behavior to five of the seven virtues: prudence, justice, love (“benevolence”), courage (“fortitude”), and temperance (the last two being “self-command”) (Smith 1982 [1759/1790], p. 236). Hope, faith, and transcendent love are absent, as monkish, but the ideal bourgeois he praises in the early pages of Part VI slips them in anyway, secularly, as Smith did in his own life. By admitting that der Unpartheyische Zuschauer begins his system, Kant undermines it, since the impartial spectator is not derivable from maxims justified merely on grounds of pure or practical reason. Kant's system is supposed to ground everything in maxims that a rational being would necessarily follow. It does not. What Berkowitz (1999) said about Kant's political philosophy could also be said of his ethical philosophy, that he “makes practical concessions to virtue and devises stratagems by which virtue, having been formally expelled from politics, is brought back in through the side door.” Or as the philosopher Harry Frankfurt puts it, There can be no well-ordered inquiry into the question of how one has to reason to live [such as Kant's], because the prior question of how to identify and to evaluate the reasons that are pertinent [that is, those favored by a conscientious moral agent, the Impartial Spectator] in deciding how one should live cannot be settled until it has first been settled how one should live…. The pan-rationalist fantasy of demonstrating from the ground up how we have most reason to live is incoherent and must be abandoned. (Frankfurt 2004, pp. 26, 28) It's parallel to the pan-rationalist fantasy that we can achieve a rhetoric outside of rhetoric. You might well say to all this philosophical heavy lifting, Valley-Girl style, “Duh! We need to raise children with ethical values, a rhetorical task of talk and example? People need to be persuaded by sweet words to be good already in order to want to be good? Double duh!” I agree. But the intellectual tradition of economists since 1789 and of political scientists since 1969 does not wish to acknowledge—especially at the start—all the virtues in a flourishing being, and certainly does not want to speak of the rhetorical means by which such virtues are formed. It wants to start simply, with a nearly empty hat, such as “Pareto optimality,” and then pull from it a complex ethical world. It wants to reduce the virtues to one, ideally the virtue of prudence, and derive the other virtues, such as a just polity, from the prudence. It does not want to talk about how we arrange through speech to have on the scene in the first place an ethical actor who by reason of her upbringing or her ongoing ethical conversations wishes the greatest happiness for the greatest number, or the application of the categorical imperative, or the following of constitutional instructions from behind a veil of ignorance. It has not worked, not at all, this boys' game, and it's time that economists and political theorists admitted so. A rhetoric-less social philosophy does not respond to whatever “crisis” we think we are having—because the crises are rhetorical, which is not to say (you will understand by now) that they are inconsequential. So-called welfare economics has recently shown some faint stirrings of complexity in ethical thought, as in the works of Sen, and more in the works of younger economists and philosophers inspired by his tentative forays. But Sen has not brought his humanistic learning about classical Sanskrit (the first systematic grammar in the world was in that holy tongue) to his social-scientific study of behavior. And most academic economists and political theorists, such as Buchanan and Nussbaum, cultivated as both are (Buchanan in Italian, Nussbaum in Greek), continue working the magician's hat. The hat does not contain a living theory of moral sentiments. Instead of a nice set of seven cuddly rabbits, the theorists have supplied the hat with a large, Victorian, utilitarian parrot, stuffed and mounted and fitted with marble eye. Sen complained of the “lack of interest that welfare economics has had in any kind of complex ethical theory,” and added: “It is arguable that [utilitarianism and]…Pareto efficiency have appealed particularly because they have not especially taxed the ethical imagination of the conventional economist” (Sen 1987, p. 50). Time to give the dead parrot back to the pet store—though the economist/salesman will no doubt keep on insisting that the utilitarian parrot is actually alive, that Pareto optimality will suffice, that although the parrot appears to be dead, kaput, over, a former parrot, he is merely pining for the fjords. 
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crisis rhetoric destroys the economy—public and international confidence
Joshua Stanley Hanan 10 – PHD communication studies, professor of communication at Temple University (“Managing the Meltdown Rhetorically: Economic Imaginaries and the Emergency Economic Stabilization Act of 2008” dissertation The University of Texas at Austin)

 Literature Review: Economic Crisis Rhetoric as Genre “Economic crisis rhetoric” describes the art of mitigating or exacerbating crises in capitalism through discourse. Since at least the Great Depression there has existed an awareness in the public sphere that the language used to discuss the economy impacts the economy’s actual performance.12 In The General Theory of Employment, Interest and Money, John Maynard Keynes coined the term “animal spirits” to refer to the seemingly emotional and affective nature of economic markets.13 According to Keynes—one of the most respected economists of all time—the economy was as much a product of language as it was about concrete fundamentals. Because the economy was ultimately held together by confidence—“an immaterial device of the mind”—the way public officials spoke about the economy could play a powerful role in how the economy was actually experienced.14 During the current economic crisis the Keynesian perspective that confidence shapes the economy has become increasingly mainstream.”15 Early in 2009, for example, Newsweek columnist Jonathan Alter speculated that Barack Obama’s greatest challenge as president would be to “talk” Americans out of the ongoing economic recession.16 Suggesting that the biggest obstacle facing the nation is essentially a crisis of confidence, Alter argues that the president can only restore popular faith in the economy (and, by extension, the economy itself) through the strategic use of language: What's a president to do? If he starts in with the happy talk, he sounds like John McCain saying "the fundamentals of the economy are strong," which is what sealed the election for Obama in the first place. But if he gets too gloomy, he'll scare the bejesus out of the entire world. The balance Obama strikes is to say that things will get worse before they get better, but that they will get better. Now he must convince us that's true. While Alter’s comments serve as the latest proof of rhetoric’s compelling power to affect the economy’s material performance, in the discipline of communication studies there has been little research exploring the role of language in mitigating and exacerbating capitalist crises.17 This lack of scholarship is unfortunate given that in contemporary communication studies one of the central assumptions is that under late capitalism rhetoric has become increasingly central to all social life.18 In a globalized and mass mediated society increasingly defined by “immaterial production,”19 rhetoric is central to how human beings make sense of the world and how they direct their actions toward particular objectives.20 In this respect, there is every reason to believe that rhetoric functions similarly in the context of economic crises and the purpose of this literature review is to substantiate the basis for making such claims. At least three areas of scholarship enable us to consider economic crises in a rhetorical light. The first is interdisciplinary, addressing the broad relationship between communication and economic crises, particularly from the tradition of historical materialism. The second focuses on the dual research trajectories of the rhetoric of economics and materialist rhetoric, areas of research that explore the preeminently rhetorical nature of economic discourse generally. The third development pertains to crisis communication, an area of scholarship that studies how crises provide unique opportunities for discursive intervention. When these strains of thought are viewed in aggregate, it becomes possible to propose a cohesive perspective toward economic crisis rhetoric. This disposition will in turn inform my rhetorical analysis of the various discourses surrounding EESA. 
the intangible nature of the stock market makes rhetoric central to economic performance—08 crisis proves
Joshua Stanley Hanan 10 – PHD communication studies, professor of communication at Temple University (“Managing the Meltdown Rhetorically: Economic Imaginaries and the Emergency Economic Stabilization Act of 2008” dissertation The University of Texas at Austin)

Introduction On March 13th, 2008, Americans were shocked by the news that Wall Street titan Bear Stearns had gone bankrupt.1 As the nation’s fifth largest investment bank, its insolvency confirmed what many had long feared—that a full blown economic crisis was underway. Whereas the nation’s financial woes were previously perceived as limited to declining home values and commodity inflation, this announcement made clear that this time Wall Street—the bedrock of American capitalism—was also in jeopardy.2 Furthermore, it seemed that, to keep the nation’s financial system afloat, the federal government would have to intervene, a realization that prompted myriad public comments from policymakers, economists, consultants, and bloggers. In a climate already riddled with anxiety regarding the economy, these various rhetors (from officials and experts to TV talking heads and bloggers) offered discursive frameworks for understanding the situation. “Too big to fail” would become an oft-repeated phrase as would other clauses such as “another Great Depression.” It is no surprise, then, that in the months following the bankruptcy of Bear Stearns, the economy’s actual performance mirrored at various times the optimism, pessimism, and gnawing uncertainty of the economic discourses themselves, highlighting the role of rhetoric in mediating periods of economic tumult.3 On September 7th, 2008, however, such mixed speculation was abruptly halted by a trio of dire announcements. First came the news that the Bush administration was seizing control of the nation’s biggest lenders, Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac.4 Second, two of Wall Street’s other revered investment banks—Lehman Brothers and Merrill Lynch—were on the brink of collapse.5 And third was the stunning revelation of AIG’s financial juggernaut.6 Both materially and discursively, it was turning out to be a bad month. In the days following, the Bush administration met with Congress to devise a rescue package to subsidize the massive losses of Wall Street firms. The result was the formulation of a bill known as the Emergency Economic Stabilization Act of 2008 (EESA).7 Initially produced in a matter of days, the bill was quickly challenged by the Democratic Congress and would undergo sixteen days of debate before being signed into law. Those sixteen days generated intense discussion about the nature and severity of the economic crisis and the proper role of government in responding to it. These “policy” voices (i.e., the discourse of public officials) in turn provoked metacommentary from other sectors of the public sphere. From the expert speech of the academy to the consultative pronouncements of Wall Street icons, the period surrounding the passage of EESA was ripe with the multi-faceted rhetoric of economic crisis. Like the speculation that emerged after the collapse of Bear Stearns, the EESA discourses seemed similarly connected to the material performance of the economy. As the American public grew increasingly anxious about the country’s rapidly changing economic prospects, the EESA discourses became in practical terms their primary means for grappling with the economy’s actual performance. Thus the stock market’s volatility once again appeared to reflect the steady stream of economic discourses propagating from all sectors of the public sphere. Little wonder, then, that on the day the House initially rejected the bill the Dow Jones Industrial Average dropped over 777 points—the largest single-day point drop in its history.8 While it is difficult to determine whether the economic events themselves or their attendant discourses produced the volatility of those days, the period surrounding the creation and passage of EESA highlights the importance of economic crisis discourse to perceived economic stability. In a global capitalist economy increasingly dependent on immaterial production (i.e., the production of intangible goods such as “information, knowledges, ideas, images, relationships, and affects”),9 the EESA saga allows us to hypothesize that rhetoric may be as essential to economic order as monetary and fiscal policy.10 To explore such possibilities, this dissertation examines a number of representative discourses emerging from the EESA debates in order to better understand a genre that I refer to as economic crisis rhetoric.11 By organizing my analysis around two key tensions—Wall Street vs. Main Street and Keynesianism vs. neoliberalism—my aim is to develop a theory of the “economic imaginary.” As part of a more general project aimed at understanding an emerging rhetorical genre, the economic imaginary is a theoretical framework for understanding the role of rhetoric in mitigating and exacerbating crises in capitalism. I begin by reviewing a body of literature that collectively provides a rationale for considering economic crisis discourse as a rhetorical genre. I then outline the rhetorical methodology and units of analysis that I used to generate rhetorical data. Following this discussion, I provide an overview of the database of texts that I drew from in my analyses. I then conclude by outlining the remaining chapters, highlighting their relationship to the two key rhetorical tensions identified above. 

economic crisis is entirely constructed by rhetoric 

Joshua Stanley Hanan 10  – PHD communication studies, professor of communication at Temple University Managing the Meltdown Rhetorically: Economic Imaginaries and the Emergency Economic Stabilization Act of 2008” dissertation The University of Texas at Austin)

 Crisis Rhetoric and Communication While a number of scholars in the field of communication have enriched our understanding of rhetoric in relationship to economics and materiality, others have looked specifically at how communication operates in the context of crisis generally. This framework of “crisis communication” has become one of the most popular and productive research trajectories in contemporary communication studies.70 The basic premise of such research is that communication plays a powerful role in creating and responding to crisis situations. Thus, like the rhetoric of economics that demonstrates the centrality of language to economic policy, crisis communication highlights the importance of language to navigating crises, unusual events “of overwhelmingly negative significance that. . . [carry] a high level of risk, harm, and opportunity for further loss.”71 While in recent years the vast majority of crisis communication research has taken place in the areas of organizational communication and public relations, its foundations can be located in rhetorical studies.72 In the early 1980s, political science popularized the concept of presidential crisis discourse, prompting a number of scholars in rhetorical studies to analyze this phenomenon.73 By maintaining a focus on presidential discourse (and later expanding to other topics), rhetorical studies attempted to demonstrate that “events become crises, not because of unique sets of situational exigencies, but by virtue of [the] discourse used to describe them.”74 In other words, such scholarship illustrated how rhetoric frames crisis situations, an insight central to contemporary studies of economic crisis rhetoric. Crisis rhetoric’s insights were quickly appropriated by scholars in other areas of communication. By linking already existing public relations scholarship on organizational crisis with the findings of rhetoric, organizational communication scholars began analyzing crises in the workplace, narrowing in on how various governmental, non-governmental, and corporate agencies dealt with crises.75 From this research emerged a substantial body of literature on crisis in general that can be used to inform my own analysis of economic crisis rhetoric. By highlighting the universal and particular elements of crises response strategies, crisis communication encourages us to recognize the vast typologies of individuals affected by such downturns and how an awareness of these typologies impacts the response strategies generated by accountable parties.76 As we can see from both crisis rhetoric and crisis communication literature, there is an important need to conceptualize the different manifestations of various crises. While crisis rhetoric tends to highlight the centrality of rhetoric to all crisis discourses, crisis communication illustrates the necessity of situating crisis language in a number of contexts. In so doing, crisis communication helps us to predict that economic rhetoric will vary in approach depending on the players involved and the mediums through which the messages are communicated. This in turn offers us a more pragmatic and functional understanding of economic crisis discourse. 
at: but there is a crisis

it is possible to evaluate long term trends in the economy but impossible to evaluate individual fluctuations. for instance, there has never been a ‘crisis’ in the traditional sense—merely business cycles endemic to capitalism. stop worrying. 

Deirdre Nansen McCloskey 11- Departments of Economics, History, English, and Communication, University of Illinois at Chicago (The Rhetoric of the Economy and the Polity” Annual Review of Political Science Vol. 14: 181-199 June 2011)

The first thing to understand is that there is no worldwide economic “crisis,” not in the horror-movie form your newspaper implies. The “crisis” was a fall of 3% or 4% in U.S. national income, peak to trough (as against eight times that amount from 1929 to 1933), by now made up. A high percentage of the new unemployed are Americans—unsurprisingly, considering that the core optimism was overbuilding in the American Sun Belt (with supplements on the Spanish Costa del Sol and the Irish Coast of Much Rain). The panic of the Americano-centric crisis shifts like a balloon pressed down in one place, pushing up in another: Nevada, Iceland, Illinois, Estonia. But real incomes in the wider world are at all-time highs and their rates of growth impressive. India, China, Australia, Chile in the past few years have done just fine. “Crisis” comes from Greek krīnein, to separate, to judge, as at a trial, later extended to the decisive turning point of a disease, the turn toward death or recovery. Some people fear that our Great Recession of 2007–2009 is a prelude to death, the Last Crisis of Capitalism. The left regards such a death as a consummation devoutly to be wished, and has been heralding every recession since 1857 as The End. A recent cartoon in The New Yorker showed a couple looking back at a bearded man who had just walked past them in a prophet's robes, holding a sign: “The End is Still Near.” Says the woman: “Wasn't that Paul Krugman?” During the 1980s Richard Rorty would go around claiming that the savings-and-loan “crisis” was just that, the last judgment of capitalism. He could not be persuaded to think of it as a bad bet by owners of shopping malls, tiresome but normal in an innovative economy. “Dick, their bets proved wrong, and surely there was a good deal of scamming, too. But the magnitude relative to all economic activity is too small to be a world crisis, or even a national one. We Americans are selling Rockefeller Plaza to the gullible Japanese. Good for us. Quit worrying.” “No, no: look at these amazing numbers. Billions, billions! Capitalism is finished!” The rhetoric of a “crisis” takes the headline today as the outcome tomorrow. Thus the Marxist geographer David Harvey (2010) points to the crisis in Southeast Asia in 1997 as typical of International Monetary Fund–sponsored cuts in real wages. Fair enough. Yet he does not acknowledge the long-run good of the innovation thus secured—even in Southeast Asia, where incomes for poor people now exceed what they were before the “crisis.” The Mexican debt crisis of 1982 was followed by a decade of stagnation, true, and very nasty, though not the fault of the IMF. But now the real income per head of ordinary Mexicans is above its level in 1981 and is growing pretty smartly. People want to think of our recent troubles as portentous, revealing deep scandals about the sinners among us. The rhetoric sells newspapers, because we like being told that Bad People Did It. It is the master narrative of journalism, after all, from Rachel Maddow to John Stossel. The Democrats point to the greed on Wall Street during the administration of George W. Bush; they want you to draw the inference that Wall Street needs to be regulated much more closely, and anyway bankers are bums. They do not acknowledge that banking is already the most regulated industry in the country, and the stock market is not far behind. The Republicans point to the congressional instructions to Fannie Mae during the Clinton administration to offer mortgages to poor folks; they want you to draw the inference that subsidies to the poor are dangerous, and anyway the poor are bums. They do not acknowledge that President Bush also pushed for wider home ownership. About all this an economic historian will tell you to quit worrying, or rejoicing, or scolding. The capitalist business cycle seems to have started in the eighteenth century (Ashton 1959). Since 1800—the onset of manic innovation in the world's economy—we have experienced some three dozen business cycles, roughly half a decade from peak to peak (Reinhart & Rogoff 2009). The very word “cycle” embodies the scientific hope that the ups and downs could be seen as a pulse, a regularity that can be predicted and therefore to some degree smoothed, as ventricular tachycardia can with procainamide, amiodarone, or sotalol. But a more reasonable diagnosis, suggested by the parallel onset in the eighteenth century of financial crises and unprecedented innovation, is that booms and busts arise from uncorrectable optimism and pessimism about novelties—mortgage financing in 2007, dot-coms in 2000, shopping malls in the 1980s, stretching back to the housing-and-auto boom of the 1920s, the merger boom of the 1890s, the railway booms of the 1840s and 1850s, the canal boom of the 1830s (after which many American states defaulted on bonds sold to the gullible British, and Americans traveling in Britain were made to feel unwelcome). People make mistakes. The economic historian asks, cheekily, “So what else is new?” She has seen the capitalist economy revolutionize life for poor people over the past two centuries, raising real incomes by 2,000% and more. Granted, it is not nice that median real per capita GDP stands 2% below 2007 levels for all the advanced economies (with the nonadvanced economies of India and China, containing about 40% of the world's people, still rising). And because of the wealth effect of slumped housing prices, the 2% drop may persist longer than we would like (Reinhart & Reinhart 2010, p. 2; Gjerstad & Smith 2009, 2010). But on the scale of modern economic growth—that 2,000%—our 2% is hardly a crisis unto death. Ups and downs, in truth, have always been with us. Seven years of plenty gives way to seven years of famine. Crisis is endemic to capitalism, but it is also endemic to noncapitalism. It is endemic to human lives, for time and chance happeneth to them all. One could achieve zero variability in an economy by forcing people to do in the future exactly what they did in the past, in an endless Groundhog Day routine. But nature and violence upset even this conservative paradise. Earlier economies rode the ups and downs of war, disease, and harvest, as do nowadays rigorously centrally planned economies like North Korea's. In medieval England, with incomes per head at about $1 a day in U.S. 2010 prices, killing famines occurred every decade or so (McCloskey 1976). The central peculiarity of capitalism is not the accumulation of capital. That sounds paradoxical, but only because the word “capitalism” was adopted by its enemies a century and a half ago, and then was adopted perversely even by its friends, before we had figured out what was really going on. The accumulation of capital has been taking place since the Romans built roads and the Chinese built canals. The central peculiarity, we at last began to discover in the mid-twentieth century, is not piling brick on brick, but innovation (Solow 1957; Pollard 1964; McCloskey 2010, p. 138). We are in the Age of Innovation, and the Age of Capital is a consequence, not a cause. Astounding novelty in machines and organizations is what has enriched us by a factor of 10 or 21 or 100 (depending on which “us” you are talking about), anywhere from 900% to 9,900%. Innovation is of course about the future, the optimism of a new steam engine or of a new way of handling inventories. The ups and downs happen because people sometimes make mistakes. In fact they usually do. Who could have predicted the future of the internet in 1990? As Yogi Berra said, prediction is difficult, especially about the future. The big news an economic historian can bring is that, in long historical perspective, the temporary busts are not getting worse and are not leading to a reserve army of unemployed—though any economist is alarmed by the upward trend over the past few recessions in the number of people unemployed for more than 26 weeks (some of whom are my personal friends). Yes, business cycles are nasty. We need to help their victims (Rachel Maddow applauds), while worrying, too, about how much the help, such as the minimum wage and generous unemployment insurance, causes people to wait too long for better jobs (John Stossel applauds). But business cycles are routine. They have not, with one exception in the 1930s beloved on the left, been the catastrophes implied by the headlines, and never the Last Crisis. Because they originate in human optimism about innovation, they cannot be eliminated without damaging the engine of innovation. 

2nc state of exception bad- enthymeme 
the state of exception is deployed as a type of enthymeme which destroys deliberation
Joshua Stanley Hanan 10 – PHD communication studies, professor of communication at Temple University (“Managing the Meltdown Rhetorically: Economic Imaginaries and the Emergency Economic Stabilization Act of 2008” dissertation The University of Texas at Austin)

 In the chapter “Stating the Exception,” I looked at the crisis of neoliberalism and its implications for the tropes of Keynesianism and neoliberalism. By analyzing a different (but concurrent) set of texts—those of Soros, Batra, Roubini, Stiglitz, Bush, Paulson, and Bernanke—I again found a relationship between EESA discourses and the institutional spaces they represented. In this case, the expert discourses of Soros, Batra, Roubini, and Stiglitz framed the Bush administration’s interventionism as an immoral form of Keynesianism intent on serving the interests of the status quo. On the other hand, the policy rhetorics of Bush, Paulson, and Bernanke cast the proposed government intervention as a pragmatic and necessary response to extraordinary circumstances. I also demonstrated that, despite these differences, both types of rhetors relied on Schmitt’s state of exception as the enthymematic warrant for their claims. The sharing of this enthymeme produced a curious result. The Keynesian moralist position had the effect of negating debate preemptively. At the same time, the neoliberal position sought to delay debate until the crisis was over. Thus the state of exception, employed as it was by both sides, ensured that true debate was highly unlikely to occur. 
Using Enthymemes in argumentation is not an innocent choice—it is a strategic decision that is utilized by supposed anti-establishment rhetors like the former Grand Wizard of the KKK, David Duke, in his run for governor of Louisiana

Aden, Assistant Professor at Ohio University, 1994 ( Roger "The enthymeme as postmodern argument form: Condensed, mediated argument then and now." Argumentation & Advocacy 31, no. 2: 54. Communication & Mass Media Complete, EBSCOhost)

In a postmodern age, elements of an argument can be omitted easily since audience members possess and/or believe in a larger number of"commonly accepted facts" (or, "already said fragments"). Moreover, enthymemes--especially in postmodern cultures--encourage individual interpretations, As Medhurst and DeSousa illustrate in their analysis of the enthymematic nature of political cartoons, individuals create their own understandings of these abbreviated forms of public argument. And, as most public arguments in a postmodern age must be condensed to be carried by mediated channels, it stands to reason that public figures rely on audience members "filling in the blanks" of these abbreviated arguments. Thus, audiences in postmodern cultures process public arguments, in theory, much the same as Aristotle suggested that classical audiences processed public arguments. Speakers offer arguments that use already accepted notions as foundations, knowing that audiences will take these notions for granted in constructing their understandings of the arguments. While Aristotle may have envisioned more interpretive convergence in his less complex culture, the process of comprehending public arguments in classical and postmodern cultures appears to be remarkably similar in theory.To test this theory in practice, I examine David Duke's use of enthymeme in his 19 May 1989, appearance on the Donahue television show shortly after his election to the Louisiana State Assembly.[1] DAVID DUKE'S ENTHYMEME David Duke relies on a number of cultural factors in constructing his enthymeme. First, he recognizes that a number of voters harbor strong prejudices toward people different than themselves. James J. Brady, chair of the Louisiana Democratic Party told the New York Times during Duke's 1991 gubernatorial campaign: "Part of his vote is just a hard-core racist vote where if there was some candidate further to the right of Duke they'd be with him. That's probably 30 percent of his vote" (Toner A7). Second, Duke's constant bashing of welfare programs and affirmative action appeals to economically-frustrated working class white voters (Toner A1). Pollster Stan Greenberg, for instance, reported finding during the gubernatorial campaign, "great frustration among white men who have not gone to college, whose incomes are dropping in real terms . . ." (Toner A1). Finally, Duke's "candor" in discussing his beliefs sets him off as something of an anti-establishment figure. "GOP consultant Jim Innocenzi says Duke's success is no aberration. 'Everybody knows everything they want to know about Duke . . . from his sex life to face lift, and they don't care,' he says. 'Things are so bad down there that regardless of everything, he at least represents a change'" (Nichols, 1A; ellipses original). Duke's success in planting himself in anti-establishment soil, I argue, is directly related to the first and second factors listed in the previous paragraph, for the establishment against which Duke rails is the government-sponsored program of incentives to promote equality. His anti-establishment rhetorical appeal is actually a sophisticated enthymeme that combines elements of populism, white supremacy, victimage, and mortification. On one level, Duke displays himself as a champion of the common person (populism) by attacking government programs like affirmative action and welfare which supposedly limit economic opportunities for whites (victim-age). At a second level, Duke's attacks on minority-targeted programs like welfare and affirmative action, along with his pride in his white heritage, promote prejudice (white supremacy) but he also accepts the blame for white supremacist feelings by repudiating the KKK and calling his past a "youthful indiscretion" (mortification). Together, these strategies constitute an enthymeme that allows Duke to appeal to prejudice without overtly doing so.

enthymeme absolves political responsibility and enables disgusting politics

Aden, Assistant Professor at Ohio University, 1994 ( Roger "The enthymeme as postmodern argument form: Condensed, mediated argument then and now." Argumentation & Advocacy 31, no. 2: 54. Communication & Mass Media Complete, EBSCOhost)

The Enthymeme. Because Duke's rhetoric features subjects deeply ingrained in the American psyche--ethnic origin, work ethic, government's role in society, etc.--I argue that he creates an enthymeme that omits both a generalization and an inference. Observation: Government actions, especially welfare and affirmative action, hurt whites economically and socially. Generalization: Minorities are the cause, and recipients, of these government programs. Inference: Minorities are the cause of the social and economic problems suffered by whites. I claim that Duke's overall message is an enthymeme because he, like most Americans, must know that some members of his target audience of white voters will supply the missing generalization and inference. The generalization is accepted as true by many white voters, especially those younger voters who do not possess knowledge of the context that led to the establishment of these programs. Even older white voters can easily acknowledge that minorities "cause" these government programs to continue since the civil rights movement supposedly accomplished its objectives with the passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 over a quarter of a century ago. Recent debate over affirmative action, for instance, seems to center on whether it has made up for past prejudice rather than whether it is needed to prevent present prejudice. The inference, then, is a logical conclusion if one accepts as true the observation and generalization so Duke need not utter it. Thus, Duke's only chore in constructing this enthymeme is to persuade his potential supporters of the truth of the observation. Since observations require the smallest inferential leap among the parts of an enthymeme, and since dissatisfied white voters are looking for populist explanations of their economic condition that provide outside entities as scapegoats, Duke's observation--and enthymeme--likely find a receptive audience. With voters young and old, Duke relies on the "already said" to provide both the political cover he desires and the political response he craves. The political advantages of the enthymeme are numerous. Initially, Duke can appeal to frustrated white voters by illuminating an entity to blame for their current problems while offering a populist-tinged hope for the future. Next, he can appeal to latent and manifest prejudice without creating voter discomfort over their bigotry-tinged votes. Voters can resolve any cognitive dissonance in favor of high-mindedness: they are rebelling against government programs not people; they are not articulating the prejudicial inference of the enthymeme--it remains unstated; and Duke has accepted any remaining blame through mortification. Third, Duke assumes little political risk. He does not state the controversial portions of his enthymeme. He is not forced to argue the inferential leaps between its parts and thus risk exposure. He can also deny white supremacy because he has employed mortification. "And by the way, is David Duke creating the polarization [between ethnic groups], or are these unfair policies of racial discrimination--massive racial discrimination sponsored by the government against white people--is that what's causing the polarization?" Duke ingenuously queries the Donahue audience (Donahue 10).

as an argumentative critic, you must reject the deployment of enthymeme

Aden, Assistant Professor at Ohio University, 1994 ( Roger "The enthymeme as postmodern argument form: Condensed, mediated argument then and now." Argumentation & Advocacy 31, no. 2: 54. Communication & Mass Media Complete, EBSCOhost)

Such criticism is necessary, for even if a public sphere of argument cannot be recovered/created, individuals generating public discourse must be watched by qualified critics. Two concerns, in particular, bear attention. First, speakers who use truncated arguments possess plausible deniability because of what is left unsaid. Second, audience members who fail to acknowledge their understanding of the already said may perpetuate their own cynicism. Plausible deniability is not limited to David Duke's socio-economic analysis. The same year that Duke ran for governor, for example, then President George Bush offered a similar enthymeme in opposing the Civil Rights Bill of 1991. Observation: The bill will promote the use of quotas in the workplace. Generalization: Quotas give unearned opportunities to minorities. Inference: Whites' opportunities will be given to minorities if the bill passes. The quota enthymeme contains an observation that can be defended as a logical discussion of a serious issue while its inference preys on prejudice. "Although [Bush's] rhetoric seems to suggest a principled conservative position, his maneuverings suggest a coolly calculated decision to divide the country on the fault line of racial fear" ("The Cynicism" 10). The hypocrisy of the quota enthymeme--Bush's alternative bill also encouraged quotas and his administration regularly utilized them in its hiring practices (Kinsley; "The Cynicism" 10)--marks the cynicism of the Bush technique, and suggests the ease with which speakers can proffer pernicious public arguments while denying malicious intent. Such situations demand the attention of argumentation critics, for most media personalities appear unable to respond effectively to the unsaid. Donahue, for example, sputtered and stammered throughout most of his interview with Duke, exasperated that he was unable to pin his guest down. That media forums generally preclude extended lines of questioning--talk shows take questions from the audience, debates feature reporters with one question per topic, etc.-exacerbates media personalities' inability to respond to the unsaid. Donahue's only extended series of questions produced Duke's only major gaffe of the hour-long program: a suggestion that whites are more intelligent than blacks.

2nc public sphere impacts

Without deliberative democracy, extinction is inevitable 

Gare ‘3 

Arran, Swinburne University social sciences professor, Swinburne University, Melbourne, Australia, Ph.D. from Murdoch University, "Beyond Social Democracy? Beyond Social Democracy?" Democracy and Nature, 9(3), Nov 2003, via EBSCO database 

In the new order, the state’s role, along with a range of new institutional structures ranging from the local to the international level, is exclusively to create the stable framework for the efficient functioning of the market. Although this phase extends the market into the Third World, power is concentrated as never before with the elites of the core zones. Civil society has dissolved almost completely, people have been brutalized, and politics and democracy rendered superfluous. Only a small minority of the world population, mostly in a few affluent regions in North America, Western Europe and East Asia are benefiting from these developments. And the consequence of the internationalization of the market economy and the concentration of economic power it engenders, is ‘an ecological crisis that threatens to develop into an eco-catastrophe, the destruction of the countryside, the creation of monstrous mega-cities and the uprooting of local communities and cultures’ (p. 116). Fotopoulos argues that with liberalized commodity and capital markets, the internationalization of the market economy with an over-riding commitment to economic growth, it is impossible to regulate the market to control its destructive imperatives. Any country that attempts to do so (for instance Sweden), will lose its international competitiveness (p. 86ff). Market efficiency in an internationalized economy and social control of the market are irreconcilable. This argument provides the background for the defence of inclusive democracy. Going beyond efforts to democratize industrial production and focusing on the community rather than merely the economy, the project of inclusive democracy encompasses the political, economic, social and ecological realms; that is, any area of human activity where decisions can be taken collectively and democratically. Democracy is defined as the ‘institutional framework that aims at the equal distribution of political, economic and social power. . . in other words, as the system which aims at the effective elimination of the domination of human beings over human being’ (p. 206f). Ecological democracy is defined as the institutional framework that aims to reintegrate humans and nature. The original example of genuine democracy (although it was confined to a small proportion of the total population) is taken to be ancient Athens of Pericles. The liberal ‘democracies’ of the modern world, social democratic models and Marxist socialism that reduce politics to the scientific management of production, are dismissed as various forms of oligarchy. Fotopoulos traces the history of these social forms, claiming them to be perversions of the democratic ideal. Fotopoulos offers an historical, social and economic analysis of ancient Greek democracy to show what true democracy is and the conditions for its success. The basis of democracy must be the choice of people for individual and collective autonomy. Political decisions should be made by citizens collectively in community assemblies, not through representatives. Positions to which authority is delegated should be filled by lot on a rotation basis. All residents in a particular geographical area should be directly involved in decision-taking processes and should be educated to enable them to do so. Political rights should be accompanied by social and economic rights and, to ensure this, productive resources should be owned by the demos (the people). In one of the most important sections of the book, Fotopoulos provides a detailed model of a production and distribution system simulating and gaining the benefits of a market economy while avoiding the destructive effects of real markets. This involves a combination of democratic planning and a voucher system, securing the satisfaction of basic needs for everyone while enabling individuals to maintain their sovereignty as consumers. Satisfaction of basic needs involving more than one community should be coordinated through a confederal plan formulated in regional and confederal assemblies made up of delegates. Fotopoulos shows how such a system could be made workable economically and politically. The point of offering such a model is not to prescribe how people should organize themselves but to demonstrate that direct democracy is feasible. Fotopoulos argues we do not have to wait for the conditions for inclusive democracies to evolve. They can be created at almost any time, although it is easier at some times rather than others. Fotopoulos argues that to escape the destructive imperatives and brutalizing effects of the present order, ‘The immediate objective should. . . be the creation, frombelow, of “popular bases of political and economic power”, that is, the establishment of local and public realms of direct and economic democracy which, at some stage, will confederate in order to create the conditions for the establishment of a new society’ (p. 284). This struggle must be undertaken simultaneously at the political, economic, social and cultural levels. The final part of the book is devoted to the philosophical justification of inclusive democracy. Essentially, Fotopoulos develops Castoriadis’ arguments that the core of democracy is autonomy—the freedom of people to be self-instituting, that is, to be able to put into question and transform their existing institutions and their dominant social paradigm (beliefs, ideas and values).1 Any philosophy that denies the possibility of such autonomy is criticised. In particular, Fotopoulos attacks those who see democracy as the outcome of something other than the free choice of people, whether this be the truths of religion, the laws of nature, the cunning of reason or the evolution of society. The question then is whether people are prepared to struggle for democracy now, given that their failure to do so not only means accepting their subjugation and brutalization, but also the destruction of the ecological conditions of their existence.

they lead to cessation of politics to expediency—critiquing policymakers is essential 
Walt 11 – Stephen M. Walt, Professor of International Affairs at Harvard’s John F. Kennedy School of Government, July 21, 2011, “International Affairs and the Public Sphere,” online: http://publicsphere.ssrc.org/walt-international-affairs-and-the-public-sphere/
Furthermore, if academic scholars made a practice of asking practitioners what topics or questions might be most interesting or useful, the benefits for both communities might be considerable. For instance, what if people with real-world experience were regarded not just as potential consumers of scholarship or as data points in a survey, but as a source of guidance about scholarly research agendas, methods, and modes of presentation? Instead of deriving dissertation topics or research ideas primarily from lacunae in the academic literature, we could also ask policymakers what sorts of knowledge they would most like to have, or what recurring puzzles merit extended scholarly attention. Among other things, outside experts are more likely to ask “so what?” when confronted by an elegant and well-crafted study addressing a question that is of interest to hardly anyone. In the same spirit, we could also encourage students to plumb real-world policy debates in order to identify underlying theoretical or empirical disputes that drive policy disagreements. Obviously, scholars should still develop their own research agendas and not take their marching orders from non-academics blindly, but more extensive dialogue between the worlds of theory and of practice at the initial stages of a research project could improve the overall quality of the research itself and make it more likely that policymakers would pay attention to the results.

Embracing dissent is vital to agonistic debate

Ivie 07

Robert Ivie, Professor of American Studies & Communication and Culture Member of the Interdepartmental Graduate Committee on Mythology Studies; Adjunct Faculty Member in the Cultural Studies Program Indiana University, Dissent from war  google books 

Constructive dissent from war is difficult but not infeasible for ordinary citizens doing what they can to promote peace as a consideration of conscience. Accordingly, this book speaks to the matter of feasibility, of what can be done with effort by conscientious citizens, that is, what common people can do in common to inhibit war by adopting a humanizing strategy of political communication. The give and take of politics—the vibrant clash of opinion and the contestation of perspectives—is agonistic but not necessarily antagonistic. Indeed, political theorists such as Chantal Mouffe consider the basic challenge of pluralistic politics to be one of converting antagonistic into agonistic relations. In her words, "The aim of democratic politics should be to provide the framework through which conflicts can take the form of an agonistic confrontation among adversaries instead of manifesting themselves as an antagonistic struggle between enemies."14 Even as conflict and division define the human condition, Kenneth Burke stresses, we can develop strategies of identification along various dimensions of communication to bridge differences and increase tolerance. "Identification is compensatory to division," he maintains, in a world where communication is never absolute or perfect. Sustained effort backed by "richly humane" imagery can help us to understand better and value more highly "people in circumstances greatly different from our own.1'1* The importance of cultivating a humanizing discourse of dissent would be difficult to overstate, especially since enemy-making war propaganda is designed to desensitize the public to the human attributes of adversaries by demonizing one side and deifying the other. Yet, anti-war dissent tends toward an idiom of negative criticism chiefly, if not exclusively, and a dehumanizing exercise in reverse recrimination that demonizes the nation at war and its leadership. This, too, is a polarizing discourse, which readily reverts to the alienating language of good and evil. To transcend the dilemma of recrimination is perhaps the greatest challenge of peacebuilding dissent. A public forced to choose between an absolute claim to national virtue and a bleak charge of collective malevolence is disinclined to the latter and thus disposed by default, if for no other reason, to stay the course of belligerence. The sharp criticism of an impending or present war, and of a warring regime, is an indispensable demonstration of nonconformity to the call to arms, but it is not the only gesture in a peacebuilding idiom of counter-persuasion. A second gesture, an expression of humanizing solidarity, is required to escape the downward pull of reciprocal recrimination. The double gesture of peacebuilding dissent from war—of nonconforming solidarity—transcends competing attributions of evil by redirecting our attention to the human realm of error, imperfection, limited perspective, and the greater need for tolerance and reconciliation. Thus, at its best, dissent is a nonconforming expression of humanizing solidarity. That, at least, is the argument of the book. My aim is to focus attention on dissent from war as a viable and healthy practice of democratic citizenship. We are "democracy's children," in John McGowan's words, "called into existence in plural societies in which freedom of speech and the press combines with wide-open debate among competing visions of the good life [and| the good polity."16 To champion democracy is to remain vigilant against the suppression of dissent but also to promote the best practices of dissent. Thus, it is especially important during periods of crisis and an ongoing global war on terrorism to examine—even interrogate—the cultural status, political role, and rhetorical characteristics of dissent as a vital democratic practice in the US. Dissent is critical to holding ambitious governments and misguided policies accountable to public scrutiny and democratic standards. Without open debate, government defaults to secrecy, repression, and extremism in the name of national security. As Cass Sunstein argues, freedom of speech is a safeguard against senseless conformity; a culture of free speech is the foundation of democratic self-government; and dissent within the polity is a protection against ideological extremism, political polarization, and unchecked power. Thus, "well-functioning societies take steps to... promote dissent."17 A healthy democracy encourages wide criticism and robust debate. It fosters a culture of constructive contestation that respects diversity of opinion and variations in perspective on matters of political judgment. It values dissent for questioning and contesting the views that most people hold at any given point in time. Consistent with the nation's commitment to the democratic principle of collective self-government, dissent is opposed to political orthodoxy. As Steven Shiffrin observes, "The commitment to sponsor dissent assumes that societal pressures to conform are strong and that incentives to keep quiet are often great."18 The democratic value of dissent, then, consists largely of honoring, protecting, and practicing "speech that criticizes customs, habits, traditions, institutions, or authorities."1* This is especially the case, Nancy Chang insists, when the nation's security is threatened and the temptation is greatest to curtail freedom of speech.20 Thus, it is particularly important for a democratic people to understand what is at stake when dissent from war is curbed, to recognize such dissent as an everyday practice of responsible citizenship and productive deliberation—not as something to be despised and marked as strange, disloyal, or threatening—and to explore how dissent can help to address a crisis of terror in today's volatile world.
at: public apathetic

(  ) Public apathy args are wrong – public is only apathetic because they’re disengaged. Our alt changes the basis of their apathy.

Klein ‘10

Internally quoting Stanford professor James Fishkin – Joe Klein is TIME's political columnist and author of six books, most recently Politics Lost. His weekly TIME column, "In the Arena," covers national and international affairs. In 2004 he won the National Headliner Award for best magazine column. Time Magazine – How Can a Democracy Solve Tough Problems? – Sept 2nd –  http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,2015790,00.html#ixzz1xcLhwzfw

"The public is very smart if you give it a chance," says Fishkin, 62, who has been conducting experiments in what he calls "deliberative democracy" for nearly 20 years now. "If people think their voice actually matters, they'll do the hard work, really study their briefing books, ask the experts smart questions and then make tough decisions. When they hear the experts disagreeing, they're forced to think for themselves. About 70% change their minds in the process." Fishkin has done this on several continents and in many countries, including the U.S. In Texas, he ran a deliberative-democracy process for a consortium of utilities, from 1996 to 2007, which gradually transformed the state from last to first in the use of wind power. "Over that time, the percentage of people — and these were stakeholders, utility customers — willing to pay more for wind went from 54% to 84%," he says. (He also ran a "National Issues Convention" for public television in 1996.) (See the best viral campaign ads of 2010.) Given all the noise afflicting the country, this might be a productive moment for deliberative democracy. "It works best when you have hard choices," Fishkin says. "Despite what you see and read, this is not a nation of extremists. What you see on TV, and in most polling, is an impersonation of public opinion. The actual public isn't really like that, especially when it is given something more than sound bites and distorted political messaging. If you give people real choices and real consequences, they will make real decisions."

2nc state of exception link- weak/strong economy
the binary between healthy/sick or strong/weak economy justifies the state of exception

Joshua Stanley Hanan 10  – PHD communication studies, professor of communication at Temple University  (“Managing the Meltdown Rhetorically: Economic Imaginaries and the Emergency Economic Stabilization Act of 2008” dissertation The University of Texas at Austin)

 Turning now to our second policy artifact—that of Secretary Paulson—we see an additional rendering of ethical pragmatism. Delivered on September 23rd 2008 to the Senate Banking Committee, Paulson’s widely publicized address is particularly useful in illustrating how a temporary understanding of state of exception can be used as an enthymeme to circumvent moral critique.305By emphasizing the “urgent response” that the crisis demands, the former Goldman Sach’s CEO centers his argument on how EESA provides “market stability,” Organizing his narrative around a series of binaries, Paulson’s ethical pragmatism is predicated on the opposition between a healthy and sick economy. By arguing that “illiquid mortgage-related assets … are choking off the flow of credit which is so vitally important to our economy,” for example, Paulson renders the financial system a living entity that has been invaded by foreign agents.306 Through a viral process of multiplication, he illustrates how “[t]hese bad loans have created a chain reaction” that now threatens “the very health of our economy.”307In the same way that a virus can weaken a person’s entire immune system, Paulson wants his audience to see the economy as having been infected by a rapidly proliferating disease—one that must be eradicated quickly by experts, and without debate. By explaining the financial crisis through such metaphors, Paulson is able to argue that his legislation is aimed at excising these "troubled assets from the system.”308The measure is “designed for immediate implementation and [to] be sufficiently large to have maximum impact and restore market confidence.”309 Thus, by addressing the “underlying problem”—troubled assets that are dragging down the entire economy—he has devised an expert program to stabilize the financial system. This plan, while putting taxpayers on the line, will cost American families “far less than the alternative—a continuing series of financial institution failures and frozen credit markets unable to fund everyday needs and economic expansion.”310 It is at the end of Paulson’s speech, however, that we realize the primary goal of his narrative: the desire to frame EESA as a temporary state of exception. In spirit of the “bipartisan consensus for an urgent legislative solution,”311 Paulson argues that there is no time to deliberate and contest the parameters of this bill. Since this “troubled asset purchase program on its own is the single most effective thing we can do to … stimulate our economy,” we must trust Paulson’s authority as Treasury Secretary and pass the bill immediately.312 While it is true that “[w]hen we get through this difficult period…our next task must be to address the problems in our financial system through a reform program that fixes our outdated financial regulatory structure,” Paulson contends that “we must get through this period first.”313 Through his appeals to urgency and expedient action, Paulson’s narrative enthymematically invokes a seemingly temporary state of exception. Since the economy is sick and its pathogen is multiplying rapidly, debate and deliberation about whether EESA is the right form of interventionism must be postponed to a later point in time. While “[w]e must [eventually] have that critical debate” now is not the time to question the crisis of neoliberalism.314 As part of Bush’s executive branch we must trust Paulson when he says he has the “best interest of all Americans” in mind and not risk making the situation even worse. 

2nc state of exception link- urgency

2nc crisis link ext

Joshua Stanley Hanan 10 – PHD communication studies, professor of communication at Temple University (“Managing the Meltdown Rhetorically: Economic Imaginaries and the Emergency Economic Stabilization Act of 2008” dissertation The University of Texas at Austin)

 Conclusion: Economic Crisis Rhetoric as Exception Having now explored the crisis of neoliberalism as it made manifest during the creation and passage of EESA, we are left with a more nuanced understanding of the role rhetoric played in this particular public policy context. By focusing on how several experts and policymakers rhetorically addressed the tension between Keynesianism and neoliberalism, I have argued that two competing narratives emerged during this time span. Through its emphasis on “legal loopholes,” “crisis profiteering,” “binging and purging,” and “old-fashioned corrupt bribery,” moral critique condemns the Bush administration by accusing it of using EESA to benefit the status quo and further consolidate existing economic disparities in America. By contrast, in its focus on “extraordinary times,” “urgency,” and “lack of options,” ethical pragmatism seeks to circumvent its own accountability to the present crisis. While these competing narratives rhetorically constitute vastly different worldviews, what unifies their assertions is a shared commitment to Schmitt’s state of exception as the enthymematic warrant of their account. In the case of moral critique, the state of exception explains why the administration was able to get EESA passed. Whether accusing it of circumventing congress, bribing politicians, or exploiting taxpayers, the rhetors’ deploying moral critique all contend that the administration cared only about bailing out Wall Street institutions despite such entities being the very ones responsible for causing the crisis. In the case of ethical pragmatism, the state of exception emerges as the justification for (rather than the condemnation of) the administration’s actions. By highlighting the temporary nature of the crisis and the need for immediate response, the rhetors’ use of ethical pragmatism intended to circumvent critical deliberation regarding the bill. Since the crisis moment was rhetorically constituted as an impermanent emergency, EESA had to pass immediately with any concerns about corruption or the failure of neoliberal government being deferred to a later point in time. While both narratives rely on the political logic of the exception, we can see that they produce very different visions in the American imaginary. Whereas in moral critique the state of exception is framed as a permanent act that produced and perpetuated the crisis, with ethical pragmatism it is framed as a transitory gesture. We are thus reminded of Schmitt’s distinction between commissarial and sovereign dictatorship inasmuch as moral critique frames the administration’s actions as an inevitable consequence of sovereign rule while ethical pragmatism justifies the administration’s actions on the basis of a fleeting circumstance. These differing articulations have important consequences for how neoliberalism and Keynesianism emerge as viable policy alternatives. Is the crisis of neoliberalism to be conceptualized as a permanent “exception” that will continue until effective Keynesian agendas are implemented? Or is the crisis to be viewed as a momentary problem that will eventually be overcome through the inherent rationality of free market principles? While this analysis clearly views the former perspective as having more fidelity in economic reality, it is clear from this analysis that neither Keynesianism nor neoliberalism can have real-world meaning without their rhetorical articulation.324 As the narratives of moral critique and ethical pragmatism demonstrate, Keynesianism and neoliberalism are malleable constructs that rely on symbolically produced values to give them coherence. In this light, the findings of this case study complement the conclusions drawn in the previous chapter. Just as the relationship between Wall Street and Main Street was shown to be contingent upon moral and ethical presuppositions, so the meaning of Keynesianism and neoliberalism similarly depends on this rhetorical logic. Moreover, these formal similarities also correspond to shared institutional configurations. The institutional forms that gave rise to competing understandings of Wall Street and Main Street are the same structures that orient competing visions of Keynesianism and neoliberalism. Since the meaning of Keynesianism and neoliberalism often center on questions of whether to fiscally subsidize Wall Street or Main Street, we can thus presume that the two independent case studies overlap and implicate one another. At the same time that these two chapters point to shared similarities, the present case-study has illustrated a rhetorical impasse that in some respects challenges the previous chapter. Whereas the previous study demonstrated that the rhetorical nature of Wall Street and Main Street was largely due to the real financial changes taking place under neoliberal capitalism, this chapter shows how, by virtue of real political changes, rhetoric has been unable to triumph over the crisis of neoliberalism. Since in the context of EESA the state of exception emerged as both a discursive and extra-discursive (political) process, the rhetorical constitution of the competing views on Keynesianism and neoliberalism was simultaneously mediated by power. We are thus left in a challenging situation where economic rhetoric can be read as simultaneously essential and superfluous to mitigating and exacerbating crises in capitalism. To make sense of this situation, in the concluding chapter I argue for a framework of the economic imaginary that can explain this theoretical problematic. By drawing on the insights of the Wall Street/Main Street and Keynesianism/neoliberalism case studies, in addition to the poststructuralist thought of Derrida and Lacan, I argue that the economic imaginary provides the framework for understanding economic crisis rhetoric as a “textural” process that can express multiple manifestations of agency.325 From this standpoint, such rhetoric can take on a number of often conflicting forms depending on the institutional relations to which it is articulated.326 The economic imaginary is thus a theory for rethinking the relationship between language and the economy, allowing us to better understand the role rhetoric has played in the present crisis. 

2nc rhetoric turns models
the economy is built upon unpredictable rhetoric

Deirdre Nansen McCloskey 11- Departments of Economics, History, English, and Communication, University of Illinois at Chicago (The Rhetoric of the Economy and the Polity” Annual Review of Political Science Vol. 14: 181-199 June 2011)

The second thing to understand is that the economy is always already rhetorical, and therefore the talk around banking and stocks and inventories and unemployment is of course rhetorical. Market chatter, Federal Reserve Board minutes, “Coke is the Real Thing,” Krugman columns, bargaining for a job, persuading a banker to back an invention, negotiations for the next shopping mall—all are rhetoric. That is, they are nonviolent attempts to change people's minds. “Rhetoric” is not to be used as a term of contempt. A headline such as “Senate Campaign Mired in Rhetoric” is a misuse of an ancient and admirable practice of changing people's minds by sweet words rather than by jailing them or waterboarding them. The word “persuade” has the same Indo-European root as “sweet.” Sweet talk is often good, and anyway it is sweeter than the violent alternatives. Even people who should know better, though, use “rhetoric” as a way of attacking the words of people they do not like. I of course argue by means of true facts and cogent logic. You, however, descend to a merely tricky rhetoric of stories and metaphors. Even the estimable Albert Hirschman, among the few economists with humanistic tastes and a classical gymnasium education, wrote a book called The Rhetoric of Reaction (1991), in which he criticized conservatives for using stories and metaphors to persuade, being “rhetorical”—whereas he, a progressive, was of course not. (He does in a final chapter note that progressives have their own rhetorical foolishness; but throughout his book a rhetoric is to be seen through, to Reality.) We already have an ample supply of words in English for bad speech—exaggeration, hyperbole, embellishment, misrepresentation, lie, prevarication, falsehood, deceit, deception, fraud, con, swindle, hoax, dishonesty, bullshit—and don't need another. Yet the rhetorical tetrad of fact, story, logic, and metaphor characterizes all human thought. Models in physics are, after all, metaphors (Cartwright 1983). We need a neutral word for “nonviolent persuasion” by fact, story, logic, and metaphor. It might as well be the word used for 2,500 years in the West, with Eastern analogs. Sneering at rhetoric as “mere” is like sneering at parliaments as “talk shops” or “debating societies,” as for example the Italians did in 1922, or as people do nowadays about the United Nations. We have no other way to negotiate, avoiding physical violence. Better keep talking, and know it. Since Thomas Kuhn we have known that science is rhetorical. If science studies since Kuhn had to be summarized in one sentence, it would be, “Scientists are human speakers.” We are still working out the consequences. Even mathematics has a rhetoric, that is, a rise and fall and rise again of, say, geometric or algebraic or calculative methods of proof. Niels Bohr remarked once that physics is what we humans can say about the physical world. I wrote a book in 1985, on the back of all this, arguing that economics, too, was rhetorical in no shameful sense—a persuasive community of rhetors (McCloskey 1985). An economic science, like a physical science, is words all the way down. But I gradually realized that the economy, too, is rhetorical. An economy is continuously negotiated with words. It is an old discovery, one that Adam Smith made his own and that later economists could have remembered. Since the 1870s, we so-called neoclassical economists, for example, have realized that economics is about what happens between people's ears, which should have alerted us to the crucial rhetoric of the economy. People have preferences, matters of discourse and delight, which constitute one side of determining the value of things. They have technological ideas, arising from open conversations, which constitute the other sides of determining the value of things. Preferences and technologies change continuously in an innovative society. The innovations are new ideas. That is to say, an economy is a conversation. [Some of our cousins among the Marxist economists have come to the same conclusion, after Gramsci (Ruccio & Amariglio 2003).] The point is that the economy is very largely about persuasion, because it is negotiated and innovative and above all because it is about a future to which we are vulnerable. That, as I said, is why there are business cycles. It is irritating, of course, that economists can't predict the future. But they can't. You say the subprime mortgages were obviously insane? If you're so smart, why aren't you rich? You are a fool to listen to predictions on CNBC. But likewise I say to the political scientist, you are a fool to predict with regression analysis the outcome of elections, beyond the obvious. Or to spurn words because of your great love for a tough-guy “realism” in international relations. 

it turns their predictive models – cant account for at least 25% of the economy because so many jobs, business sectors etc rely on persuasion
Deirdre Nansen McCloskey 11- Departments of Economics, History, English, and Communication, University of Illinois at Chicago (The Rhetoric of the Economy and the Polity” Annual Review of Political Science Vol. 14: 181-199 June 2011)

There is something strange about neoclassical economics of the “Samuelsonian” sort practiced in most departments of economics these days, and in many departments of political science, too, and in a large swath of political theory since Machiavelli as well. The strange thing is that nobody is supposed to talk, except to say yes or no to offers expressed in numbers of dollars. Meaning, and the ethics of a good conversation, are absent. “Toyota Avalon in good condition: $9,600.” “No.” The automobile customer might feel moved to add, “Because I can get the same for $9,400 down the street, you creep. Shame on you for charging more than he does!” The seller might be similarly moved to say something like, “My good friend, that would be a mistake. The seller down the street is a liar and a cheat.” But in the economic theory of markets, such ethical remarks are, as the game theorists put it, mere “cheap talk.” They do not signal anything of import, precisely because they are cheap. If they worked, and if there were no more constraints by verbal agreement than Machiavelli or Hobbes or Mandeville or Bentham or Gary Becker or Judge Richard Posner posit, then everyone would use them, and therefore they would stop working. Is it a scientific problem that Samuelsonian economics and its mathematics of social entities has no room for talk, of which humans do so much? Not necessarily. That some people are left-handed is not something an economist needs to acknowledge, unless perhaps she is studying the market for scissors. Institutional economists of an older variety often claim that Samuelsonian economics is, say, bourgeois, and suitable therefore only to the Bourgeois Era. You will hear them claiming that an African economics suits Africa and an Indian economics India. The Samuelsonian economist merely smiles and carries on taking her first partial derivatives. But if a certain activity bulked very large in the economy—larger than most foreign trade, say, or larger than investment expenditure—then a scientific suspicion would be aroused. And that is the case for talk. In particular, meaningful persuasion beyond mere transmittal of offers and acceptances and information is in fact a startlingly large item in a modern economy. We economists might have to stop ignoring the rhetorical fact. Is it a fact? David Lodge's novel, Nice Work, shows an English professor, Robyn Penrose, seeing that the managing director she was assigned to watch was first and last a persuader: It did strike [her] that Vic Wilcox stood to his subordinates in the relation of teacher to pupils…. She could see that he was trying to teach the other men, to coax and persuade them to look at the factory's operations in a new way. He would have been surprised to be told it, but he used the Socratic method: he prompted the other directors and middle managers and even the foremen to identify the problems themselves and to reach by their own reasoning the solutions he had himself already determined upon. It was so deftly done that she had sometimes to temper her admiration by reminding herself that it was all directed by the profit-motive. (Lodge 1988/1990, p. 219) One can show that about one quarter of national income, to be statistical about it, and to speak of many people motivated by profit of a utility-maximizing character, is earned from such merely bourgeois and feminine persuasion: not orders or information but sweet talk. One thinks immediately of advertising, but in fact advertising is a tiny part of the total. Take the detailed categories of employment and make a guess as to the percentage of the time in each category spent on persuasion, as against physical manipulation or even information transmitting or the giving and getting of direct orders. For example, read down the roughly 250 occupations listed in “Employed Civilians by Occupation” for 2005 in the Statistical Abstract of the United States: 2007 (U.S. Census Bureau 2006, table 602, pp. 388–91) and look for the jobs with a lot of sweet talking, or the jobs without any of it. Out of the 142 million civilian employees in 2005, it seems reasonable to assign 100% of the time of the 1,031,000 lawyers and judges to persuasion, or being an audience for persuasion; and likewise all the 154,000 public relations specialists and the 2,138,000 “social, recreational, and religious workers” (such as counselors, social workers, clergy) persuading people how to live. Managers and supervisors of various sorts are the biggest category to which it seems reasonable to assign a somewhat lower figure, 75% of income earned from sweet talk. In a free society, the workers are not merely peremptorily ordered about and beaten with knouts if they do not respond. They need to be persuaded. What the U.S. Census Bureau styles “managerial occupations,” such as CEOs, school principals, marketing managers, and the like, are a massive 14.7 million, fully 10% of the labor force. Adding the “first-line supervisors” scattered over all sectors, such as in construction and personal services and gaming (i.e., gambling) workers, yields another 5.5 million. I suppose these managers, too, earn 75% of their earnings from persuasion. Add 380,000 for personal financial advisors. The 150,000 editors and (merely) 89,000 news analysts, reporters, and correspondents are probably 75% folk. They imagine themselves to be doing “straight reporting,” but it does not take much rhetorical education to realize that they must select their facts persuasively and report them interestingly in sweet words. Likewise, the enormous 13.4 million salespeople (which excludes 3.1 million cashiers) are reasonably put down as 75-percenters: “The dress is you, dear.” It may even be true. In my experience, it usually is. We exaggerate the amount of lying that salespeople engage in. People do not like to see themselves as liars. They are not always only prudent in raising their commission. As 50% persuaders we can put down loan counselors and officers (429,000). Like judges, they are often professional audiences for persuasion, saying yes or no after listening to your sweet talk and gathering your information. Also at the 50% level are occupations in human resources, training, and labor relations (660,000 people: “Mr. Babbitt, I just don't think you have much of a future at Acme”), writers and authors (we are merely 178,000), claims adjusters and investigators (303,000), and a big category, the 8,114,000 positions in educational, training, and library occupations, such as college professors (1.2 million) and nursery school teachers. A mere quarter of the effort of the 1,313,000 police and sheriff's patrol officers, detectives and criminal investigators, correctional officers, and private detectives, one might guess (and I have done so in the estimations here), is spent on persuasion. That's what they'll tell you. Actually the ones I've talked to put it at higher than a quarter. One way of backing all this up would be to conduct in-depth interviews, probing in a job for sweet talk as against mere information or coercion or physical activity; or riding along in the squad car and listening. Anyone who has worked in health care knows that sweet talk is important in that sector—to get the patient to stay on his medicine, to coordinate with other caregivers, to advocate for the patient, to deal with insurance companies and hospital administrators (some of whom are included above in the managerial category). From the large group of “health care practitioners and technical occupations,” we need to remove the technical occupations (x-ray technicians, medical records technicians, etc.), leaving physicians, dentists, nurses, speech pathologists, and so forth actually talking to patients and each other, for a total of 7,600,000 talkers who are persuading for a quarter of their economic value. Perform this mental experiment: Imagine a speech pathologist with no persuasive skills whatever, a mere transmitter of the “information” that a child need not be ashamed of being a stutterer when George VI, Winston Churchill, and Margaret Drabble were, and imagine how much less valuable she or he would be. The 353,000 paralegals and legal assistants figure in the one-quarter category, too. As for the law-enforcement occupations, one quarter sounds low. The occupations I mention alone, without hunting in putatively unpersuasive categories like mail carriers, bus drivers, or “life, physical, and social science occupations” (within which are buried many of the persuasive economists and law professors), amount to 36,100,000 equivalent workers—that is, weighted by 1.0, 0.75, 0.50, or 0.25 as the case warrants, and then added up. That was about a quarter of the income-earning numbers of private employees in the United States in 2005. Weighted instead by dollar incomes, considering the big role for managers and supervisors (about 20 million, remember, out of all the 142 million workers), who are of course paid much more—these days sometimes grotesquely more—than the people they persuade to work hard, the share would probably be larger still.

2nc rhetoric modeling bad
the rhetorical chunk of the economy cannot possibly be modeled and the attempt to do so destroys the economic and ethical benefits of communication
Deirdre Nansen McCloskey 11- Departments of Economics, History, English, and Communication, University of Illinois at Chicago (The Rhetoric of the Economy and the Polity” Annual Review of Political Science Vol. 14: 181-199 June 2011)

RHETORIC CANNOT BE MODELED AS MAX U, ONLY AS KIRZNERIAN DISCOVERY When Thoreau was informed by some technophile that on account of the new system of telegraphs “Maine could speak to Texas,” he replied: “But does Maine have anything to say to Texas?” But economics still has something to say. To Texas. In explaining the fact of 25% of national income depending on sweet talk, a temptation of the modern economist is to try to model it in the style of Samuelson, as the outcome of still another adventure of the prudent-only person, Mute Max U. (I say “Mute” because we are talking about talking here, and Samuelsonian economics does not talk about it.) The modern economist seeks a Samuelsonian model because it is her only model. If something—love or justice or courage—does not fall within a utilitarian maximization subject to a resource constraint, she has nothing to say. But language, unless reduced to bits of information (and it cannot entirely be so reduced), cannot be modeled as Mute Max U. The limits and patterns of human speech do of course limit and give pattern to the economy. At the most abstract level, some sort of Chomskyan limits of deep structure might possibly apply, although it seems doubtful. Perhaps there are deals, orders, desires, plans that would be possible in a language of another species but are interestingly impossible, or at any rate difficult, in human language. Beings that were not differentiated individually, for example, such as slime mold, would find orders naturally persuasive in a way that humans do not. Wittgenstein said that “to imagine a language is to imagine a form of life” (Wittgenstein 2001 [1953], remark 19). He might as well have said that to imagine a form of life is to imagine a language. “It is easy,” he said in the same place, “to imagine a language consisting only of orders and reports in battle.” An army that is something other than a gang of Homeric heroes clashing in single combat is a form of life that responds to particular orders issued by particular people. The phalanx on the left flank moves when the general speaks, as though it were an organism and not a collection of free citizens of Athens. But the binding constraints are much more likely, it seems to me, to be matters of pragmatics and sociolinguistics than matters of syntax and vocabulary. I have a friend, a Dutch woman, who built a vacation home on a Greek island. She found that within Greek society it was impossible, simply impossible, for a woman to tell a male contractor what to do. Her contractor ignored her requests, and she was forced to hire another Greek, a man, to give the orders. Even that did not work perfectly; her indirectly transmitted order to have large waste pipes for the toilets was ignored, with the result that—as is common practice in rural Greece—her soiled toilet paper is not flushable. There's an economic effect. The formal attempts to extract any interesting constraints that language places on economic behavior from sheer logic or even from an enriched logic of the rules that linguists call conversational implicatures have not borne fruit, and they seem unlikely to. The attempt of the game theorist Ariel Rubinstein to do so shows how little can be expected even from very canny ruminations on evolutionarily stable strategies or a supposition that the equation ψ = [(x,y)∩(y,z)∩T]→(x,z) is a tautology (Rubinstein 2000). The problem is that language is not just about syntax but about semantics, meaning. It is not just about rules of information transmittal but the changing of minds by sweet talk. It's not just about behavior but rhetoric. The economist and rabbi Israel Kirzner put his finger on what a free society achieves, from which we can understand how meaningful language works in one. “It [is] highly desirable to choose among alternative social arrangements those modes of organization that minimize [ignorance of knowledge that can be absorbed without decision and search, by the sheer noticing of it]…that is, those modes of organization that generate the greatest volume of spontaneous, undeliberate learning” (Kirzner 1979, pp. 145, 147). His assertion runs against the love of explicitness in modern life, the proliferation of handbooks on leadership and of axiomatizations of thinking. Surely, the handbook-writer avers, we need to transmit through a conduit to the student's mind numerous bits of information, and if this can be centrally planned, all the better. Every schoolchild in France is on the same page at the same hour of the same day, thanks to the planners in Paris. But real innovation, Kirzner is saying, entails real ignorance, that is, “knowledge about which nothing is known” (1979, p. 144). It can be put economically: known knowledge (shades of Donald Rumsfeld) earns its normal reward. If you know how to read a balance sheet, you do not on that account alone become Warren Buffett, because so many other people know how to read a balance sheet. Unknown knowledge, on the other hand, generates supernormal profits. When sometime before 1211 an anonymous Florentine invented the idea of a double-entry balance sheet, then he, or his Italian imitators, could pick up the profit from the innovation, and did (Origo 1986 [1957], p. 109). Once the reading of balance sheets was widely known, however, the supernormal profits fell to zero. It is still a good idea for people to learn to read balance sheets, engaging in “search” that has a known reward to the business school graduate or law student who engages in it. The opportunity cost of such searching may be good for the society, as against a worthless search for, say, learning to read the stars astrologically. But it is not an innovation. National income does not actually fall, since learning to read balance sheets has a marginal product equal to its opportunity cost, at the margin, and therefore has intramarginal gains (“rents,” economists call them, if not the “supernormal” profit of real entrepreneurship), whereas learning to read the stars does not. The intramarginal reward to routine learning sustains the national income. As a matter of fact, as an economist can persuade you in one of her maddening diagrams, it simply is the national income. But national income will not rise unless the innovation is Kirznerian. “The ease of calculation provided by money,” writes Kirzner (1979, p. 150), “is thus not merely a device for lowering transaction costs relevant to deliberate search,” as the Samuelsonians claim. “It represents a social arrangement with the ability to present existing overlooked opportunities in a form most easily recognized and noticed by spontaneous learners.” Kirzner makes a parallel point in his writings on entrepreneurship. DISCOVERY DEPENDS ON HONEST RHETORIC Kirzner's analysis is correct so far as it goes. What is missing from it, however, as from most economics after the blessed and humanistic Smith, is language. The alertness that Kirzner thinks of as the essence of entrepreneurship involves language in its fulfillment. Unfulfilled, it is just another bright idea. The necessary, next entrepreneurial steps—which Kirzner does not treat—of persuading oneself, a banker, a supplier, an employee, a customer—are rhetoric all the way down. In consequence, a community of free speech briefly unique to Northwestern Europe after 1700 or so, for example, represented a social arrangement presenting overlooked opportunities. The crucial point was discovered in 2007 by Sarah Millermaier, who argues in the way of Jürgen Habermas that communication is after all a cooperative game. A real conversation, “communicative action,” in Habermas' words (1987 [1981/1984], p. 278), “specifies which validity claim a speaker is raising with his utterance, how he is raising it, and for what.” I would say that a real conversation entails serious and self-conscious rhetoric. What Habermas calls strategic speech is on the contrary a reading through the speech to the underlying interests. It is speech meant to achieve a result external to the practice (to use, as Millermaier does, the language of still another student of these matters, Alasdair MacIntyre). Millermaier observes—and here MacIntyre and I agree with her—that the conversation must be ethical and the ethics must be of the virtues. Therefore, what I am calling “real conversation” must draw on the seven principal virtues (McCloskey 2006). Habermas constrains communicative action on the level of logic, pragmatics, and participation. Think of an academic discussion—perhaps one on how language works in an economy to adumbrate a humanomics going far beyond the “prudence-only,” Benthamite-Samuelsonian routine on which economists have been grinding for so long. Imagine, contrary to the urgings of Rawls or Habermas or MacIntyre or McCloskey, that the main speaker is not trying earnestly to uncover the truth, say, or to learn from the audience by listening. Suppose instead that she is focused entirely on some result external to the practice of serious scientific inquiry—getting a job offer that will raise her salary, perhaps; or demonstrating to the admiring audience how very intelligent she is. Imagine that the audience is similarly engaged in a noncooperative game (the old Industrial Organization seminar held at the Law School of the University of Chicago in the 1970s was like this when certain members were present, and others absent). Such a boys' game may be fun to play. But it is not serious conversation. It is not science—except in those cases in which the science is run on boys' rules. If speech is merely strategic, a noncooperative game, then the only virtue in play is prudence. Every attempt to characterize speech by a well-trained Samuelsonian economist is going to try to reduce it to prudent tactics. Economics is, after all, the pure theory of prudence. It is natural to the rhetoric of economics since Bentham, and especially since Samuelson, to imagine that all behavior is reducible to that of the charmless, amoral, unloving, and above all calculating fellow, Mute Max U. Millermaier's point is that such a reduction is corrupting of real conversation. It makes impossible the mutual formation of meaning that much of our economic life depends on. We engage in polite chatting around the water cooler and are able thereby to cooperate with our colleagues. If we engage in it obviously for that purpose, though, people catch on, and we find it more difficult to gain cooperation. Ingram & Roberts (2000) make the point economistically in a paper called “Friendship Among Competitors in the Sydney Hotel Industry.” They find that the friendships among competing hotel managers in the 40 Sydney hotels in their study generate about AU$2.25 million more of gross revenues per year per hotel—for example, through recommendations of a competing hotel when one's own is fully booked—than would be generated by a hotel with friendless managers (p. 417). So far so good for Mute Max U and Judge Richard Posner. Ingram & Roberts add, however, “the critical caveat that the instrumental benefits of friendships are inextricably tied to the affective element,” that is, you can't successfully fake friendship (p. 420; compare Mueller 1999, p. 39). The faithless ones get found out. Considering the depth of skill among primates in performing and detecting falsehood, this is not surprising. Both prudence and solidarity work. “Individuals who try to form and maintain friendships solely as a means to material gain will fail to evoke trust and reciprocity” (Ingram & Roberts 2000, p. 418). That is, prudence-only will not work, and so “those who would limit the intrusion of society into economy by…characterizing embedded relationships between buyers and suppliers as predictable outcomes of a repeated, noncooperative game” (p. 418) are mistaken. That is another reason why prices and meanings cannot be the outcomes of silent, prudence-only, noncooperative games. To claim that they are would be like insisting that married people only deal with each other instrumentally, in the style of a Beckerian marriage between “M” and “F.” They never talk with meanings implicit; they only send cold messages to each other. They are never ethical in any other way than honoring the virtue (as it is) of prudence. As Millermaier observes, for another example, programs of corporate ethics that describe themselves as “using” values to achieve Mute Max U's goals undermine the cooperative and widely ethical game that makes language, ethics, innovation, and a >$100-a-day economy possible. The conundrum of language in the economy, then, cannot be solved within Mute Max U models. To the extent that language is reduced to Mute Max U, it ceases to exhibit one defining characteristic of human language, which—I hope you believe by now—is not the mere transmission of information but the making of meaning and the imagining of novelties: The mind, that ocean where each kind Does straight its own resemblance find; Yet it creates, transcending these, Far other worlds and other seas, Annihilating all that's made To a green thought in a green shade. –Andrew Marvell To put it another way, the Mute Max U model fits only with the “conduit metaphor” of communication. This would be good news if human communication were largely a matter of transmitting preformed messages, such as orders or information, between minds. But Mute Max U does not fit at all with a rhetorical theory of language. It ignores the scientific/humanistic findings of Ludwig Wittgenstein, Kenneth Burke, J.L. Austin, Philippa Foot, Jürgen Habermas, Alasdair MacIntyre, or Richard Rorty, according to which the outcome of a conversation is not just additional propositional information but forms of life, a rhetoric of motives, a speech act, a virtue ethics, a public sphere, a practice, a new pragmatism. If these were just silly theories, amusing to the effete snobs in the Department of English but unworthy of the tough, masculine science of economics, and econowannabe sciences like political science or modern finance or law-and-economics, then economics could go on ignoring them. But they are in fact the best thinking about language that the twentieth century offered. It would be unscientific to go on insisting that all we economists can talk about is our old, if unreliable, friend, the implacably silent Mute Max U. 
2nc framework cards
failure to recognize the role of rhetoric and ethics in economics denies agency and enables corrupt economic policy
Deirdre Nansen McCloskey 11- Departments of Economics, History, English, and Communication, University of Illinois at Chicago (The Rhetoric of the Economy and the Polity” Annual Review of Political Science Vol. 14: 181-199 June 2011)

 Yet there is a criticism of the rhetoric of the financial industry to be made, and the study of rhetoric helps in making it. The philosopher Hilary Putnam has argued that epistemology comes down to ethics: “to claim of any statement that it is true…is, roughly, to claim that it would be justified were epistemic conditions good enough…. To say that a belief is justified is to say that it is what we ought to believe; justification is a normative notion on its face” (Putnam 1990, pp. vii, 115). That is to say, justified belief comes down to speaking honestly. Like Hilary Putnam, Stanley Cavell, Rom Harré, Paul Feyerabend, J. L. Austin, and William James, I declare that the only scientific method is to honestly seek the light and try to persuade your colleagues by sweet talk. The sociologist Rakesh Khurana shows that the “agency theory” of the economists in business schools replaced after the 1970s the “managerialist ideology” that had provided the very reason for business schools in the first place: Agency theory dissolved the idea that executives should be held—on the basis of notions such as stewardship, stakeholder interests, or promotion of the common good—to any standard stricter than sheer self-interest. How could they if they were incapable of adhering to such a standard in the first place? Students were now taught that managers, as a matter of economic principle, could not be trusted: in the words of Oliver Williamson, they were “opportunistic with guile.” (Khurana 2007, pp. 323–24) Agency theory, Khurana continues, represented, within the confines of a “professional school,” a thorough repudiation of professionalism. It is like the wordless realism and behaviorism that has corrupted political theory—the governance of the modern American corporation. Agency theory in the business-school form can be dated from an article by Milton Friedman, reprinted in The New York Times Magazine in 1970 with a truncated title supplied by the editors: “The Social Responsibility of Business Is to Increase Its Profits.” Khurana cites the economist Michael Jensen, one of the chief proponents of the new and corrosive theory, as taking Friedman's article as the manifesto of the movement—although, by the way, Khurana and Jensen and most other people have read too hurriedly the crucial sentence, in which Friedman says that managers should increase the stock value of the firm subject to the norms and laws of the society—which is a rather different principle than “the public be damned.” They might better have read Friedman—or Mill, or Smith—more widely. Yet the tendency in the Chicago School of the 1970s cannot be doubted. The same notion that all actors are creatures of prudence-only had animated the “public choice school” founded at the University of Virginia a decade earlier by James Buchanan (Ph.D. Chicago) and Gordon Tullock (J.D., and honorary doctorate in economics, Chicago). It animated, too, the “property-rights” economics inspired by Ronald Coase (who was a bridge between Virginia and the University of Chicago), and perfected by Armen Alchian of UCLA and Harold Demsetz of Chicago and then UCLA. The “law and economics” movement founded then by Coase, Aaron Director (Friedman's brother-in-law, and long at the Law School at Chicago), and in extreme Max U form by Richard Posner (at Chicago and judge of the Seventh Circuit Court), takes prudence-only as its motto. So does the “economic theory of regulation” founded (again in the 1970s) by George Stigler and Sam Peltzman at Chicago (with helpful supplements from the left by the historian Gabriel Kolko). My own school of “new economic history,” invented by Douglass North at Washington University in St. Louis (another Chicago School department at the time) and by Robert Fogel, who was at Rochester (still another Chicago School department) and then at Chicago itself, tried to find out how far prudence-only would go in history (Fogel at length concluded: only so far). Crucially for our present troubles, the “quantitative finance” invented in the 1970s by Robert Merton at Pennsylvania and by Myron Scholes, Merton Miller, Eugene Fama, and Fischer Black at Chicago was another influential venture in agency theory and prudence-only. All the Chicago economists strode past meaning—love, temperance, courage, justice, faith, hope—and fixed on the individual agent's prudent self-interest. In his study of marriage, for example, Gary Becker elevated self-interested exchange between agents he called “M” and “F” to the whole purpose of the institution, and put the word “love” in scare quotes. Yet meaning matters in business as much as love in a marriage, courage in an army, or justice in a court of law, contrary to agency theory. The Great Recession gave us all some perspective on how agency theory works. The deepest problem in agency theory in any of its forms (public choice, law-and-economics, finance, whatever) is the same as the problem in prudence-only political theory, subject to the Nussbaum Lemma. The theory declares that one has an “obligation” to make profit (and further that the economic analyst has an obligation to articulate such a theory, always, and has an obligation not to talk about the ethics of managerial or scientific obligation, since these are matters of value about which one has an obligation not to dispute). But where does the obligation come from? It comes in fact from the ethical responsibilities of a manager to her professionalism, her stewardship, her stakeholders' interests, or her promotion of the common good. The agent is not a pure prudence-only, Max U creature after all, just as the Hobbesian selfish individual is not. In the very theory that denies ethics to the agent, she is imagined to be driven by an ethic, albeit a tacit and abbreviated one. Kant fell into a similar self-contradiction when he claimed to base ethics on reason alone, yet gave no account of the reasons an agent would want to act on reason (McCloskey 2006, pp. 179–280, 338). In truth, the agent wants to act because she attributes meaning to her life as a manager or a civil servant or an economist or an ethical philosopher. She is a human with an identity, not a Max U calculating machine like grass or bacteria or rats. Ask any businessperson. I know personally a very successful one, a banker, who tells me that she has never been good at “saluting,” that is, going along with whatever imprudent or unjust plan her boss proposes. She's not a yes-woman, and is valuable in some businesses precisely because of that ethical identity beyond Maxine U. It is not always good for her career, not always maximizing her personal prudence. But she can look at herself in the mirror in the morning. And so the scolders have their way in the end. If we have a crisis, it is one of ethics. Bad People (mainly Bad Men) did it. But the baddest men are the political theorists and business-school professors who recommend an approach to the politics of life that omits the virtues. Is that you, looking at yourself in the mirror? 
privileging pathos is essential to policymaking

Craig Waddell 90  -  Ph.D., Communication and Rhetoric (“The Role of "Pathos" in the Decision-Making Process: A Study in the Rhetoric of Science Policy” Quarterly Journal of Speech Vol. 76, Issue 4. Date: 1990 Pages: 381-400 ajones)

The purpose of this study, then, is to explore the ways in which nonscientists Inform themselves and make decisions about complex scientific and technological controversies. Scientists play an important role in this process by way of the two functions mentioned above-lobbying and informing. Hence, this process involves, among other things, the presentation and interpretation of complex technical arguments. Michael Halloran has pointed out that such arguments fall within the Province of rhetoric because of "the increasing importance of scientilic matters in the arena of public affairs, the traditional realm of rhetoric"� (1984, Sl); Randall Bwwcrk contends that public debates about science and technology are "probably among the more significant areas for rhetoric today"� (l88).2 Yet while Aristotle describes rhetoric as appealing to the whole person through a complex interplay of ethos, logos, and pathos, the privileged position enjoyed by logos in Westem culture has often led to the denial of any appropriate role for pathos in science-policy formation.Faced with the elevated status of logos and the degraded status of pathos, we would do well to recall that, like appeals to emotion, rational appeals are themselves problematic for at least four reasons. F irst, as Aristotle points out, like emotional appeals, rational appeals can be inauthentic and deceptive (l400b35). Second, rational appeals can be tautological; too timid to venture a logical leap, they tell us nothing more than the obvious. Third, rational appeals may lead to agreement, but not to conviction: that is, they may lack the motive force to move us to action when action is called for. Finally, as Sidney Callahan points out, naked reason can lead to morally indefensible conclusions: "A rational argument without any apparent logical flaws may be presented-in, for instance, proposals for using torture, or harvesting neomorts, or refusing to treat AIDS-but our moral emotions prevent us from giving assent"� (12). Furthermore, in denying our emotions, we may actually increase the danger of emotional manipulation. As Masanao Toda points out, "[d]ismissing emotions as just noisome irrationality and pretending that we are beyond the sway of emotions are both sure ways of making ourselves susceptible to emotional manipulations" (l35). Thus, overcoming our prejudice against emotion should open up the decisionmaking process and foster the critical skills needed to counteract demagoguery. At the same time, greater acceptance of a legitimate role for emotion should infuse the decision-making process with the "moral emotions"that Callahan argues are essential to humane decisions. To achieve these two goals, we must advocate wider acceptance of the role emotional appeals play in public-policy formation. Moreover, since some emotional appeals (e.g., appeals to race hatred) clearly are destructive ol the community, we must develop a clearer understanding of how we distinguish appropriate from inappropriate emotional appeals.

 technical decisionmaking destroys the ethical and liberatory value of debate

Caitlin Wills Toker 09 -  PHD Speech and Communication (“ Debating “what out to be”: The comic frame and public moral argument” Journal: Western Journal of CommunicationVolume 66, Issue 1, March 2002, pages 53-83 ajones)

 THE ENACTMENT AND preservation of open public deliberation greatly concerns rhetorical scholars. For many this concern stems from the centrality of public argument to the moral code of the community. Fisher (1984/1995) contends that communities determine morally "what ought to be" (p. 283) in the "disputes and debates" (p. 284) of public controversies. Condit (1987) similarly argues that all public arguments suggest moral values since "social discourse units carry moral import beyond individual interests . . . because they indicate shared commitments and prescribe what each person as a member of a collectivity is obliged to do as a member of that collectivity" (p. 82). As particular values are forwarded in the arguments of various rhetors, the community's moral code is constructed through a rhetorical "process of reflexive reproduction that utilizes the capacity of discourse simultaneously to create, extend and apply moral concepts" (Condit, 1987, p. 93). The moral products of community debate are temporarily fixed by a "public consensus" (Condit, 1987, p. 81). With communal "intersubjective agreement" this public morality becomes a standard or "a general frame of reference" (Leff, 1978, p. 78) for approaching future problems. Because collective discourse acts as "the source of an active public morality" (Condit, 1987, p. 79) in this way, scholars pursue a conception of public argument which allows representation of the entire community's interests. Ideally, rhetors should employ a "common language, values and reasoning" (Goodnight, 1982, p. 220) debating in an "appropriately designed public forum" (p. 220) to assure that disagreements are "settled to the satisfaction of all concerned" (p. 220). In this sense, "good" public discourse is maximally polyvocal and good public policy must incorporate, hence accommodate, all agents, rather than representing a single interest" (Condit, 1994, p. 210). In recent decades however, "the growing influence of technical decisionmaking" (Panetta & Hasian, 1994, p. 69), resulting from advances in science and technology, threatens the existence of open moral public argument. These advances have created a preference for "objective" knowledge as the basis for deciding what "ought to be." According to Farrell (1976) such alterations in our conceptions of knowledge produce reciprocal alterations "in the status and functioning" (p. 3) of rhetoric. In turn, when science, a discipline greatly invested in the ideology of discovery and the vocabulary of procedure is granted social authority, rhetoric becomes secondary to method (Farrell, 1976). Discourse simply becomes another procedure by which the "special findings" of scientific knowledge are conveyed in a neutral and objective fashion (Panetta & Hasian, 1994). This instrumental view of argument "threatens to denude it of morality altogether" (Fisher, 1984/ 1995, p. 283) by excluding substantive values and interests which are essential to public morality. In addition, the jargon laden discourse of scientific argument produces a situation where it is "difficult, if not impossible, for the public of untrained thinkers to win an argument or even to judge them well" (Fisher, 1984/1995, p. 283) resulting in further exclusion of lay interests. Dominated by technical procedures and perspectives, decisions "evade the modifications, compromises, and larger goods wrought through agonistic competition between values and interests" (Condit, 1987, p. 83). Such conclusions are partial, wrapped in the language of scientific experimentation and reflecting the ideals of scientific procedure rather than the values and beliefs of the community at large. In this sense, the moral code of the community may become skewed toward a scientific perspective. The deterioration of public argument is a particularly pressing problem for the environmental and health risk decision-making context (Farrell & Goodnight, 1981/1998; Katz & Miller, 1996; Killingsworth & Palmer, 1992; and Waddell, 1990). Such decision-making is characteristic of public moral argument because decisions of "what ought to be" in cases where an environmental issue directly affects a community are inherently moral. However, these decisions are largely determined by the scientific procedures of calculated risk assessment and quantified risk management (Fiorino, 1989; Cvetkovich & Earle, 1992; and Vaughan & Seifert, 1992). Yet, laws such as the Comprehensive, Environmental, Response, Compensation, and Liability Act [CERCLA] and the National Environmental Policy Act [NEPA] direct these decisions and require lay input in the form of public hearings and public comment periods. Although these processes are designed to ensure a public element to decision-making, a scientific perspective dominates these forums and hinders rather than facilitates community involvement (Juanillo & Scherer, 1995; Waddell, 1996). However, their performance enables decision-makers to forward technically biased decisions as products of legitimate processes, "hijack[ing] the moral potential [of discourse] for partisan political ends" (Condit, 1987, p. 84). Continued use of such practices will only perpetuate the technical skewing of public argument greatly feared by scholars. Because the connection of rhetoric to substantial values and community ethics has been repeatedly threatened by purely technical views of argument (Kahn, 1994), scholars have identified modes of argument that incorporate these elements. For example, Fisher (1984/ 1995) offers the adoption of the narrative paradigm as a replacement for the widely practiced rational paradigm as a "better solution, one that will provide substance not only for public moral argument, but also all other forms of argument" (p. 227). Focusing specifically on decision making in environmental and health risk instances, Waddell (1990) argues for the implementation of a more inclusive "social constructivist" model of public participation based on interactive communication conveying information, values, beliefs and emotions. Each of these solutions attempt to reform and alter deliberative practices to include community values and beliefs in deciding "what ought to be." Kenneth Burke's comic frame is another particularly suitable model for rhetors wishing "to alter, not to supplant, the social order" (Murphy, 1989, p. 267). Comic strategies are tools through which individuals can "point out the failings in the present system" (Powell, 1995, p. 87). By unmasking vices, the comic rhetor exposes unjust practices. At the same time, the clown invites "the audience to assume an attitude of ethical moderation" (Kahn, 1994, p. x) by making these practices more just. In this sense, the rhetor can "subtly change . .. the rules of the game- and . . . make 'assets' out of liabilities" (Burke, 1984, p. 171). Since comic strategies offer the potential for alteration of unjust practices, they are particularly useful for a citizen wishing to make the scientifically based processes characteristic of the moral arena of environmental and health risk more inclusive of substantive community values and interests. In this paper, I explore the potential of the comic to make the risk arena more just. I examine the discourse of Lisa Crawford, an activist at the former nuclear weapons plant, the Feed Material Production Center [FMPC]. I argue that Crawford employs the comic strategies of identification, perspective by incongruity and clowning to alter site practices and make decisions about what "ought to be" more reflective of all interests. First I discuss the various contexts in which Crawford's discourse operates—generally, the United States Nuclear Weapons Complex, and specifically, the Fernald site. Second, I explore the practical and structural impediments that constrain public input in the environmental and health risk context. Third, I discuss comic strategies in greater detail. I also examine Crawford's use of identification, perspective by incongruity and clowning. I conclude with a discussion of the material impacts of this strategy and the resulting implications for environmental and health risk decision making and public moral argument. 
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Scientific inquiry through economic rationality relies on universal epistemology that erases difference

Dubhashi 2k8 - Professor Vice-Chancellor, Goa University, and an erstwhile Secretary, Government of Indi (PR, “Critique of Neo-classical Economics”, MAINSTREAM, VOL XLVI, NO 19, http://www.mainstreamweekly.net/article663.html)

Shaky Foundations of Micro-economics. WHILE market economy seems to have emerged triumphant in today’s era of globalisation, there is a keener realisation that neo-classical Micro- economics, which is supposed to provide intellectual support to the free market economy, is itself based on questionable assumptions. Kenneth Arrow, a Nobel Prize winner, through his papers, made economists aware of the stringent conditions required for competitive equilibrium.  First, the concept of “homo-economics”, the individual economic agent, whether consumer or producer, making choices or taking decisions is a faulty one. An individual does not exist in isolation. He or she is a member of a family and society and his or her choices and decisions are influenced by interpersonal relationships and community values. The economic activity is embedded in a web of social institutions. An individual should be placed in a social context, as observed by the economist, Nobel Prize winner Trygve Haavelmo, in his lecture “Economics and Welfare State” (1989).  Secondly, the stipulation that an individual makes “rational” choices and takes “rational decisions” in “self-interest” is not valid. The behaviour of the individual is influenced by many factors including moral and ethical considerations and is not purely “hedonist” in character. “Impulse buying”, spontaneous consumption decisions, adventure and desire for the unknown are not always “rational”. But they do characterise individual decisions.  Thirdly, the assumptions relating to a perfectly competitive market are inconsistent with the conditions in the real world. One of the assumptions is that there are innumerable buyers and sellers none of whom by themselves are able to influence the market. In actual world, there are conditions of monopoly, oligopoly and imperfect competition based on differentiated products. In the thirties, E. S. Chamberlain and Joan Robinson wrote books to modify the “laws” formulated to suit a perfectly competitive market. This was before the emergence of modern corporations. As J. K. Galbraith has pointed out, corporations of today are so powerful that with the aid of advertisements and money power they are able to reverse the proposition that supply is according to demand. Corporations manipulate demand to be in accordance with supply.  Nor is the assumption of “perfect knowledge” valid. Consumers are often ill informed about the products and services they buy. There is no “instantaneous omniscience”.  Fourthly, firms in the real world do not take decisions regarding production by equating marginal cost with marginal revenue or by constantly substituting at the “margin” one factor of production for another with a view to optimisation. These decisions are often influenced by compulsions of machinery and capital equipment and technology. There are no “constant coefficients of production”, no perfect divisibility of goods or factors of production.  Fifthly, market as conceived in textbooks of Micro-economics bears no resemblance to the market in the real world. That is why syllabus relating to marketing in business courses deal with practical issues like “brand” and “goodwill” rather than the theorectical stipulations of a competitive market.  Sixthly, market equilibrium as envisaged by Micro-economics is in “stationary state”. It does not deal with dynamics in the economy. Uncertainty is an integral part of economic life and yet will not be analysed in any rigorous way in the competitive model until the early 1950s when Kenneth Arrow introduced uncertainty in equilibrium analysis, although in a specific and restrictive way. Its input-output relationship is lineal whereas in the real world there are dynamic changes and non-lineal and even chaotic relationship is the rule rather than exception.  Seventhly, Micro-economics completely overlooks the institutional set-up in the context of which the market functions. The institutional set-up includes the legal framework, educational set-up, cultural institutions etc.  Eightly, Micro-economics confines its attention to economic activity in the “market”, overlooking economic activity conducted in the fold of family, health and educational institutions and government to give a few examples. It has been estimated that the family activity in the Western economies account for 40 per cent of the GNP.  Ninethly, the record of Micro-economics in understanding and forecasting the economy at macro level is not impressive.    

Rejecting rationality is an apriori issue – have to ontologically and epistemologically change flawed rational economic models. 

Zafirovski, 2003 – Professor of Sociology at the Department of Sociology at North Texas (Milan, “Human Rational Behavior and Economic Rationality”, Electronic Journal of Sociology (2003), ISSN: 1198 3655)//BZ

The argument for unified non-rational models of social action, i.e. general theories of non-rational behavior, can be grounded on their epistemological and ontological legitimacy. In terms of epistemological legitimacy, there is no  priori reason for adopting unified rational models of social action and rejecting their non-rational counterparts. Non-rational unified models of social action are not necessarily less methodologically legitimate than rational ones. Just as it is legitimate to argue that human behavior is “always and everywhere rational”, so is it to assume that it is mostly non-rational and even irrational in economic-utilitarian terms. For instance, a unified model of non-rational social action in terms of habits and institutions (Hodgson 1998) is admittedly (Arrow 1994) as methodologically legitimate as one of strictly rational conduct, viz. “generalized calculus of utility maximizing behavior” (Stigler and Becker 1977). Perhaps more importantly, non-rational unified models of social action are not invariably less ontologically legitimate or empirically sound than rational ones. Moreover, non-rational unified models of human behavior can be superior to their rational equivalents in terms of ontological legitimacy or empirical relevance insofar as social, including even economic, life is—as admitted even by some neoclassical economists--“ontologically irrational” (Schumpeter 1991:337). At least, it is admittedly, in Pareto’s terms, non-logical, at least or quasi-rational (Thaler 1994). Having established their epistemological and ontological legitimacy, unified non-rational models of human behavior can generally be classified in the following groups. One group includes unified models of value-laden behavior. Cases in point are, for example, Weber’s concept of value-rational (wertrational)—i.e. non-economically rational and yet economically non-rational—action induced by the ethic of absolute ends, viz. the ideal type of Protestant capitalist entrepreneurs, then Pareto’s homo religiousus (Schumpeter 1991:336), etc. Another, related group involves unified models of what Weber calls “rule-governed behavior”. Instances of such models of the “rule-governed aspect” (Hayek 1991:368) of human behavior are Weber’s concept of traditional action, Veblen’s of habitual or customary conduct, as well as Durkheim’s of moral agent, and the like. Included in still another group of unified non-rational models are those of emotional and expressive behavior. Such models are exemplified by Weber’s type of affective action, Pareto’s notions of residues (sentiments) and derivations (rationalizations), viz. what neoclassical economists like Wieser term the “joyful power to create” for its own sake or the “joy of creating” (Schumpeter 1949:93) and various Keynesian “animal spirits’ reflecting a non-hedonistic psychology of economic agents, including entrepreneurs. A next group incorporates unified power models of behavior, which acknowledge that people often seek power or domination not just for as a means to economic ends, but, in Weber’s words, “for its own sake”. The Weberian conception of power, domination and authority is an example of--or at least is conducive to building--such unified non-rational models. Moreover, a unified power, hence non-economically rational and economically irrational, model of human behavior can be ontologically more adequate than its economic or rational equivalent to the extent that the pursuit of materialistic ends admittedly “pales in innocence” (Mueller 1996:346) by comparison to seeking power. A distinct class of unified non-rational models of human behavior involves those premised on the quest for social status or group approval (Frank 1996). A case in point is Veblen’s conception of seeking prestige through a wide range of activities, e.g. conspicuous consumption, leisure, education, etc., as well as Weber’s notion of status groups differentiated on the basis of social honor. And, rather than being a mere instrument of wealth maximization as the “typical value assumption” of the rational choice model (Hechter 1994), social status is often the primary or ultimate goal of social, including economic action, with wealth becoming a means to that goal. Also, unified institutional-historical models of human behavior can be deemed a distinct class in the above sense. These models can be epitomized by or based on Durkheim-Weber-Parsons’ conception of institutional motivation, preferences, and individualism, Veblen’s of the bearing of institutional evolution on individual behavior, the Historical School’s of the social-cultural specificity of economic activities, and so on. The preceding suggests that, contrary to the claims by rational choice theorists, there are no valid epistemological or methodological and ontological or empirical reasons why a unified model of human behavior should be of a rational type only. Rather, non-rational and even irrational unified models do exist or can be built in the same right as their rational equivalents. In epistemological terms, both types of unified models are equally legitimate to construct—no sensible methodological argument can be invoked for rational-only models and against non-rational ones. At this juncture, rational choice theorists’ invocation of the “charity principle” of presumptive rationality--“actors are probably rational”--is no more legitimate than turning the principle on its head in the form of an assumption of non-rationality that “life is irrational” or at leas quasi-rationality. In short, to claim that rational choice is the only available, possible or the best unified model of human behavior is methodologically implausible. In ontological terms, rational and non-rational unified models of human behavior are both legitimate to the extent that they have some pertinent degree of empirical validity. Hence if unified non-rational models do justice to some relevant aspects of the reality of social action, they are ontologically as legitimate as rational models, charitably assuming that these also do so. Furthermore, the claim that rational choice is the best and only unified model of human behavior can be rejected on empirical grounds in favor of a unified non-rational model insofar as observation and systematic evidence indicate, as hinted above, ontological non-rationality rather than rationality (Schumpeter 1991:336-7). In this connection, it is instructive to note the peculiar and somewhat unexpected path of many broad-minded economists as well as sociologists, e.g. Marshall, Pareto, Schumpeter, Parsons, Weber. This is the path from the initial epistemology of rationality—i.e. what Weber termed rationalistic method--to the eventual ontology of non- or pseudo-rationality. In other words, the path starts from the assumption of rationality in social action, and ends with some kind of serendipitous discovery of the factual prevalence of non- or quasi-rationality, which was, incidentally, instrumental in many economists’ conversion into sociologists, such as Pareto, Parsons, Weber, etc. Nevertheless, contemporary rational choice theory while starting from the same rationality assumption or the charity principle has not yet reached this “discovery” despite some hints in this direction (Boudon 1998; Elster 1998). In addition, the very argument for a single, unified model—rational or non-rational--of human behavior can be questioned. Insofar as both rational and non-rational unified models involve seemingly parsimonious and yet discredited single-cause explanations, they commit the fallacy of theoretical monism. Particularly, such a fallacy suggests the need for reexamining if not rejecting (Hirschman 1984) the parsimony rule itself. Thus, those models that are multidimensional, more complex and provide more realistic explanations are to be preferred to those one-sided, simplistic, parsimonious and unrealistic8 . Thereby, theoretical pluralism is preferred over monism, given the complexity and multiplicity of the real world (Arrow 1997:765). The claim that rational choice is a unified model as such is reexamined next.

2nc rationality fails

Economic rationality fails – paradox of actor fluctuations and deviations 

Wolcher, 2007 – Professor of Law at the University of Washington (Louis, “The Politics of Cost Benefit Analysis”, 25 Law & Ineq. 147-202)//BZ

In light of our earlier reflections on the phenomenon of senseless kindness, on the other hand, it is possible to imagine a case in which the cost-prohibitive event of incurring certain transactions costs somehow were able to transform the very opposite of my original preference into the good that I now desire. To put it bluntly, it is as if my WTA of a million dollars for my last piece of bread suddenly and unaccountably became my WTP for that bread to be transferred to another. One could even generalize and reformulate this example as a formal paradox: there is a class of cases such that the circumstance of incurring the inefficiency of excessive transactions costs, either because of a prior miscalculation or through compulsion, leads to a transaction that becomes efficient solely because the costs of engaging in it have resulted in a transformation of the parties' preferences. Speaking even more generally, one could say that the phenomenon of the unexpected puts into question the very nature of economic rationality. One need not be a sociologist to recognize that senseless kindness, coming as it does to disrupt prior preferences and redirect action away from their realization, makes visible the challenge that the paired phenomena of time and sociality pose to the definition of the "ex ante" in CBA. Richard Posner observes that "to an economist people who will not make exchanges that improve their net welfare are irrational" (2003: 51). As I have noted already, recent economic theory has introduced the regard for others (altruism) into CBA, a theoretical move that rightly dispels the widely-held misconception that the criterion of economic rationality is satisfied only by choices that maximize an individual's selfish material interests. After all, if I would be willing to pay for a more equal distribution of resources in society, despite the fact that my own monetary income might decline as a consequence, there is no non-dogmatic (or at least non-normative) point of view that can reproach my choice as irrational.  As we have seen, microeconomic theory tends to correspond to (if not follow) Max Weber's schema of rational action: an action is subjectively rational if it is directed towards a goal that the actor holds valuable, whatever that goal may be; and it is objectively irrational only if the actor adopts means to achieve his selected goal that are less well-suited than other available means (Brubaker 1984: 53-55). In other words, subjective rationality is a purely descriptive category—the actor just has the preferences he has, for whatever reason he has them and whatever they may be—whereas the category of objective rationality, although unquestionably normative, is nonetheless limited to assessing the efficiency of the technique the actor has adopted to achieve the particular end that he has set for himself.

Rational choice theory is epistemologically bankrupt – too reductionist and rational

Zafirovski, 2003 – Professor of Sociology at the Department of Sociology at North Texas (Milan, “Human Rational Behavior and Economic Rationality”, Electronic Journal of Sociology (2003), ISSN: 1198 3655)//BZ

The above suggests that rational choice finds itself between parsimony/deductive tractability and empirical plausibility/realism, i.e. between the Scylla of simplification and the Charybdis of ad-hoc complexity. One way out of this situation can be a rational-nonrational unified model of action as a corrective to rational-only and non-rational-only models alike. Such a unified model can be justified on epistemological and ontological grounds. As hinted earlier, the epistemological justification consists in that, methodologically, one can start with non-rational as well as with rational behavior, so the principle of non-rationality is not necessarily less legitimate in epistemological terms than that of rational behavior as most rational choice theorists claim. Ideally, both principles can be fused a unified rational/non-rational model of behavior, which while less parsimonious, tractable and more complex than either is to be prima facie preferred to each by virtue of its theoretical pluralism or multidimensionality just as, say, multiple regression analysis is to be chosen over simple regression in the cases of multiple variables and complex relations between them. In turn, the ontological rationale for a unified rational/non-rational model is provided by the observed fact that social, including even economic, behavior is complex characterized not only by rationality but also and perhaps more by non--rationality. The above suggests some alternative strategies for model building, especially substantive theory construction in sociology and other social science like economics, as discussed next.
Causal economics impossible – there is no scientific truth, only complex ontological relationships

Wolcher, 2007 – Professor of Law at the University of Washington (Louis, “The Politics of Cost Benefit Analysis”, 25 Law & Ineq. 147-202)//BZ

Although CBA's indifference to the question "Why?" in both its causal and normative senses is understandable, given its premises, the same cannot be said about its equally profound indifference to the question of how preferences are formed. The questions "Why?" and "How?" do not seek the same kind of knowledge. Why a thing is pertains to its antecedents or its grounds—its historical causes or normative reasons—but how a thing is always co-determines what it is. The causal why of a thing is usually investigated by those who are concerned with general laws of human action and the useful explanations they afford; whereas the task of investigating a thing's normative why traditionally falls to those who care about its legitimacy. In contrast, determining the unified what-and-how of a thing requires ontological investigation, and aims towards a description rather than an explanation or a justification. That these different ways of making sense of the world sometimes find themselves in tension, or even at crosspurposes, is indicated by a remark of Wittgenstein's: "People who are constantly asking 'why' are like tourists who stand in front of a building reading Baedeker and are so busy reading the history of its construction, etc., that they are prevented from seeing the building" (1984: 40e). Putting why to the side for a moment, one could say that what and how are opposite sides of the same coin—different aspects of one and the same being. To borrow a distinction drawn by the medieval Scholastics, the what-being (essentia) of an individual preference is its determination as a present entity possessing such-and- such attributes, whereas its how-being (existentia) consists in its having a certain mode of existence—a manner or style of persisting (and perhaps changing) through time. It is tempting to think that the discipline of CBA is a perfect example of what Edmund Husserl describes, in The Crisis of European Sciences, as "the positivistic reduction of the idea of science to mere factual science"—the kind of science that turns away from the enigma of subjectivity to mere calculation on the basis of what is taken for granted about the nature of individual preferences (Husserl 1970: 5-6). Despite Husserl's unflattering hypothesis that "merely fact-minded sciences make for merely fact-minded people" (1970: 6), one would like to think that the formation and expression of preferences as lived phenomena are (or should be) of great interest to CBA, especially if it could be demonstrated that the scientific truth of a preference’s “what”- being cannot be thought independently of its "how"-being. To borrow one of the earlier- noted distinctions drawn by the Greeks, the difficult task of un-concealing knowledge about the nature of preferences is not the same as taking one's opinion about preferences for granted. And indeed it is true: during the past twenty years the proposition that the what and the how of preferences are inextricably linked has been demonstrated time and again by behavioral economists.

2nc turns policymaking

Rational economic predctions turns policy making – results in technical failure and poor decision making skills for students

Wolcher, 2007 – Professor of Law at the University of Washington (Louis, “The Politics of Cost Benefit Analysis”, 25 Law & Ineq. 147-202)//BZ

Richard Zerbe has expressed CBA's attitude towards any information that does not contribute to an efficient solution to problems of public policy by putting what is at stake in terms of a kind of competition between different methods of decision making: "If the government uses [the] KH or KHZ [criteria of efficiency] for evaluating all of its decisions instead of using some other criteria it has the best chance of making all of the people in a society better off 'at the end of the day'" (2001: 28). However honestly and fervently held this opinion may be, though, its very mode of expression confirms Bernard Stiegler's description of the modern "technocratic state." According to Stiegler, this state is one that "no longer has as its aim either the encouragement of communicative action or the achievement of a critical distance toward purposive-rational action"; instead, the state's "activity consists in finding solutions to questions of a technical nature, those that escape public discussion" (1998: 12). By characterizing policymaking as a purely technical problem, thinkers such as Zerbe overlook the possibility that other "methods" of policymaking might actually be (or include) ends rather than means—that they might express the kind of rationality that Weber calls Wertrationalitat: behavior that is believed to possess intrinsic value or inherent rightness in itself, even if it does not lead to policy outcomes that are efficient when measured by the sum of people's pre-behavior preferences (Brubaker 1984: 51-53). In short, CBA fails to consider the possibility that the coming-and-being-together of political discussion and mutual learning in the context of policy problems might be part of the good life itself, not to mention a catalyst that can reshape the problems and people's feelings about them. Instead, CBA thinks of decision making methods as merely costs to be borne in the pursuit of solutions to problems the contents of which remain unaffected by the way in which they are decided. Likewise, defining policymaking solely in terms of competing methods for making the mass of people in general better off in the future cannot explain a fact that is well known to any law professor who has ever tried to teach the insights of law-and- economics in the classroom: namely, that many (or even most) law students seem viscerally averse to reducing problems of decision making—legal or otherwise—to the ex ante calculation of costs and benefits according to the criterion of efficiency. What can or should CBA do with a preference to avoid CBA itself in favor of, say, deontological modes of decision making such as Kant's Categorical Imperative or the ancient maxim fiat justitia pereat mundis?  As Lon Fuller's well-developed procedural theory of natural law shows, people have moral preferences for the way decisions are made that can be at least as strong as their preferences concerning the contents of those decisions (Fuller 1969). If the preference for an exclusively deontological mode of decision making is (or becomes) sufficiently widespread, and if it is backed up by enough aggregate WTP, then it would seem to follow from CBA's own methods and criteria that it ought to go out of business, or at least cease being relevant to government policy making.

2nc impact – nihilism 

Economic cost benefit analysis effaces morality and ethics, resulting in nihilistic calculative thought.

Wolcher, 2007 – Professor of Law at the University of Washington (Louis, “The Politics of Cost Benefit Analysis”, 25 Law & Ineq. 147-202)//BZ

Thus it is that post-Enlightenment history, in the form of what Nietzsche calls the "advent of nihilism" (1968: 3), has delivered us a scientific discipline (CBA) which interprets the world as a kind of warehouse or store that is full of material fit only for the purposive-rational pursuit of individual interests, whatever they may be. CBA is nihilistic in the precise Nietzschean sense that its highest value—respect for individual choices— has devalued itself by removing any objective criterion of the rightness or reasonableness of choices. According to Weber, the rationality that predominates in, and even defines, modernity is a purposive, or means-end, kind of rationality (Zweckrationalitat), the aim of which is to harness the object world and other human beings in the service of particular interests (see Brubaker 1984: 51-53). In place of universal morality predicated on a tradition-based consensus, social life shows itself to CBA as a plurality of competing "values." From the standpoint of the neo-Kantian metaphysics of subjectivity that explicitly informs Weberian thought (and implicitly informs CBA), these values cannot be rationally grounded—only chosen. CBA performs the alchemy of transforming these admittedly incommensurable values into commensurable preferences only by counting people's ability to back their values up with cash in the form of WTPs and WTAs. But of course the result of a balance between cash bids and counter-bids cannot make a project (or its absence) right or reasonable if the individual values that motivate the bids are themselves immune to all rational criticism. Putting all questions of money aside for the moment, if freedom is defined negatively (in the tradition of political liberalism) as the mere absence of certain government constraints on choice, how is the individual supposed to rationally choose his values in a disenchanted world—a world in which all traditional modes of grounding values have lost their binding force? When it still thought of itself as political economy, economics as a discipline cared about the problem of how the economic system (pertaining to the material reproduction of society) affects the various normative systems that integrate individuals into the social order (the symbolic reproduction of society). But today, as Habermas has noted, economics as a specialized science has broken off the relation between material reproduction and symbolic reproduction, and has absolved itself from any questions about the legitimacy of the social order, including its possible pathologies (1984: I, 4). Under such circumstances economists construe rationality in purely functional terms—as a means to economic equilibrium and rational choice—and economics as a discipline loses its historical connection to the rational study and evaluation of the socio-political structures within which all equilibriums and choice occur. In particular, CBA becomes a kind of semi-autonomous administrative system, and its connection to the life world is maintained at only one discrete point: the point at which CBA intervenes to measure preferences. The forces that shape preferences go unexamined, with the result that CBA can contribute nothing to the study or the development of the public sphere within which preferences are continuously being formed and reformed. It is therefore not surprising that CBA turns away from the question whether individual preferences are well-grounded in ethics, morality or some other normative system: as an empirical social science, CBA has been configured in such a way that it lacks any mechanism for adjudicating the validity of these preferences. One might even go so far as to say that the very existence of CBA as a well-respected discipline tends to prove Nietzsche's thesis that in today's world "the highest values devaluate themselves; the aim is lacking: 'why?' finds no answer" (1968: 9). Instead, as Habermas puts it, "the situation to be regulated [or analyzed], which is embedded in the context of a life-history and a concrete form of life, has to be subjected to violent abstraction, not only because it has to be subsumed under a law but also in order that it can be dealt with administratively" (1984: I, xxxiv). Habermas's remark draws attention to the fact that there is an intimate connection between CBA's methods and purely administrative modes of decision making: once its numerical data on preferences is collected, CBA's calculations lead directly to administration, bypassing the social processes that are constantly socializing and individuating the people whose lives will be affected by the decisions that administration makes. Perhaps this explains why certain CBA practitioners admit that their criterion of economic efficiency "does not tell us 'the right thing to do' in a transcendent moral or spiritual sense" (Zerbe 2001: 29). Implicit in this way of thinking about values is a contestable (albeit historically understandable) view about the nature of morality: namely, that moral actions are always deduced once and for all by individuals from personally chosen criteria that are immune both to rational criticism and to the messy historical processes in which individual preferences— including moral preferences—are formed and expressed.
2nc impact – liberty 

Labor has castigated individuality, suppressing the human liberty. For the economic machine, slavery of bondage was outlawed, yet slavery of labor proliferates. Snatching away liberty and constraining thoughts, the time of the worker is fractalized into packets of life for consumption. 
Berardi 2k9 - professor of social history of communication at the academia di belle arti of milan (franco, precarious rhapsody, pg on bottom)//BZ

The process of abstraction of labor has progressively stripped labor time of every concrete and individual particularity. The atom of time of which Marx speaks is the minimal unit of productive labor. But in industrial production, abstract labor time was impersonated by a physical and juridical bearer, embodied in a worker in flesh and bone, with a certified and political identity. Naturally capital did not purchase a personal disposition, but the time for which the workers were its bearers. But if capital wanted to dispose of the necessary time for its valorization, it was indispensable to hire a human being, to buy all of its time, and therefore needed to face up to the material needs and trade union and political demands of which the human was a bearer. When we move into the sphere of info-labor there is no longer a need to have bought a person for eight hours a day indefinitely. Capital no longer recruits people, but buys packets of time, separated from their interchangeable and occasional bearers. Depersonalized time has become the real agent of the process of valorization, and depersonalized time has no rights, nor any demands. It can only be either available or unavailable, but the alternative is purely theoretical because the physical body despite not being a legally recognized person still has to buy food and pay rent. The informatic procedures of the recombination of semiotic material have the effect of liquefying the objective time necessary to produce the info-commodity. The human machine is there, pulsating and available, like a brain-sprawl in waiting. The extension of time is meticulously cellularized: cells of productive time can be mobilized in punctual, casual and fragmentary forms. The recombination of these fragments is automatically realized in the network. The mobile phone is the tool that makes possible the connection between the needs of semio-capital and the mobilization of the living labor of cyberspace. The ringtone of the mobile phone calls the workers to reconnect their abstract time to the reticular flux. It’s a strange word, that with which we identify the ideology prevalent in the post-human transition to digital slavery: liberalism. Liberty is its foundational myth, but the liberty of whom? The liberty of capital, certainly. Capital must be absolutely free to expand in every corner of the world to find the fragment of human time available to be exploited for the most miserable wage. But liberalism also predicates the liberty of the person. The juridical person is free to express itself, to choose its representatives, to be entrepreneurial at the level of politics and the economy. Very interesting. Only the person has disappeared. What is left is like an inert object, irrelevant and useless. The person is free, sure. But his time is enslaved. His liberty is a juridical fiction to which nothing in concrete daily life corresponds. If we consider the conditions in which the work of the majority of humanity, proletariat and cognitariat, is actually carried out in our time, if we examine the conditions the average wage globally, if we consider the current and now largely realized cancellation of previous labor rights, we can say with no rhetorical exaggeration that we live in a regime of slavery. The average salary on the global level is hardly sufficient to buy the indispensable means for the mere survival of a person whose time is at the service of capital. And people do not have any right over the time of which they are formally the proprietors, but effectively expropriated. That time does not really belong to them, because it is separated from the social existence of the people who make it available to the recombinative cyber-productive circuit. The time of work is fractalized, that is, reduced to minimal fragments that can be reassembled, and the fractalization makes it possible for capital to constantly find the conditions of minimum salary. How can we oppose the decimation of the working class and its systemic depersonalization, the slavery that is affirmed as a mode of command of precarious and depersonalized work? This is the question that is posed with insistence by whoever still has a sense of human dignity. Nevertheless the answer does not come out because the form of resistance and of struggle that were efficacious in the twentieth century no longer appear to have the capacity to spread and consolidate themselves, nor consequently can they stop the absolutism of capital. An experience that derives from workers’ struggle in recent years is that the struggle of precarious workers does not make a cycle. Fractalized work can also punctually rebel, but this does not set into motion any wave of struggle. The reason is easy to understand. In order for struggles to form a cycle there must be a spatial proximity of the bodies of labor and an existential temporal continuity. Without this proximity and this continuity, we lack the conditions for the cellularized bodies to become community. No wave can be created, because the workers do not share their existence in time, and behaviors can only become a wave when there is a continuous proximity in time that info-labor no longer allows.

32-34

2nc impact—societal psychosis 

The symptoms of economic competition desensitize the nervous system through acceleration, creating widespread panic. Panic generates psychotic collapses and the inability to think. The psychic depression of the individual causes economic depressions; psychopathology is the heart of the economy. 

Berardi 2k9 - professor of social history of communication at the academia di belle arti of milan (franco, precarious rhapsody, pg on bottom)//BZ

The digital nervous system incorporates itself progressively in the organic nervous system, in the circuit of human communication, and recodifies it according to its operational lines and according to its own speed. But in order to fulfill this transformation, the body-mind must pass through an infernal mutation, that we see developing in the history of the world. To understand and to analyze this process, neither the conceptual instruments of political economy nor the instruments of technological analysis are sufficient. The process of production becomes semiotic and the formation of the digital nervous system co-involves and enervates the mind, the social psyche, desires and hopes, fears and imaginings. Therefore if we want to analyze these productive transformations, we must concern ourselves with semiotic production, with linguistic and cognitive mutations. And mutation passes through the range of pathologies. Neoliberal culture has injected into the social brain a constant stimulus towards competition and the technical system of the digital network has rendered possible an intensification of informatic stimuli, transmitted from the social brain to individual brains. This acceleration of stimuli is a pathogenic factor that has wide ranging effects in society. Economic competition and digital intensification of informatic stimuli, combined together, induce a state of permanent electrocution that flows into a widespread pathology which manifests itself either in the panic syndrome or in attention disorders. Panic is an ever more widespread syndrome. Until a few years ago, psychiatrists hardly recognized this symptom that belonged rather to the romantic literary imagination, and could approach the feeling of being overwhelmed by the infinite richness of the forms of nature by unlimited cosmic power. Today, instead, panic is ever more frequently denounced as a painful and worrying symptom, the physical sensation of no longer succeeding in governing one’s own body, an acceleration of the heart rate, a shortness of breath that can lead to fainting and paralysis. Even if to my knowledge exhaustive research does not exist in this area, the hypothesis can be proposed that the mediatization of communication and the consequent rarefaction of physical contact, can provoke pathologies in the affective and emotional sphere. For the first time in human history, there is a generation that has learnt more words and heard more stories from the televisual machine than from its mother. Attention disturbances are more and more widespread. Millions of North American and European children are treated for a disturbance that manifests itself as the incapacity to maintain concentrated attention on an object for more than a few seconds. The constant excitation of the mind on the part of neurostimulant fluxes probably leads to a pathological saturation. If we want to understand the contemporary economy we must concern ourselves with the psychopathology of relations. And if we want to understand contemporary psychochemistry we must take into account the fact that the mind is invested by semiotic fluxes that follow an extra-semiotic principle: the principle of economic competition, the principle of maximum development. From the time when capitalism connected to the brain, the latter incorporated a pathological agent, a psychotic meme that will accelerate pulsations even to tremors, even to collapse. In the 1990s, Prozac culture was intermingled with the new economy. Hundreds of thousands of operators, directors and managers of the occidental economy took innumerable decisions in a state of chemical euphoria and psychopharmacological lightheadedness. But in the long term the organism collapsed, unable to support indefinitely the chemical euphoria that had sustained competitive enthusiasm and productivist fanaticism. Collective attention was supersaturated and this was provoking a collapse of a social and economic kind. As happens in a manic depressive organism, as happens with a patient affected by bipolar disorder, after the financial euphoria of the 1990s, there followed a depression. It is therefore a case of clinical depression that strikes motivation, initiative, self-esteem, desire and sex appeal at the roots. To understand the crisis of the new economy it is necessary to begin from the psychic experience of the virtual class, it is necessary to reflect on the psychic and emotional state of the millions of cognitive workers who animated the scene of business, culture and the imaginary during the decade of the 1990s. The individual psychic depression of a single cognitive worker is not a consequence of the economic crisis but its cause. It would be simple to consider depression as a consequence of a bad business cycle. After having worked for so many years happily and profitably, the value of shares has plummeted and our brainworker is overcome by an ugly depression. It does not happen in this way. Depression descends on the cognitive worker because his or her own emotional, physical, intellectual system cannot indefinitely support the hyperactivity provoked by the market and by pharmaceuticals. As a consequence, things are set to go badly in the market. What is the market? The market is the place in which signs and nascent meanings, desires and projections meet. If we want to speak of demand and supply, we must reason in terms of fluxes of desire and semiotic attractors that formerly had appeal and today have lost it. In the net economy, flexibility has evolved into a form of fractalization of work. Fractalization means the modular and recombinant fragmentation of the time of activity. The worker no longer exists as a person. He or she is only an interchangeable producer of microfragments of recombinant semiosis that enter into the continuous flux of the Net. Capital no longer pays for the availability of a worker to be exploited for a long period of time; it no longer pays a salary that covers the entire range of economic needs of a person who works. The worker (a machine endowed with a brain that can be used for fragments of time) becomes paid for his or her occasional, temporary services. Work time is fragmented and cellularized. Cells of time are for sale on the Net and businesses can buy as much as they want without being obligated in any way in the social protection of the worker. The intense and prolonged investment of mental and libidinal energies in the labor process has created the conditions for a psychic collapse that is transferred into the economic field with the recession and the fall in demand and into the political field in the form of military aggressivity. The use of the word collapse is not as a metaphor but as a clinical description of what is happening in the occidental mind. The word collapse expresses a real and exact pathological phenomenon that invests the psycho-social organism. That which we have seen in the period following the first signs of economic decline, in the first months of the new century, is a psychopathic phenomenon of over-excitation, trembling, panic and finally of a depressive fall. The phenomena of economic depression have always contained elements of the crisis of the psychosocial equilibrium, but when at last the process of production has involved the brain in a massive way, psychopathology has become the crucial aspect of economic cycles. The available attention time for the workers involved in the informatic cycle is constantly being reduced: they are involved in a growing number of mental tasks that occupy every fragment of their attention time. For them there is no longer the time to dedicate to love, to tenderness, to affection. They take Viagra because they don’t have time for sexual preliminaries. They take cocaine to be continuously alert and reactive. They take Prozac to cancel out the awareness of the senselessness that unexpectedly empties their life of any interest. Cellularization has brought about a type of permanent occupation of living time. The effect is a mutation of social relations in a psychopathic direction. The signs are evident: millions of packets of psycho-pharmaceuticals sold, an epidemic of attention disturbances spreading among children and adolescents, the becoming normal of the diffusion of drugs like Ritalin in schools and what seems to be the spreading of an epidemic of panic in the fabric of everyday life.

36-39

The deterioration of cognitive and consciousness renders aesthetic perspectives mere connection, part of the mechanic system. With failure of the individual, perspectives lead to apathy, depression and mass suicide. Challenges to economic dogmatism are necessary.  

Berardi 11 - university of bologna, professor of social history of communication at the academia di belle arti of Milan (franco, after the future, pg on bottom)//BZ

By the beginning of the twenty-first century, the long history of the artistic avant-garde was over. Beginning with Wagner's Gesamtkunst-werk and resulting in the Dadaist cry to "Abolish art, abolish everyday life, abolish the separation between art and everyday life," the history of the avant-garde culminates in the gesture of 9/11. Stockhausen had the courage to say this, although many of us were thinking the same: it was the consumate work of art of the century with no future. The fusion of art and life (or death, what difference does it make?) is clearly vis​ible in a form of action we might call "terrorizing suicide." Let us take Pekka-Eric Auvinen as an example. The Finnish youngster turned up at his school with a machine gun, killing eight people, himself includ​ed. Printed on his T-shirt was the sentence: "Humanity is overrated." Wasn't his gesture pregnant with signs typical of the communicative action of the arts? Let me explain: I'm not inviting the young readers of this book to go to a crowded place with an explosive belt. I'm trying to say, pay at​tention: a gigantic wave of desperation could soon turn into a suicidal epidemic that will turn the first connective generation into a devastat​ing psychic bomb. I don't think this wave of suicides can be explained in terms of mo​rality, family values, and the weak discourse conservative thought uses to account for the ethical drift produced by capitalism. To understand our contemporary form of ethical shipwreck, we need to reflect on the transformations of activity and labor, the subsumption of mental time under the competitive realm of productivity; we have to understand the mutation of the cognitive and psychosocial system. The context of my understanding of present historical and cul​tural dynamics is the transition from a realm of conjunction to one of connection, with a special focus on the emergence of the first con​nective generation, those who learn more words from a machine than a mother. In this transition, a mutation of the conscious organism is taking place: to render this organism compatible with a connective en​vironment, our cognitive system needs to be reformatted. This appears to generate a dulling of the faculties of conjunction that had hitherto characterized the human condition. The realm of sensibility is involved in this ongoing process of cog​nitive reformatting. Aesthetic, ethical, and political thought is reshap​ing its observational standpoint and framework around the passage from a conjunctive to a connective form of human concatenation. Conjunction is becoming-other. In contrast, in connection each element remains distinct and interacts only functionally. Singularities change when they conjoin; they become something other than they were before their conjunction. Love changes the lover and a combina​tion of a-signifying signs gives rise to the emergence of a meaning thathadn't existed prior to it. Rather than a fusion of segments, connection entails a simple effect of machinic functionality. In order to connect, segments must be compatible and open to interfacing and interoper​ability. Connection requires these segments to be linguistically com​patible. In fact the digital web spreads and expands by progressively reducing more and more elements to a format, a standard and a code that make different segments compatible. The segments that enter this rhizome belong to different realms of nature: they are electronic, semiotic, machinic, biological, and psychic; fibre optic circuits, mathematical abstractions, electromagnetic waves, human eyes, neurons, and synapses. The process whereby they become compatible traverses heterogeneous fields of being and folds them onto a principle of connectivity. The present mutation occurs in this transi​tion from conjunction to connection, a paradigm of exchange between conscious organisms. Central to this mutation is the insertion of the electronic into the organic, the proliferation of artificial devices in the organic universe, in the body, in communication, and in society. Therefore, the relationship between consciousness and sensibility is transformed and the exchange of signs undergoes a process of increasing desensitization. Conjunction is the meeting and fusion of rounded and irregular forms that infuse in a manner that is imprecise, unrepeatable, imper​fect, and continuous. Connection is the punctual and repeatable in​teraction of algorithmic functions, straight lines and points that jux​tapose perfectly and are inserted and removed in discrete modes of interaction. These discrete modes make different parts compatible to predetermined standards. The digitalization of communication pro​cesses leads, on one hand, to a sort of desensitization to the sinuous, to the continuous flows of slow becoming, and on the other hand, to becoming sensitive to the code, to sudden changes of states, and to the sequence of discrete signs. Interpretation follows semantic criteria in the realm of conjunc​tion: the meaning of the signs sent by the other as she enters into con​junction with you needs to be understood by tracing the intention, the context, the nuances, and the unsaid, if necessary. The interpreta​tive criteria of the realm of connection on the other hand are purely syntactic. In connection, the interpreter must recognise a sequence and be able to perform the operation required by general syntax or the operating system; there is no room for margins of ambiguity in the exchange of messages, nor can the intention be shown by means of nuances. This mutation produces painful effects in the conscious organism and we read them through the categories of psychopathology: dyslexia, anxiety and apathy, panic, depression, and a sort of suicidal epidemic are spreading. However, a purely psychopathological account fails to capture the question in its depth, because we are in fact confronted with the effort of the conscious organism to adapt to a changed envi​ronment, with a readjustment of the cognitive system to the techno-communicative environment. This generates pathologies of the psychic sphere and in social relations. Aesthetic perception — here properly conceived of as the realm of sensibility and aesthesia — is directly involved in this transformation: in its attempt to efficiently interface with the connective environment, the conscious organism appears to increasingly inhibit what we call , sensibility. By sensibility, I mean the faculty that enables human beings to interpret signs that are not verbal nor can be made so, the ability to understand what cannot be expressed in forms that have a finite syntax. This faculty reveals itself to be useless and even damaging in an integrated connective system. Sensibility slows down processes of in​terpretation and renders them aleatory and ambiguous, thus reducing the competitive efficiency of the semiotic agent. The ethical realm where voluntary action is possible also plays an essential role in the reformatting of the cognitive system. Religious so​ciologists and journalists lament a sort of ethical lack of sensitivity and a general indifference in the behavior of the new generation. In many cases, they lament the decline of ideological values or community links. However, in order to understand the discomfort that invests the ethi​cal and political realms, the emphasis needs to be placed on aesthetics. Ethical paralysis and the inability to ethically govern individual and collective life seem to stem from a discomfort in aesthesia — the percep​tion of the other and the self.
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2nc impact – v2l 

Values fluctuate constantly, part of the sign economy as humans are converted into slaves. Following endless production, the rationalistic thinking destroys value for labor time. 

Berardi 11 - university of bologna, professor of social history of communication at the academia di belle arti of Milan (franco,  after the future, pg on bottom)//BZ

For a long time, the crisis of the law of value has been corroding the foundation of bourgeois society: the bourgeoisie lost its coherence due to the development of postmechanical technologies and the growing autonomy of workers from wage labor. In the postindustrial economy, socially necessary labor time no longer determines value, is no longer its only source. The value of a commodity is essentially determined by means of language, and the regime for determining the value of com​modities is one of simulation. The explosion of the new economy in the 1990s was the perfect example of the economic power of simulation. Imaginary flows of capital were invested in the production of the imag​inary. This does not mean, however, that it was all a blinding illusion. We have entered the regime of the chance fluctuation of values. The mathematical regularity of bookkeeping has given place to the in​determinacy of financial games and advertising communication, with its linguistic strategies and psychic implications. The economy has become an essentially semiotic process and embodies the chance that characterizes the processes through which meaning is assigned. Labor has become fractalized. With the end of large industrial monopolies, new workers, now delocalized in the global peripheries, start resembling computer terminals, cells in the circulation of the commodity-sign. As the neat borders of industrial society faded out and broke down in atomized workplaces, net slaves underwent two parallel processes. On the one hand, their existence was individual​ized, both physically and culturally. Each one had to follow her tra​jectory and compete in the market individually. On the other hand, each worker experienced a situation of permanent cellular connec​tion. Each individual is a cell put in constant productive connection with others by the Web, which ensures a deterritorialized, fractal, and fluid sociality. The cellular is the new assembly line, deprived of any carnal sociality. Simulation and fractalization are essentially Baroque categories. In the shift to postmodernity, the rationalist balance of industrial ar​chitecture gave way to the proliferation of points of view. In L'eta neo-barocca [The Neo-Baroque Era] Omar Calabrese (1987) claims that the postmodern style recuperated aesthetic and discursive models that were experimented with in the 1600s. The Baroque was essentially a prolif​eration of points of view. While Protestant rigor produces an aesthetic of essential and austere images, the Baroque declares the divine gen​eration of forms to be irreducible to human laws, be they of the state, politics, accounting, or architecture. As Deleu/e (1993) claims, the Baroque is the fold: the poetics that best corresponds to the chance character of fluctuating values. When the grand narratives of modernity lose coherence, the law of value is dissolved in an endless proliferation of productivity, inflation, and lan​guage, and the infospherc is expanded beyond measure. Mythologies intertwine in the social imaginary. Production and semiosis are increas​ingly one and the same process. Out of this process simultaneously arise a crisis of economic reference (the relationship between value and necessary labor time) and a crisis of semiotic reference (the denotative relationship between sign and meaning). Value can no longer refer to labor time, because unlike the labor of Marx's era, the duration of im​material labor is not reducible to an average social norm. Parallel to this, the denotative relation of sign and meaning is definitely suspended in social communication. Advertising, politics, and the media speak a self-declared simulative language. Nobody believes in the truth of pub​lic statements. The value of the commodity is established on the basis of a simulation in a relation that no longer follows any rules.

114-116

2nc alt cards
Precariousness draws the criminal structure s of competition together by disconnecting the individual from work. The absolute rule is based determinism entrenched in subjugation. Instead, new rules on fluidity and autonomy are necessary to create a community. 

Berardi 11 - university of bologna, professor of social history of communication at the academia di belle arti of Milan (franco, after the future, pg on bottom)//BZ

Precariousness is the black heart of the capitalist production pro​cess in the global network, where a continuous flow of fragmented and recomposable infowork circulates. Precariousness is the transformative element of the whole cycle of production. Nobody is outside its reach. At unspecified times, workers' wages are reduced or cut, and the life of all is threatened. Digital infolabor can be fragmented in order to be recomposed someplace other than where that work is done. From the point of view of the valorization of capital, flow is con​tinuous, but from the point of view of the existence and time of cog​nitive workers, productive activity has the character of recombinant fragmentation in cellular form. Pulsating cells of work are lit and ex​tinguished in the large control room of global production. Infolabor is innately precarious, not because of the contingent viciousness of em​ployers but for the simple reason that the allocation of work time can be disconnected from the individual and legal person of the worker, an ocean of valorizing cells convened in a cellular way and recombined by the subjectivity of capital. It is appropriate to reconceptualize the relationship between re​combinant capital and immaterial labor, and it is advisable to obtain a new framework of reference. Given the impossibility, from now on, of reaching a contractual elaboration of the cost of work by basing it on the legal person—because productive abstract labor is disconnected from the individual person of the worker—the traditional form of the wage is no longer operative, since it can't guarantee anything anymore. Therefore, the recombinant character of cognitive labor seerns incom​patible with any possibility of social recomposition or subjectivation. The rules of negotiation, collaboration, and conflict have changed, not because of a political decision, but because of a technical and cultural change in the labor relationship. The rules are not immutable, and there is no rule which forces us to comply with the rules. The legalist Left has never understood this. Fixed on the idea that it is necessary to comply with the rules, it has never known how to carry out confronta​tion on the new ground inaugurated by digital technologies and the globalized cycle of infolabor. The neoliberals have understood this very well and they have subverted the rules that were laid down in a century of trade union history. In the classical mode of industrial production, the rule was based on a rigid relationship between labor and capital, and on the possibil​ity of determining the value of goods on the basis of socially necessary working time. But in the recombming stage of capital based on exploi​tation of fluid infowork, there is no longer any deterministic relation between labor and value. We should not aim to restore the rules that neoliberal power has violated; we should invent new rules adequate to the fluid form of the labor-capital relation, where there is no longer any quantitative time-value determinism and, thus, where there is no longer any necessary constant in economic relations. How can we oppose the systemic depersonalization of the work​ing class and the slavery that is affirmed in the command of precarious and depersonalized work? This is the question that is posed with insis​tence by whomever still has a sense of human dignity. Nevertheless, no answer comes, because the forms of resistance and struggle that were efficacious in the twentieth century appear to no longer have the ca​pacity to spread and consolidate, nor, consequently, can they stop the absolutism of capital. We have learned from the experience of workers' struggle in re​cent years that the struggle of precarious workers does not become a cycle, does not leave a social sediment of consciousness, organization, and solidarity. Fractalized work can also intermittently rebel, but this does not set any wave of struggle in motion. The reason is easy to un​derstand. In order for struggles to form a cycle there must be a spatial proximity of laboring bodies and an existential temporal continuity. Without this proximity and this continuity, we lack the conditions for cellularized bodies to become a community.
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*** Predictions Supplement

predictions/rationality fails

Economic predictions impossible – hubris and fallibility in chaos 

Kaul, 2011 – Writer for The Economic Times (Vivek, “The perils of prediction: Why do we believe in predictions even when they fail”, http://articles.economictimes.indiatimes.com/2011-08-12/news/29880664_1_economists-predictions-oil-prices/2, accessed 7/19/12)//BZ
The perils of prediction: Why do we believe in predictions even when they fail. Experts are making predictions everywhere. In newspapers, on TV channels, and now with the advent of the Internet, on websites and blogs! But a huge number of these predictions are wrong. "There are so many failed economic predictions you could easily fill a library with them. Maybe two libraries," says Dan Gardner, the author of Future Babble - Why Expert Predictions Fail and Why We Believe Them Anyway. "Undoubtedly, the most famous is the unfortunate remark of Irving Fisher - one of the most esteemed economists of the day - that stocks had reached a 'permanently high plateau' shortly before the crash of 1929 (which led to the start of The Great Depression). Then John Maynard Keynes, the famed British economist, told Britons not to worry because the trouble in America wouldn't affect them," adds Gardner. Of course, things did not turn out as the famed economists predicted. In the sixties and seventies, there was a huge debate on what works better, capitalism or communism. A lot of prominent American economists were of the opinion that communism was a better bet. As Gardner explains, "In the 1960s, many esteemed economists, including the Nobel laureate Paul Samuelson, were sure the Soviet economy would surpass the American economy by 1990. When 1990 came, that had been forgotten. Instead, there was virtual expert consensus that Japan would overtake the United States. Twenty years later, that too was forgotten. Instead we have experts who confidently say China will take the lead." Ironically, economists who were bullish on the rise of the Soviet Union were bearish on the chances of India doing well, even though after independence India followed Soviet-style planning. "In the 1950s and 1960s, it was a given that India was doomed. Even in the 1970s and 1980s, lots of very wise people were sure India would collapse and its people would starve. It's stunning to contrast what the 'best and brightest' said about India in those years with what has happened in the last decade," says Gardner. And it's not only economists who have been getting it all wrong. Corporations have been getting their predictions wrong as well. The Anaconda Copper Mining Company was one of the largest copper companies in the world. "The company will still be going strong 100 or even 500 years from now," claimed its President in 1968. But things changed very quickly. "Three years earlier, the brains of two British scientists had figured out how fibre optics could theoretically be a medium of communication. And two years after his boasts, three scientists were able to make fibre optics, a practical technology vastly superior to copper wires. The price of copper plummeted. Facing liquidation, Anaconda sold itself in 1977," writes Gardner. Smart people have been trying to predict the price of oil ever since it became an industrial commodity in the 19th century. Arjun N Murti of Goldman Sachs joined the bandwagon when in March 2008 he predicted that oil prices would touch $200 per barrel soon. In July 2008, oil prices touched around $150 per barrel and Murti was on his way to becoming a superstar. Two months later in September 2008, the stock markets crashed after the investment bank Lehman Brothers went bust. "In September 2008, financial markets melted down, precipitating a dramatic slowing in the global economy. The experts hadn't foreseen this... By December, oil traded at $33 a barrel," explains Gardner. So how do we explain the inability of experts to predict oil prices? All you need to predict is supply and demand, after all. As Gardner says "It seems simple. But when you look closely at what goes into supply and demand - technology, politics, natural events, etc. - you quickly realise the complexity is mind-boggling and even tiny errors can quickly blossom into forecast-destroyers." Despite predictions going wrong all the time, people keep looking for them. Why is that? People have a psychological aversion to uncertainty and, as a result, we tend to convince ourselves that we know more, and are more in control, than we actually are. "For example, psychologists have shown that people very easily convince themselves that a random bit of good luck was, in fact, the result of skill. Even when the task at hand is guessing which side of a coin will turn up when it is flipped - the very symbol of randomness - people are easily convinced that their correct guesses were the result of skill, not luck. This is why businessmen seldom even consider the possibility that positive outcomes - or correct forecasts - were actually the product of luck, not skill. And if they don't consider that possibility, they can become badly deluded," feels Gardner. The examples discussed above are isolated ones. What does research have to say in this regard? In the late 1980s, Philip Tetlock, a psychologist, launched the most comprehensive analysis of expert predictions ever conducted. As Gardner says, "After assembling a group of almost 300 experts - economists, political scientists, journalists - Tetlock peppered them with questions. Will inflation rate rise or fall? What about economic growth, the price of oil, the stock market? Will there be an election? Who will win? All the sort of stuff we see in the media. In total, over many years, Tetlock gathered an astonishing 27,000 predictions." And what were the results? "Time passed. Accuracy was checked. Data were crunched. And Tetlock discovered the average expert was about as accurate as that famous symbol of random guessing - the dart-throwing chimpanzee," says Gardner. Some experts did worse than average. Others did better, although they were still miles from perfect. What made all the difference was the experts' style of thinking. "Using terms drawn from a scrap of ancient Greek poetry - "The fox knows many things but the hedgehog knows one big thing" - Tetlock dubbed the two groups 'foxes' and 'hedgehogs'," explains Gardner. Hedgehogs had One Big Idea - one analytical tool - which they used in making all sorts of forecasts. They preferred simplicity and clarity, so they preferred to keep information pared down to what they thought was the bare essentials. And they were confident: Hedgehogs were much more likely to use words like 'certain' and 'impossible'. The kind of experts you typically see on television. Foxes thought quite differently. They gathered information from many sources, looked at issues with more than one analytical lens, readily admitted mistakes, and were comfortable with complexity and uncertainty. They talked about possibilities and probabilities. They often said 'maybe'. And they were humble about their ability to see into the future. The kind of experts you typically don't see on television. Tetlock's data also showed that there was an inverse correlation between fame and accuracy, so the more famous the expert was, the less accurate his predictions were. "That would seem to be the opposite of what should happen, since more-accurate experts should be rewarded with media attention and corporate interest while less-accurate experts should suffer for their failures. But Tetlock's discovery made sense from a psychological perspective. People have an aversion to uncertainty and so what they want experts to do is to dispel uncertainty," explains Gardner. "But the 'fox' expert talks about possibilities and probabilities, not certainties. That doesn't deliver what we psychologically crave and so the fox suffers for it. But the hedgehog is brimming with confidence. He delivers certainty. And so he is rewarded - even though he is likely to be less accurate than a dart-throwing chimpanzee," he adds. So how do we deal with this? As Gardner says "The critical first step is to realise that the craving for certainty is a dangerous trap. There is no certainty. Those who offer to sell it to business are selling snake oil. Once we accept that there is no certainty, we can discuss possibilities and probabilities and we can tailor our decisions accordingly. For example, a decision which pays off only if the particular future we expect actually does unfold, is a bad decision because the likelihood that it will fail is high. Far better is a decision which takes into account a wide range of futures and pays off in any of them."


Economic fluctuations demonstrates the need to take complexity and agent specific predictions in account

Ball, 2012 – Doctorate in Physics from Bristol University, famous writer for business cycle and modern mathematical models applied to social and economic phenomena (Philip, Why Society is a Complex Matter Meeting Twenty-first Century Challenges with a New Kind of Science, accessed lexis)//BZ

Such economic models typically ascribe certain de-cision-making rules to each agent - which need not be, and in general are not, identical from one agent to the next. Given a set of prices, for example, the agents might each apply different rules of thumb in deciding which transactions to make. These rules may take account of what others are doing. They could be probabilistic rather than deterministic: given a certain set of circumstances, there could be a 70 % probability that an agent will take action A, and a 30 % chance of action B. As in real life, some agents could make their decisions on the basis of calculations, others by looking at past trends, and so forth. Crucially, the agents may respond to one another, en-abling the copycat behaviour that leads to herding and other collective actions. They may learn from experience, or switch their strategies according to the majority opin-ion. They can aggregate into institutional structures such as banks and firms. These things are very hard, sometimes impossible, to build into conventional models. With so many possibilities for how to describe and quantify agent behaviour, can anything general be said about the outcomes? Yes, it can. In agent-based models, the economy that emerges tends to be out of equilibrium: it never settles down into a steady state. The fluctuations in pricing are then not imposed by outside disturbances (exogenous) but are an intrinsic aspect of the system (en-dogenous), resulting from the intricate web of interactions and feedbacks between agents, just like the variability in the weather. And in the same way, this variability - or what economists call volatility - might be greater in some circumstances, or some sectors, than in others. One of the most significant aspects of fluctuations in agent-based models is that they tend to happen on all scales. Day-to-day variations in prices are usually small, but occasionally they can reach big peaks or lows. These are generally not related to changes in the intrinsic value of those commodities (although of course in reality asset prices do feel the effects of exogenous influences, for ex-ample if a technology company benefits from a scientific breakthrough), but are the collective result of many indi-vidual decisions. These fluctuation statistics contrast with those usually imposed on conventional models by injecting random 'white noise' into the equations: they look more like the 'scale-free' statistics seen in the real economy, and moreover tend to be manifested in bursts just like realworld 'volatility clustering'. In short, they look realistic. This is not a mere technicality. A correct description of fluctuations is, for example, an essential ingredient in theories for pricing and risk assessment of derivatives. The conventional assumption that these are like white noise can lead to dangerously inaccurate results. 

A move away from economic rationality towards complex, agent based predictions is necessary to prevent the fragility of economic collapse

Ball, 2012 – Doctorate in Physics from Bristol University, famous writer for business cycle and modern mathematical models applied to social and economic phenomena (Philip, Why Society is a Complex Matter Meeting Twenty-first Century Challenges with a New Kind of Science, accessed lexis)//BZ

While 'toy' models like the El Farol problem have estab-lished that an agent-based complex-systems approach can address economic questions that fox conventional theory, there are now ambitions that this approach should say something more specific about the markets and financial institutions of the real world. Unlike the microeconomic models still regularly used by institutions such as the US Federal Reserve, agent-based models can include banks, institutions and companies, modelling their interactions, their formation and growth, and their failure. They can give insights into why firms fail, and can offer explanations for the observed statistical distributions of firm size. Because they can accommodate interactions between agents, they may demonstrate the cascades and herding effects that give rise to economic bubbles and panics. In view of the critical role played in the current financial cri-sis by chains of interaction in bank lending and borrowing - the difficulty of tracing debt through this network, and its consequent vulnerability to breakdowns of trust - this ability to capture the structures of real markets could be crucial for better economic modelling and prediction. Researchers are now discussing the feasibility of con-structing an agent-based model capable of simulating a nation's or indeed the world's economy. That would be an immense undertaking: a whole-economy model would need to draw on the knowledge of economic experts in finance, labour markets, supply chains, marketing and retail, among others, as well as areas such as psychology and law, for example to elaborate the ground-rules that underlie human decision-making. Following the interac-tions of millions, or perhaps billions, of agents, companies and institutions with diverse agendas and decisionmaking rules would also demand huge computer power and would need vast inputs of data: patterns of spending and financial transactions, say, and detailed maps of the networks along which loans and risks are channeled. The scale of the task would probably mean we'd need not one single model but many, whose collective forecasts could be pooled to map out possible futures. Such efforts have already begun. Between 2006 and 2009 a European team created a model called Eurace, the largest agentbased model of the economy developed so far. It simu-lated a fictitious economy with several million agents, including markets for labour, goods, credit and finance. Firms within the model were characterized as collections of 'worker' agents, and the model had an explicit spatial structure: firms and workers were located somewhere in real space, linked via social and business networks. The Eurace team aim to use the model as a testing ground for aspects of European economic policy. For ex-ample, they were able to probe one of the most pressing questions today: how best to deal with massive govern-mental debts like those of Greece and Italy. Is the answer fiscal tightening, reducing the debt with high taxes or low public spending, or quantitative easing, keeping taxes low and plugging the debt by selling government bonds? Eurace's simulations suggest that in the long run economic growth is boosted and unemployment reduced more by the second approach - as long as firms are financially robust. More work is needed to prove that these and other preliminary results from Eurace scale up to the size of the actual national or international economy. Agent-based models are not a panacea. There's still no general prescription for how to construct one that offers realistic, relevant and reproducible results, particu larly in terms of what behavioural rules should guide the agents (how much psychological complexity they should include, for instance). It remains to be seen whether they can offer reliable policy advice on questions that tradi-tional economic theories fail to tackle. Yet there has never been a clearer case for bringing the lessons of complexity science to bear on the behaviour of economic and financial markets. We are still living, perilously, with the failures of the traditional model: with an inability to predict the current crisis or to offer any kind of consensual and ef-fective means of escaping it. It is now evident that events like these are not 'imperfections' that ruffle an equilibrium economy, but an intrinsic and deeply hazardous feature of the existing capitalist system, which can blight the economy for a decade or more. The existence of these fragilities can now be seen to stem from the influence of one economic actor on another, and on the structure of that network of interactions and its hidden vulnerabilities. Whether or not a complex-systems approach will ultimately succeed in taming the economy's worst con-vulsions, it would be nothing short of reckless not to try it.

Economic behavior is impossible to map – can't quantify or falsify – little functional utility for predictions

Farmer and Geanakoplos, 2009 – Cowles Foundation of Research in Economics from Yale University (J. Doyne and John, “The Virtues And Vices Of Equilibrium And The Future Of Financial Economics” Cowes no. 1274, http://cowles.econ.yale.edu)//BZ
Empirical laws in economics are much harder to find than in physics or the other natural sciences. Realistic experi¬ments for the economy as a whole are nearly impossible to conduct (though for some small scale phenomena there is a thriving experimental research effort underway) and many causal variables are impossible to measure or even to observe. Economists usually do not dream of finding “constants of behavior,” analogous to the constants ofnature found in physics; when they do, they do not expect more than a couple of signifi-cant digits.8 We shall argue later that this may be a mistake, and that it is possible to find finely calibrated relationships in economic data. Perhaps because of the difficulty of empirical work, economic theory has emphasized understanding over pre-dictability. For example, to economists, equilibrium theory itself is most impor-tant not for any empirical predictions, but for the paradoxical understanding it provides for markets: Without any centralized coordination, all individual plans can perfectly mesh; though every-one is perfectly selfish, their actions promote the common good; though everybody is spending lots of time hag-gling and negotiating over prices, their behavior can be understood as if every-body took all the prices as given and immutable. Equilibrium theory has not been built with an eye exclusively focused on testability or on finding exact functional forms. Most equilibrium models are highly simplified at the sacrifice of features such as temporal dynamics or the complexities of institutional struc-ture. When it comes time to test the model, it is usually necessary to make auxiliary assumptions that put in addi-tional features that are outside of the 8Okun’s Law for example, which states that every 1% increase in unemployment is accompanied by a 3% decrease in GNP, has one significant digit. theory. All these factors make equilib-rium theories difficult to test, and mean that many of the predictions are not as sharp as they seem at first. In many situations, whether or not the predictions of equilibrium theory agree with reality remains controversial, even after decades of debate. Not only are there few sharp economic predictions to test, but the hypotheses of economic equilibrium also seem questionable, or hard to observe. A long-standing dispute is whether utility is a reasonable foundation for economic theory. The concept of utility as it is normally used in economic theory is purely qualitative. The functional form of utility is generally chosen for convenience, without any empirical justification for choosing one form over another. No one takes the functional form and the parameters of utility functions literally. This creates a vagueness in economic theory that remains in its predictions. Psychologists have generally con-cluded that utility is not a good way to describe preferences, and have proposed alternatives, such as prospect theory [4]. Some economists have taken this seri-ously, as evidenced by the recent Nobel prize awarded to Kahneman. However, most theory is still built around con-ventional utility functions, and so far the alternatives are not well-integrated into the mainstream. Attempts that have been made to develop economic models based on prospect theory still do not determine the parameters a priori (and in fact they have more free parameters). Thus so far it is still not clear whether more general notions of preferences can be used to make sharper and more quantitative economic predictions. The other big problem that is intrinsic to equilibrium theories concerns expec-tations about the probabilities of future states. It is difficult to measure expecta-tions. In practice we only observe a single path through the tree offuture states. The particular path that is observed histor-ically may be atypical, and may not be a good indication of what agents really believed when they made their deci¬sions. Thus, even when we have a good historical record there is plenty of room to debate the conclusions.

Economic rationality is false – actors act irrationally and don’t follow the laws of economics

Farmer and Geanakoplos, 2009 – Cowles Foundation of Research in Economics from Yale University (J. Doyne and John, “The Virtues And Vices Of Equilibrium And The Future Of Financial Economics” Cowes no. 1274, http://cowles.econ.yale.edu)//BZ
5.3. Realism of the Rationality Hypothesis? It seems completely obvious that people are not rational. The economic model of rationality not only requires them to be super-smart, it requires them to have God-like powers of omniscience. This should make anyone skeptical that such models can ever describe the real world. Rational expectations (i.e., knowing the probabilities of each branch in the tree and knowing what the prices will be at each node) is often justified by the argument that people behave “as if” they were rational. Skeptics do not find such arguments convincing, particularly without supporting empirical evidence. There are many reasons to be suspicious of equilibrium models, and many situa-tions where the cognitive tasks involved are sufficiently complicated that the a priori expectation that an equilibrium theory should work is not high. The conceptual problems with perfect rationality can be broken down into several categories: • Omniscience. To take each others’ expectations into account agents must have an accurate model of each other, including the cognitive abilities, utility, and information sets of all agents. All agents construct and solve the same tree. They must also agree on the prob-abilities of the branches. More real-istically one must allow for errors in model building, so that not all agents have the same estimates or even the same tree of possibilities. • Excessive cognitive demands. The cog-nitive demands the equilibrium model places on its agents can be prepos-terous in the sense that the calculations the agents need to make are extremely time consuming to perform. Even given the tree and the probabilities and the conditional prices, it may be difficult for an agent to compute her optimal plan. But how does the agent know the conditional prices unless she herself computes the entire equilibrium based on her knowledge of all the other agents’ utilities and endowments? These computational problems can be intractable even if all agents are fully rational, and they can become even worse if some agents are rational and others aren’t. • Behavioral anomalies. There is perva-sive evidence of irrationality in both psychological experiments and real world economic behavior. Even in sim-ple situations where people should be able to deal with the difficulties of computing an equilibrium it seems many do not do so [29, 30]. • Modeling cognitive cost and het-erogeneity. Real agents have highly diverse and context dependent notions of rationality. Because models are expensive to create real agents take shortcuts and ignore lots of infor-mation. They use specialized strategies. The resulting set of decisions may be far from the rationality supposed in equilibrium, even when taken in aggregate.

Economic predictions fails and turns the case – creates massive disasters that aren’t accounted for rationally 

Ball, 2012 – Doctorate in Physics from Bristol University, famous writer for business cycle and modern mathematical models applied to social and economic phenomena (Philip, Why Society is a Complex Matter Meeting Twenty-first Century Challenges with a New Kind of Science, accessed lexis)//BZ

"Economic predictions are notoriously unreliable", wrote the Nobel laureate economist Amartya Sen in 1986. "It is, in fact, tempting to see the economist as the trapeze-per- former who tends to miss the cross-bar, or as the jockey who keeps falling off his horse." In October of the fol-lowing year the stock market crashed on 'Black Monday' - and like all previous crashes, it came as a surprise to almost everyone. The poor track record of economists in forecasting ma-jor shocks like this is now routinely cited as vindication of Thomas Carlyle's famous (and usually misunderstood) characterization of economics as "the dismal science". But this may be unfair. If ever there was a subject demon-strating how inappropriate it is to label the social sciences 'soft', it is economics. Unlike the 'hard' science of physics, whatever laws there might be that govern economic be-haviour, they seem sure to be context-dependent, partial and inconstant over time. All the same, the catastrophic consequences of the global financial crisis that began in 2008 have strength-ened a growing conviction that we can't carry on this way - and that something is missing from the conventional economic models that prevents them from describing, let alone predicting, such serious deviations from normality. Perhaps we're wrong even to consider crashes (and bub-bles) to be distinct from economic normality in the first place. Given that they have always existed, might they not instead be intrinsic features of the way markets work? It is no mystery that conventional economic theories - such as those widely employed by central banks and economic institutions that inform government policies - fail to anticipate market crashes. For these theories are systematically constructed to exclude the very existence of such events. They insist that the economy is prevented from operating in a stable, regular fashion by disturbances that originate outside the economic system itself, and which therefore cannot possibly be taken into account by the models. There has in the past several decades been a growing readiness to modify or even set aside these conventional concepts in favour of a recognition that the global economy is an immensely complex system, best studied and modelled by taking advantage of the insights gleaned from other facets of the science of complexity, whether these be in ecology, behavioural biology or physics. This perspective is still a minority view. But it has already demonstrated its worth and its potential benefits, and has been endorsed by some leading figures in economics. The 2008 crisis ought to mark a turning point. The credit crunch and the ensuing national debt crises have revealed more clearly than ever how many of the phe-nomena now familiar from other areas of social com-plexity science also operate in the economic system. Hierarchical networks of interdependency, cascading breakdowns, herding behaviour and collective opinion formation, feedbacks that create extreme sensitivities to small perturbations - all have been implicated in the lat-est, tumultuous crash and its continuing and alarming repercussions. Moreover, the crisis shows the true finan-cial and social cost of ignoring these considerations. If massive investment in a science of economic complexity were to relieve the consequences of events such as the 2008 crisis by only a percent or so - let alone predicting and avoiding them - then the expenditure will have been justified many times over.

Economic rationality fails – paradox of actor fluctuations and deviations 

Wolcher, 2007 – Professor of Law at the University of Washington (Louis, “The Politics of Cost Benefit Analysis”, 25 Law & Ineq. 147-202)//BZ

In light of our earlier reflections on the phenomenon of senseless kindness, on the other hand, it is possible to imagine a case in which the cost-prohibitive event of incurring certain transactions costs somehow were able to transform the very opposite of my original preference into the good that I now desire. To put it bluntly, it is as if my WTA of a million dollars for my last piece of bread suddenly and unaccountably became my WTP for that bread to be transferred to another. One could even generalize and reformulate this example as a formal paradox: there is a class of cases such that the circumstance of incurring the inefficiency of excessive transactions costs, either because of a prior miscalculation or through compulsion, leads to a transaction that becomes efficient solely because the costs of engaging in it have resulted in a transformation of the parties' preferences. Speaking even more generally, one could say that the phenomenon of the unexpected puts into question the very nature of economic rationality. One need not be a sociologist to recognize that senseless kindness, coming as it does to disrupt prior preferences and redirect action away from their realization, makes visible the challenge that the paired phenomena of time and sociality pose to the definition of the "ex ante" in CBA. Richard Posner observes that "to an economist people who will not make exchanges that improve their net welfare are irrational" (2003: 51). As I have noted already, recent economic theory has introduced the regard for others (altruism) into CBA, a theoretical move that rightly dispels the widely-held misconception that the criterion of economic rationality is satisfied only by choices that maximize an individual's selfish material interests. After all, if I would be willing to pay for a more equal distribution of resources in society, despite the fact that my own monetary income might decline as a consequence, there is no non-dogmatic (or at least non-normative) point of view that can reproach my choice as irrational.  As we have seen, microeconomic theory tends to correspond to (if not follow) Max Weber's schema of rational action: an action is subjectively rational if it is directed towards a goal that the actor holds valuable, whatever that goal may be; and it is objectively irrational only if the actor adopts means to achieve his selected goal that are less well-suited than other available means (Brubaker 1984: 53-55). In other words, subjective rationality is a purely descriptive category—the actor just has the preferences he has, for whatever reason he has them and whatever they may be—whereas the category of objective rationality, although unquestionably normative, is nonetheless limited to assessing the efficiency of the technique the actor has adopted to achieve the particular end that he has set for himself.

Economic behavior is not rational – inadequate to make sweeping predictions of actions

Zafirovski, 2003 – Professor of Sociology at the Department of Sociology at North Texas (Milan, “Human Rational Behavior and Economic Rationality”, Electronic Journal of Sociology (2003), ISSN: 1198 3655)//BZ

The equation of human rational behavior with instrumentalist, especially economic, rationality represents the hallmark of the economic or rational choice approach. The latter imports, makes explicit and extends orthodox economics’ implicit conception of rational behavior as economic rationality. This orthodox conception defines economic rationality by maximization of exclusively materialist objectives, namely profit by producers and utility by consumers. The rational choice approach then explicitly applies this conception to all rational and human behavior that is thus construed as ipso facto economic rationality. The paper argues that the rational behavior of human agents is far from being invariably utility- and profit-optimizing, and thus cannot be automatically reduced to economic rationality. The main argument is that behavior can be rational not only on economic grounds but also on non-economic ones. Hence human behavior can be non-rational in economic and yet rational in extra-economic terms, i.e. economically irrational and non-economically rational. Introduction The purpose of this paper is to critically reexamine the prevalent notion of rational behavior within mainstream economics and rational choice sociology (for a recent general critique of rational choice theory, see Archer and Tritter 2000). The paper tries to demonstrate that this conception is both theoretically and empirically inadequate. The paper proposes an alternative conception that transcends or greatly relaxes the instrumentalist, especially economistic, notion of rational behavior, and thus contributes to a more satisfactory framework for approaching this matter. Most generally, rational behavior is defined by a necessary, natural or logical association or adaptation between ends and the means for their attainment, as the Pareto notion of logical conduct, as equivalent to Weber’s of aim-rational or goal-oriented action, implies (Boudon 1982). Such an association characterizes subjective, constrained or bounded rational behavior (Simon 1982) to the extent that the association is perceived by the actor as logical, instrumental or functional to attaining the ends sought whatever these may be. In other words, a given course of action would generally represent rational behavior insofar as agents have good reasons or rationale for such actions (Boudon 1989).

Economic telos is wrong – fallacy of determination fails to account for irrationality

Zafirovski, 2003 – Professor of Sociology at the Department of Sociology at North Texas (Milan, “Human Rational Behavior and Economic Rationality”, Electronic Journal of Sociology (2003), ISSN: 1198 3655)//BZ

On the other hand, the means-end association also leads to objective rational behavior insofar the alters or observers, alongside the ego, regard the association as logical or functional i.e., as induced by definite goals, reasons or meanings, which they can understand in the sense of Verstehen or empathy, though not necessarily approve or sympathize with. As such, rational behavior in general is determined by a certain relevant degree of coherence between the subjective meanings or good reasons of the actor and the objective purposes attributed by other actors and/or observers. This implies a proximate but essential equivalence in the ex ante or ex post teleological specification of action between the actor and the social environment, which does not rule out various dis-junctures between actions that are subjectively rational by their good reasons and objectively rational or, as Weber puts it, correct by their demonstrated or externally imputed purposes. In short, rational behavior as perceived or experienced by the actor is not necessarily what is observed or attributed by the other actors, and vice versa (Boudon 1982; Simon 1982). Hence, social behavior devoid of such properties, viz., the logical association between ends and their means, would evince non-rationality or non-logicality, albeit not necessarily irrationality or illogicality, just as, for that matter, any human conduct, rational or not, can display amorality but not immorality. Such incidence of non-rational behavior is not affect by the tendency of humans to, paint in Pareto’s words, a “varnish of logic”, reason or rationale over their objectively or externally observed non-rational or unreasonable actions in that they resort to derivations or rationalizations, including personal ideologies, to make such actions appear rational or reasonable. However, what is at stake at this juncture is not the question of the incidence and pertinence of rational behavior in social life or of the possibility for constructing a sociological theory of rationality as well as non-rationality (Boudon 1982). Instead, the problem to be addressed pertains to building a proper conception of rational behavior as such, viz., to defining what rational behavior is in the context of social action and social structure1 . For the sake of accomplishing this, the paper has the following outline. Section I identifies a teleological fallacy of purpose determination in current economistic or hard-core conceptions of rational behavior and proposes a corrective. In section II the claims that the economic or rational choice approach is the only and best unified model of human behavior are scrutinized and alternative non-rational models intimated. Also reconsidered in section III are the claims that rational choice really represents a unified model by pointing to the underlying tension between parsimony and realism. Section IV classifies alternative strategies for substantive theory construction in sociology based on the assumed importance of rational behavior. Section V re-examines the possibility that soft or thick conceptions of rational behavior are more satisfactory than their hard-core or thin counterparts. The paper concludes with summing up the comparative properties of the prevalent conception of rational behavior and its alternative.

Economic rationality is logically invalid – essentialist for social actions and oversimplifies chaotic exchanges

Zafirovski, 2003 – Professor of Sociology at the Department of Sociology at North Texas (Milan, “Human Rational Behavior and Economic Rationality”, Electronic Journal of Sociology (2003), ISSN: 1198 3655)//BZ

I try to show that rational choice analysis and/or the economic approach, premised on a definition of rationality as utility maximization, logically flawed and empirically invalid. First and foremost, it commits the fallacy of sociological reductionism by dissolving all types of social action, including rational conduct, into a single type of instrumental behavior exemplified in utility maximizing (Alexander 1990; Barber 1993). Hence, I make an argument for going beyond optimizing utility (Slote 1989), thus transcending the instrumentalist conception of rational behavior (Gerard 1993), to a more powerful and broader notion of rational behavior than maximization (Bonham 1992) and even satisficing with respect to utility or bounded-rationality theory. In short, what is needed is admittedly an “open theory of rationality rather than the special [closed] figure of rationality used by [rational choice theory]” (Boudon 1998:824). Unlike neoclassical economics and sociological rational choice theory seeking its generalization (Rambo 1999) and extension (Macy and Flache 1995) to non-economic phenomena, an alternative approach to social action includes both rational or instrumental and “non-rational choice theory dimensions of rationality” (Boudon 1998:824). Hence, in this approach rational social action is a rich and complex category transcending instrumental or economic rationality as just one of its elements. It is so untenable to dissolve the former into the latter as done by current rational choice theory, with its overemphasis on the rigid and narrow (Boudon 1996) conception of rational behavior borrowed from neoclassical economics and then indiscriminately extended. In general, sociological rational choice theory (Kiser and Hechter 1998; Hechter and Kanazawa, 1997) or rational action theory for sociology (Goldthorpe 1998) does no more than “simply takes narrow neoclassical themes to perform in other arenas’ (Ackerman 1997:662). While developing to a degree independently of economics, sociological rational choice theory has become the “most striking example of the use of economic reasoning within sociology” (Kalleberg 1995). In turn, the rational choice model rejects most assumptions of traditional sociology and seems inconsistent with much of classical sociological theory, including Weber’s. For illustration, Coleman’s rational choice theory is admittedly “based on a generalization of general economic equilibrium theory”5 (Fararo 2001:272). In this sense, rational choice theory appears admittedly parasitic (Coleman 1986; Elster 1989; Fararo 2001)--despite some recent qualifications and distancing (Coleman 1994; Goldthorpe, 1998; Hechter and Kanazawa, 1997)--in relation to its “neoclassical cousin” (Kiser and Hechter 1998) rather than an autonomous emerging paradigm or nascent research program (Abell 2000; Kiser and Hechter 1991). The procedure of dissolution commits what can be termed the fallacy of misplaced abstractness or generality, because it illegitimately equates the particularity of a component, namely instrumental rationality, with the universality of the whole, rational behavior. All this involves various simplifications, conflations, reductions, and confusions in regard to the categories involved, particularly instrumental and other types of rational behavior, as well as formal and substantive rationality, objective and subjective rationality, immediate and long-term rationality, and so on.

Reject the reductionist nature of economic rationality – leads to superior economic analysis that takes in account unpredictable and irrational behavior 

Zafirovski, 2003 – Professor of Sociology at the Department of Sociology at North Texas (Milan, “Human Rational Behavior and Economic Rationality”, Electronic Journal of Sociology (2003), ISSN: 1198 3655)//BZ

The principal differences between conventional rational choice theory and a more plausible alternative are outlined as follows. While the former assumes that rational choice is or should be only a narrow instrumental or economic choice--utility, profit or wealth maximization-- the latter argues that choice can also be a non-instrumental choice, the pursuit of well-defined objective functions or goals, such as power, prestige, justice, religious happiness, ethical perfection, ethnical identity, ideological purity or aesthetical pleasure. A broader theory posits that the second type of rational behavior is not reducible to the first, rejecting thus the typical reductionism of a narrow rational choice theory that dissolves everything into utility and egoism. No wonder, the utility function has become almost meaningless, covering everything and so nothing specifically, as a result of which rational choice theory becomes a putative theory of everything (Hodgson 1998:168), which thus “simultaneously explains everything and therefore nothing” (Smelser 1992:403; also Ackerman 1997:663). Even some rational choice theorists are unhappy with this situation, complaining that no empirical content has remained in the utility function ostensibly maximized by the economic man. The utility function has become a convenient device, especially a mathematical trick, by virtue of treating rational behavior as optimizing or satisficing with respect to utility Admittedly, it is highly implausible to define rational social action as maximizing some utility function (Margolis 1982:16). The basic assumption of the economic approach to human behavior or instrumental rational choice theory that actors are rational utility maximizers in their economic as well as social behavior--i.e., in all of their behavioral capacities (Buchanan 1991:29-36)--can be treated as deprived of real content or ontological meaning. For more often than not it is virtually impossible to demonstrate its empirical (in)adequacy (Lea 1994:71-5). For instance, as to the observance of social norms, narrow rational choice theory assumes that this process is grounded on consistent cost-benefit calculations by rational egoists (Hechter 1990). On the contrary, the broader version postulates a definite set of various factors or possibilities in this regard, of which the instrumental is just one. Purely disinterested respect for social norms can often be the principal motivation for normative conformity, in conjunction with prestige that it breeds, irrespective of the direct profit (Bourdieu 1988:19-22) associated with this behavior. Actors do not always follow social norms because of instrumental or economic considerations, but also because of non-instrumental ones, expressed in the internalization of norms as an autonomous process not contingent on profit-loss computations. Such instrumental considerations are of secondary importance, since no utility or other extrinsic reinforcements are maximized by the non-rational non-instrumental decisions involving consideration of internalized rules and values (Marini 1992:37) and other intrinsic motivation, as even some economists admit (Kreps 1997). In general, social action can be treated as guided by economic rationality as well as by normative considerations rather than either by the former, as assumed by rational choice theory--and, for that matter, by vulgar dialectical materialism--or by the latter, as posited by culturalist conceptions. The common point of both narrow and broader versions of rational choice theory is the postulate of universality of rational behavior in human society. But the differentia specifica or comparative advantage of instrumental rational choice theory, contrary to the assertions of its exponents, is not that it alone, unlike other sociological theories such as functionalism, assumes and allows rational behavior in social life. Rather it is solely in that such a rational choice theory reduces this choice to its narrow instrumental variant. To argue that rational behavior is universal in society is not equivalent to saying, as rational choice theory does, that this choice is necessarily of such a limited character. And if one assumes, by applying the charity principle of rational behavior (Elster 1979:116-7), that instrumental choice is ubiquitous in social life, the same can be posited for social values and norms--e.g., habits and other cultural rules are “ubiquitous’ in human action (Hodgson 1997:663)--defining and expressing the “patterned principles of these choices’ (Barber 1993:359). Hence, it seems to some economists that “neither neoclassical nor behavioural economics can provide a complete account of the bases of habits or rules’ (Hodgson 1997:663). Furthermore, instrumental rational behavior, viz. Weber’s zweckrational action, can be influenced or overruled by non-instrumental rational behavior, i.e. the idealistic rationality of absolute values (Alexander 1990) or value-laden rationality as a distinct type of rational behavior not reducible to the first type. This is because, given the existence of the social and historical factors of value formation, in a sociological analysis values cannot plausibly be regarded as ordered utilities (Willer 1992:57-59). The usual public-choice reduction of political action to economic action--for instance, power to wealth, democracy to market competition, electoral processes to business cycles, and the like--is equally inadmissible. Because by involving coercion or conflict, in contrast to economic relationships in a market economy as presumably voluntary ones, power and other political relations pertain to the level of action within the province of a distinct social theory, and are so not reducible to the rational choice theory level (Munch 1992:139-41). This non-reducibility of political power to wealth or economic power is justified at least by the fact that, in Parsons’ words, the former is hierarchical and qualitative, and the latter linear and quantitative. Even some rational choice theorists concede that market power or wealth is distinct from political power, albeit this latter can be achieved inter alia by the former (Coleman 1986:281-3).

Rational economic predictions fail – actions aren’t instrumental or reductionist 

Zafirovski, 2003 – Professor of Sociology at the Department of Sociology at North Texas (Milan, “Human Rational Behavior and Economic Rationality”, Electronic Journal of Sociology (2003), ISSN: 1198 3655)//BZ

This is precisely what most contemporary economists and rational choice theorists are prone to do, by dissolving all social actions, values, and goals to mere instrumental categories. This approach is exemplified by the typical rational choice reduction of altruism and so value-rational action to an inverted form of egoism and instrumentally-rational action. However, by treating altruistic behavior as being propelled by self-interested motives rational choice theory amounts to a self-contained or rather self-defeating and/or self-effacing explanation6 (Sugden 1991). No wonder, such a reduction has been rejected by some moderate rational choice theorists (Boudon 1998; Elster 1998). On this account, one may even suggest that an adequate rational choice theory in sociology can be built only by transcending the stringency of the assumptions of the economic approach (Willer 1992). Thus, the narrow instrumental conception of rational behavior based on such assumptions is to be substituted by a broader one allowing instrumental and non-instrumental, instrumental and non-instrumental, including axiological and cognitive rationality7 (Boudon 1998). Admittedly, social life is hardly ever fully utilitarian, and people do not actually optimize utility through consistent and precise cost-benefit calculations (Homans 1990:77). Therefore, rational behavior can include not just purely instrumental ends, such as utility, profit or wealth, but also social ones--action is rational if it aims “not only at economic goals but also at sociability, approval, status, and power” (Granovetter 1985:509-10). It is a fundamental fallacy of modern rational choice theory to subsume all these ends of action to just one type (the economic), through tortuous reasoning that makes the latter ostensibly universal but theoretically meaningless and empirically useless (Knoke 1988). In doing so, it grossly overlooks the fact that not only material but also ideal interests may constitute the basis of rational social action, including even economic action, as classically demonstrated by Weber. In this context, Weber’s distinction between value-rational action driven by ideal interests, such as religious, political, ethical or ideological values, and affective action prompted by emotions--as well as Pareto’s between logical and non-logical actions caused by interests and residues respectively-- appear fluid. This holds true of the distinction between value-rational action and instrumentally-rational social action seen in turn as motivated by material interests. Therefore, these interests by no means exhaust the motive factors of rational social action, including its economic modes. This implies that economic rationality and the economic system is far from being self-referential vis-à-vis rational behavior and the social system as a whole. Rather instrumental or economic choice is just a subcategory of rational behavior that can be also non-instrumental or non-economic one. Not all rational social actions can be reduced to economic actions or principles, as Weber has classically argued. This reduction has been viewed with suspicion not only by anti-utilitarian classical sociologists, except, say, Spencer, but also by many (neo)classical and contemporary economists, from Mill and Jevons and Walras to Pareto and Marshall to Schumpeter and Keynes. Notwithstanding, this reduction is typically performed by the economic or rational choice approach to human behavior. The preceding discussion indicates the reality and salience of a plurality of rationalities in human social behavior in light of the teleological or purpose multiplicity, not a monolithic economic-instrumental--and, for that matter any other--rational behavior predicated upon a single purpose like utility, as assumed by rational choice theory. Table 1 summarizes these plural modes of rational behavior in relation to such a teleological multiplexity in social life.

models Fail
Their economic models are flawed – recent financial crisis proves that their assumption everyone behaves rationally makes collapse inevitable

Stiglitz 2k10 – Nobel Prize in Economics, University Professor at Columbia University (Joseph, “Needed: a new economic paradigm”, http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/d5108f90-abc2-11df-9f02-00144feabdc0.html)//BZ

The blame game continues over who is responsible for the worst recession since the Great Depression – the financiers who did such a bad job of managing risk or the regulators who failed to stop them. But the economics profession bears more than a little culpability. It provided the models that gave comfort to regulators that markets could be self-regulated; that they were efficient and self-correcting. The efficient markets hypothesis – the notion that market prices fully revealed all the relevant information – ruled the day. Today, not only is our economy in a shambles but so too is the economic paradigm that predominated in the years before the crisis – or at least it should be. It is hard for non-economists to understand how peculiar the predominant macroeconomic models were. Many assumed demand had to equal supply – and that meant there could be no unemployment. (Right now a lot of people are just enjoying an extra dose of leisure; why they are unhappy is a matter for psychiatry, not economics.) Many used “representative agent models” – all individuals were assumed to be identical, and this meant there could be no meaningful financial markets (who would be lending money to whom?). Information asymmetries, the cornerstone of modern economics, also had no place: they could arise only if individuals suffered from acute schizophrenia, an assumption incompatible with another of the favoured assumptions, full rationality.   Bad models lead to bad policy: central banks, for instance, focused on the small economic inefficiencies arising from inflation, to the exclusion of the far, far greater inefficiencies arising from dysfunctional financial markets and asset price bubbles. After all, their models said that financial markets were always efficient. Remarkably, standard macroeconomic models did not even incorporate adequate analyses of banks. No wonder former Federal Reserve chairman Alan Greenspan, in his famous mea culpa, could express his surprise that banks did not do a better job at risk management. The real surprise was his surprise: even a cursory look at the perverse incentives confronting banks and their managers would have predicted short-sighted behaviour with excessive risk-taking. The standard models should be graded on their predictive ability – and especially their ability to predict in circumstances that matter. Increasing the accuracy of forecast in normal times (knowing whether the economy will grow at 2.4 per cent or 2.5 per cent) is far less important than knowing the risk of a major recession. In this the models failed miserably, and the predictions of policymakers based on them have, by now, totally undermined their credibility. Policymakers did not see the crisis coming, said its effects were contained after the bubble burst, and thought the consequences would be far more short-lived and less severe than they have been. Fortunately, while much of the mainstream focused on these flawed models, numerous researchers were engaged in developing alternative approaches. Economic theory had already shown that many of the central conclusions of the standard model were not robust – that is, small changes in assumptions led to large changes in conclusions. Even small information asymmetries, or imperfections in risk markets, meant that markets were not efficient. Celebrated results, such as Adam Smith’s invisible hand, did not hold; the invisible hand was invisible because it was not there. Few today would argue that bank managers, in their pursuit of their self-interest, had promoted the well-being of the global economy. Monetary policy affects the economy through the availability of credit – and the terms on which it is made available, especially to small- and medium-sized enterprises. Understanding this requires us to analyse banks and their interaction with the shadow banking sector. The spread between the Treasury bill rate and lending rates can change markedly. With a few exceptions, most central banks paid little attention to systemic risk and the risks posed by credit interlinkages. Years before the crisis, a few researchers focused on these issues, including the possibility of the bankruptcy cascades that were to play out in such an important way in the crisis. This is an example of the importance of modelling carefully complex interactions among economic agents (households, companies, banks) – interactions that cannot be studied in models in which everyone is assumed to be the same. Even the sacrosanct assumption of rationality has been attacked: there are systemic deviations from rationality and consequences for macroeconomic behaviour that need to be explored. Changing paradigms is not easy. Too many have invested too much in the wrong models. Like the Ptolemaic attempts to preserve earth-centric views of the universe, there will be heroic efforts to add complexities and refinements to the standard paradigm. The resulting models will be an improvement and policies based on them may do better, but they too are likely to fail. Nothing less than a paradigm shift will do. But a new paradigm, I believe, is within our grasp: the intellectual building blocks are there and the Institute for New Economic Thinking is providing a framework for bringing the diverse group of scholars striving to create this new paradigm together. What is at stake, of course, is more than just the credibility of the economics profession or that of the policymakers who rely on their ideas: it is the stability and prosperity of our economies.

Economic models fail due to calibration – small shifts destroy the whole result

Freedman, 2011 –Author of Wrong: Why Experts Keep Fialing, writer for the Atlantic and Scientific American (David, “Why Economic Models are Always Wrong”, http://www.scientificamerican.com/article.cfm?id=finance-why-economic-models-are-always-wrong)//BZ
When it comes to assigning blame for the current economic doldrums, the quants who build the complicated mathematic financial risk models, and the traders who rely on them, deserve their share of the blame. [See “A Formula For Economic Calamity” in the November 2011 issue]. But what if there were a way to come up with simpler models that perfectly reflected reality? And what if we had perfect financial data to plug into them? Incredibly, even under those utterly unrealizable conditions, we'd still get bad predictions from models. The reason is that current methods used to “calibrate” models often render them inaccurate. That's what Jonathan Carter stumbled on in his study of geophysical models. Carter wanted to observe what happens to models when they're slightly flawed--that is, when they don't get the physics just right. But doing so required having a perfect model to establish a baseline. So Carter set up a model that described the conditions of a hypothetical oil field, and simply declared the model to perfectly represent what would happen in that field--since the field was hypothetical, he could take the physics to be whatever the model said it was. Then he had his perfect model generate three years of data of what would happen. This data then represented perfect data. So far so good. The next step was "calibrating" the model. Almost all models have parameters that have to be adjusted to make a model applicable to the specific conditions to which it's being applied--the spring constant in Hooke's law, for example, or the resistance in an electrical circuit. Calibrating a complex model for which parameters can't be directly measured usually involves taking historical data, and, enlisting various computational techniques, adjusting the parameters so that the model would have "predicted" that historical data. At that point the model is considered calibrated, and should predict in theory what will happen going forward. Carter had initially used arbitrary parameters in his perfect model to generate perfect data, but now, in order to assess his model in a realistic way, he threw those parameters out and used standard calibration techniques to match his perfect model to his perfect data. It was supposed to be a formality--he assumed, reasonably, that the process would simply produce the same parameters that had been used to produce the data in the first place. But it didn't. It turned out that there were many different sets of parameters that seemed to fit the historical data. And that made sense, he realized--given a mathematical expression with many terms and parameters in it, and thus many different ways to add up to the same single result, you'd expect there to be different ways to tweak the parameters so that they can produce similar sets of data over some limited time period. The problem, of course, is that while these different versions of the model might all match the historical data, they would in general generate different predictions going forward--and sure enough, his calibrated model produced terrible predictions compared to the "reality" originally generated by the perfect model. Calibration--a standard procedure used by all modelers in all fields, including finance--had rendered a perfect model seriously flawed. Though taken aback, he continued his study, and found that having even tiny flaws in the model or the historical data made the situation far worse. "As far as I can tell, you'd have exactly the same situation with any model that has to be calibrated," says Carter. That financial models are plagued by calibration problems is no surprise to Wilmott--he notes that it has become routine for modelers in finance to simply keep recalibrating their models over and over again as the models continue to turn out bad predictions. "When you have to keep recalibrating a model, something is wrong with it," he says. "If you had to readjust the constant in Newton's law of gravity every time you got out of bed in the morning in order for it to agree with your scale, it wouldn't be much of a law But in finance they just keep on recalibrating and pretending that the models work."

Economic models fail – recreates economic mistakes due to simplicity in a complex economy

Ball, 2012 – Doctorate in Physics from Bristol University, famous writer for business cycle and modern mathematical models applied to social and economic phenomena (Philip, Why Society is a Complex Matter Meeting Twenty-first Century Challenges with a New Kind of Science, accessed lexis)//BZ

Traditional economic theory makes several fundamental assumptions that seem now to be excessively simplistic. The first is to imagine that the economy is an equilibrium system. In other words, in the absence of confuting in-fluences from 'outside', supply and demand would find a perfect balance everywhere so that all markets would clear: there would be no surpluses or supply shortfalls, and prices would be stable. This assumption stems from the origins of microeconomic theory as an analogue of theories of equilibrium physical systems such as gases, which have stable, unchanging states. The physical sci-ences have long since moved on to describe non-equilib-rium processes such as the weather system (in which cha-otic behaviour was identified in the 1960s), but economics has not. The implications are huge. The 'equilibrium paradigm' explains why the so-called dynamic stochastic general equilibrium models prevalent in economic fore-casting ignore the potential for major fluctuations such as slumps and crashes. It also motivated the disastrous suggestions by many politicians before the 2008 crisis that such crises had been banished for good. Conventional models make additional oversimplifi-cations. At their most basic, they state that all agents in the economy are identical, and that all have access to total information about the economy, on the basis of which they make the rational choices that will optimize their 'utility': maximizing revenue or profits, say, or finding an ideal work/leisure balance. These assumptions have been relaxed in various ways by more sophisticated models, which for example recognize inequalities in the informa-tion that agents can access, or bounds on their ability to reach a rational optimum decision. However, the recent emergence of experimental behavioural economics - which examines how people really behave in making transactions - has revealed the gulf that still exists between the behav-iour that models assume and that exhibited by real people. Also notably lacking in these models is an acknowl-edgement of feedbacks and interdependencies of behav-iour. Agents only interact with one another via the indi-rect mechanism of how their decisions affect prices. The fact that fluctuations, bubbles and even crashes can be driven by herd-like copying - irrationally inflated asset prices or panic selling, for example - is widely remarked in the financial press but rarely admitted into models. As the economics Nobel laureate Joseph Stiglite put it in 2008, “Many of the problems our economy faces are the result of the use of misguided models. Unfortunately, too many [economic policy-makers] took the overly simplistic mod-els [used in] courses in the principles of economics (which typically assume perfect information) and assumed they could use them as a basis for economic policy." These shortcomings are precisely the kinds of things that models based on complex systems are well placed to handle. One of the most promising alternatives to the pen- and-paper equations that are typically used to describe an equilibrium economy ruffled by random noise are agent- based models, in which the assumptions are not top-down conditions such as economic equilibrium or perfect infor-mation but rather, the rules of interaction and trading of individual agents. There are far fewer top-down (and often quasi-ideological) assumptions built into these models about the gross nature of the economic markets. Rather, one simply observes what aggregate behaviour the 'mi-croscopic' rules produce. As economist Alan Kirman has put it, agent-based models “provide an account of macro phenomena which are caused by interaction at the micro level but are no longer a blown-up version of that activity."

