****Heidegger Kritik****

****1nc Shell**
Attempts to know space scientifically create a propagandistic narrative of hope – displacing old imaginaries rationalizes the war system through violent otherization that makes conflict inevitable – must examine prior to considering policy actions
Ball 5 [Karyn, Professor of Critical theory and literary theory at the University of Alberta, “Paranoia in the Age of the World Picture: The Global ‘Limits of Enlightenment’”, Cultural Critique, No. 61 (Autumn, 2005), pp. 115-147 Published by: University of Minnesota Press Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/4489225 Accessed: 7/24/11]

BETWEEN THE SHADOWS I want to close this orbit between outer and inner space by return-ing, briefly, to Neptune. I began with the 1989 photographs of Nep-tune as an allegorical constellation of the ways in which scientific technologies seem to dispatch the romantic vagaries that characterize inherited images with no basis in reality. From the standpoint of a complacent faith in the Enlightenment narrative of progress, the media of photography and newsprint that made Neptune accessible in 1989 allowed us to grasp what we could not see and thus heralded an advance in scientific knowledge. From this standpoint, then, the Neptune pictures would seem to complete an object by increasing its proximity and immediacy through space and time. In offering empirically guaranteed and technologically reproducible facts, they gave us a collective icon of human progress, which might compensate for the modern dissipation of religious cosmologies that once provided communities with their spiritual glue. Their publication in the New York Times thereby made it possible for us to join a society of the educated who will root out cartoon images of a ringed planet that functioned as a venue of shared fantasies and projections. In this respect, the photographs also displaced a Neptune that never was, an imaginary Neptune, which, in its opacity before the powers of scientific reason, did not differ structurally from the "Evil Empire" that Reagan once relegated to a distant, alien, and brutal stratosphere. The dark side of this imaginary reveals itself in the mythical disposition of Reagan's Cold War rhetoric that comes back to haunt us in images of tortured Iraqi citizens in the Abu Ghraib prison as well as in the hypocritical rantings of Jerry Falwell, George W. Bush, Dick Cheney, Donald Rumsfeld, and Osama bin Laden. Yet in 1989, the disseminators of the new images of Neptune contrived a more hopeful propaganda. A journalist writing for the New York Times assured his readers of its meaning: the technology that produced the photographs also anticipated the end of the Cold War. Our former enemy Russia might join our systematic exploration of the planets. A peaceful pursuit of knowledge could replace ideological reconnaissance. The East and West would one day intersect at Mars. In flying further from the face of the sun, the new allies would capture a still greater power by crossing a longer distance. PARANOIA IN THE AGE OF THE WORLD PICTURE 137 Embarrassing references to "rogue nations" and an "Axis of Evil" have since eclipsed that redemptive mood at the close of the last millennium. It would seem that the Cold War belligerence of the paranoid generations never left us-and it has shameful consequences. Since September 11, new and expanding surveillance measures subject naturalized emigrants from "Axis of Evil" nations to fingerprinting behind the scenes every time they board a plane for the United States. In October 2002, the Syrian-Canadian citizen Maher Arar was stopped in New York on his return route to Canada following a family vacation in Tunisia. Despite his citizenship, he was deported on a private plane by U.S. authorities to Jordan and was then delivered by car to a prison cell in Damascus, where he was interrogated and tortured for ten months. What the "Axis of Evil" rhetoric, stigmatizing fingerprints, secret deportations and outsourced tortures share with the photographs of Neptune is their status as shadow-mapping technologies that secure power through a closure of Weltanschauung.48Their proliferation is symptomatic of an age in which orchestrated blind spots in the mass industrialization and exportation of visual culture and surveillance technologies may in fact (and in spite of leftist fantasies about a right-wing conspiracy) be mobilized to serve the military and economic interests of a bellicose Republican administration. From a psychoanalytic perspective, what lies beneath and outside of the paranoid projection mirrors in reverse the instinctual curvature of desire. For Heidegger, the concept of Weltbild suggests a closure of reflection affected by an anthropocentric egoism that also always conceals what it appears to reveal in the process of forgetting the interests and criteria that organize it.49 The modern age as such is not merely a phase or product of development but an enframing of progress as a partially reflective picture mirror. In the "Elements of Anti-Semitism," Horkheimer and Adorno delineate paranoia as the result of a regressively monolithic imaginary that attests to a seemingly transhistorical logic, one that compels those who have internalized the aim of efficiently achieved progress to fixate on the perceived self-preservative anxieties of others while short-circuiting their own. In this manner, xenophobes justify the violent and idiosyncratic forms of exclusion, the aggressively self-interested judgments, on which their own presumed normativity depends. 138 KARYN BALL Despite their mutual animosity, Heidegger, Horkheimer, and Adorno project darkly reflective images of a modern world that neutralizes the prospect of religious revelation, but also the "inefficient" temporality of critical thinking that seeks only to surpass itself in the contemplation of its shadows, contradictions, and possibilities. In these visions, philosophical paranoia betrays an uncanny sense that boundaries are being improperly blurred insofar as the goal of technological mastery has become both a quantitative and qualitative endpoint, which endangers the human potential to be reflective, hence free. The ascendancy of machine science alongside the omnivalent reach of the culture industry have replaced individuals with mass consumers who, despite their dependable complacency, are easily swayed to virulent aggression-in other words, with the diminished hopes and dreams of beings desperate to the point of brutality to fit into the big picture. Unfortunately, our ability to transcend paranoia in order to re-flect beyond the frame is circumscribed by technologies that operate behind the scenes and allow it to emerge or to disappear "for us." Today's world-as-picture emerges from the shadows cast by a grand interplay among competing narcissisms, by the off-screen negotiations of corporate and national powers, and between the flickering images and stentorian voices of multivalent entertainment and information networks; it is an apparatus that simultaneously produces and covers over the stain in the mirror of our collective conscience in the era of its mechanical reproducibility.50 A conceptualization of the dark side of the world picture is therefore crucial in an era pictured through the lens of a global and putatively new dynamic of capitalist instrumentality, which nevertheless promotes an old-fashioned survival-of-the-fittest formula to consolidate its paranoic identity.
****Links****
Generic
Pursuit of instrumental goals reinforces the techno-strategic mindset
Heidegger 49 German Philosopher [ The Question Concerning Technology , Date Accessed July 24th, 2011, http://www.wright.edu/cola/Dept/PHL/Class/P.Internet/PITexts/QCT.html]

According to ancient doctrine, the essence of a thing is considered to be what the thing is. We ask the question concerning teehnology when we ask what it is. Everyone knows the two statements that answer our question. One says: Technology is a means to an end. The other says: Technology is a human activity. The two definitions of technology belong together. For to posit ends and procure and utilize the means to them is a human activity. The manufacture and utilization of equipment, tools, and machines, the manufactured and used things themselves, and the needs and ends that they serve, all belong to what technology is. The whole complex of these contrivances is technology. Technology itself is a contrivance—in Latin, an instrumentum. The current conception of technology, according to which it is a means and a human activity, can therefore be called the instrumental and anthropological definition of technology. Who would ever deny that it is correct? It is in obvious conformity with what we are envisaging when we talk about technology. The instrumental definition of technology is indeed so uncannily correct that it even holds for modern technology, of which, in other respects, we maintain with some justification that it is, in contrast to the older handicraft technology, something completely different and therefore new. Even the power plant with its turbines and generators is a man-made means to an end established by man. Even the jet aircraft and the high--frequency apparatus are means to ends. A radar station is of course less simple than a weather vane. To be sure, the construction of a high-frequency apparatus requires the interlocking of various processes of technical-industrial production. And certainly a sawmill in a secluded valley of the Black Forest is a primitive means compared with the hydroelectric plant on the Rhine River. But this much remains correct: Modern technology too is a means to an end. This is why the instrumental conception of technology conditions every attempt to bring man into the right relation to technology. Everything depends on our manipulating technology m the proper manner as a means. We will, as we say, "get" technology "intelligently in hand." We will master it. The will to mastery becomes all the more urgent the more technology threatens to slip from human control. But suppose now that technology were no mere means: how would it stand with the will to master it? Yet we said, did we not that the instrumental definition of technology is correct? To be sure. The correct always fixes upon something pertinent in whatever is under consideration. However, in order to be correct, this fixing by no means needs to uncover the thing in question in its essence. Only at the point where such an uncovering happens does the true propriate. For that reason the merely correct is not yet the true. Only the true brings us into a free relationship with that which concerns us from its essence. Accordingly, the correct instrumental definition of technology still does not show us technology's essence. In order that we may arrive at this, or at least come close to it, we must seek the true by way of the correct. We must ask: What is the instrumental itself? Within what do such things as means and end belong? A means is that whereby something is effected and thus attained. Whatever has an effect as its consequence is called a cause. But not only that by means of which something else is effected is a cause. The end that determines the kind of means to be used may also be considered a cause. Wherever ends are pursued and means are employed, wherever instrumentality reigns, there reigns causality.
Modern Technology 
Discourse of Modern planetary management makes standing reserve thinking inevitable

Joronen 10 [Mikko Department of Geology University of Turku https://www.doria.fi/xmlui/bitstream/handle/10024/66733/AnnalesAII257Joronen.pdf?sequence= 2010 The Age of Planetary Space Accessed July 22, 11]

From all of the ways modern technology has transformed us, the world, and the earth, spatial magnitude may be the one having consequences most comprehensive and pervasive. In the appendix to one of his best-known essays, The Age of the World Picture, German philosopher Martin Heidegger (1889–1976) describes this technological transformation in terms of what has apparently become known as the process of globalization, an increasingly spreading globe-wide connectedness of things from societal practices to the use of natural entities. We are now faced with the “planetary imperialism of technologically organized man”, Heidegger writes, with a technology of “organized uniformity” that has become “the surest instrument of total rule over the earth” (Heidegger 1977d:152). Although it has become somewhat self-evident that after a couple of decades of rapid intensification this technological conquest of planetary space has grown in monumental heights, it is equally apparent that the issue of globalization is not solely emptied into recent speeding up of the loss of the sense of distance. The globe rather seems to provide a symbol for an entire age of technological conquest and ordering. In fact, it is this technological conquest, as Heidegger points out in his other much sited essay Question Concerning Technology, which is not a mere “order of a machine” but a way of revealing, that constitutes an entire era of ‘gigantic’ ‘enframing’ (Gestell) on the terrestrial globe, the planetary earth (1977a:23). In a fundamental sense of the word, we contemporaries are being caught up in a “cyber-world of the real”, thrown into a world governed by technical command revealing the whole of the earth as nothing but a reserve on call for the networks of its commanding orderings. By implicitly indicating fundamental levelling and ever-heightening possession of the space of the earth, such ordering of things has turned the earth into a planetary resource to be used up by the manipulative powers of technological societies. It is this technological power, which evermore reaches ahead by calculating and arranging things as functions according to its own ordering power that defines the fundamental outcome of the technological revealing of planetary space: the uniform capturing and positioning of spatial relations of things into a framework of total orderings
Modern technology leads us to an unalterably enframed course of action
Heidegger 49 German Philosopher [ The Question Concerning Technology , Date Accessed July 24th, 2011, http://www.wright.edu/cola/Dept/PHL/Class/P.Internet/PITexts/QCT.html]

The modern physical theory of nature prepares the way not simply for technology but for the essence of modern technology. For such gathering-together, which challenges man to reveal by way of ordering, already holds sway in physics. But in it that gathering does not yet come expressly to the fore. Modern physics is the herald of enframing, a herald whose provenance is still unknown. The essence of modern technology has for a long time been concealed, even where power machinery has been invented, where electrical technology is in full swing, and where atomic technology is well under way. All coming to presence, not only modern technology, keeps itself everywhere concealed to the last. Nevertheless, it remains, with respect to its holding sway, that which precedes all: the earliest. The Greek thinkers already knew of this when they said: That which is earlier with regard to its rise into dominance becomes manifest to us men only later. That which is !primally early shows itself only ultimately to men. Therefore, in the realm of thinking, a painstaking effort to think through still more primally what was primally thought is not the absurd wish to revive what is past, but rather the sober readiness to be astounded before the coming of the dawn. Chronologically speaking, modern physical science begins in the seventeenth century. In contrast, machine-power technology develops only in the second half of the eighteenth century. But modern technology, which for chronological reckoning is the later, is, from the point of view of the essence holding sway within it, historically earlier. If modern physics must resign itself ever increasingly to the fact that its realm of representation remains inscrutable and incapable of being visualized, this resignation is not dictated by any committee of researchers. It is challenged forth by the rule of enframing, which demands that nature be orderable as standing-reserve. Hence physics, in its retreat from the kind of representation that turns only to objects, which has been the sole standard until recently, will never be able to renounce this one thing: that nature report itself in some way or other that is identifiable through calculation and that it remain orderable as a system of information. This system is then determined by a causality that has changed once again. Causality now displays neither the character of the occasioning that brings forth nor the nature of the causa etficiens, let alone that of the causa formalis. It seems as though causality is shrinking into a reporting—a reporting challenged forth—of standing-reserves that must be guaranteed either simultaneously or in sequence. To this shrinking would correspond the process of growing resignation that Heisenberg's lecture depicts in so impressive a manner. ' Because the essence of modern technology lies in enframing, modern technology must employ exact physical science. Through its so doing the deceptive appearance arises that modern technology is applied physical science. This illusion can maintain itself precisely insofar as neither the essential provenance of modern science nor indeed the essence of modern technology is adequately sought in our questioning. We are questioning concerning technology in order to bring to light our relationship to its essence. The essence of modern technology shows itself in what we call enframing. But simply to point to this is still in no way to answer the question concerning technology, if to answer means to respond, in the sense of correspond, to the essence of what is being asked about. Where do we find ourselves if now we think one step further regarding what enframing itself actually is? It is nothing technological, nothing on the order of a machine. It is the way in which the actual reveals itself as standing-reserve. Again we ask: Does such revealing happen somewhere beyond all human doing? No. But neither does it happen exclusively in man, or definitively through man. Enframing is the gathering together which belongs to that setting-upon which challenges man and puts him in position to reveal the actual, in the mode of ordering, as standing-reserve. As the one who is challenged forth in this way, man stands within the essential realm of enframing. He can never take up a relationship to it only subsequently. Thus the question as to how we are to arrive at a relationship to the essence of technology, asked in this way, always comes too late. But never too late comes the question as to whether we actually experience ourselves as the ones whose activities everywhere, public and private, are challenged forth by enframing. Above all, never too late comes the question as to whether and how we actually admit ourselves into that wherein enframing itself essentially unfolds. The essence of modern technology starts man upon the way of that revealing through which the actual everywhere, more or less distinctly, becomes standing-reserve. "To start upon a way" means "to send" in our ordinary language. We shall call the sending that gathers [versummelnde Schicken], that first starts man upon a way of revealing, destining [Geschick]. It is from this destining that the essence of all history [Geschichte] is determined. History is neither simply the object of written chronicle nor merely the process of human activity. That activity first becomes history as something destined. And it is only the destining into objectifying representation that makes the historical accessible as an object for historiography, i.e., for a science, and on this basis makes possible the current equating of the historical with that which is chronicled. Enframing, as a challenging-forth into ordering, sends into a way of revealing. Enframing is an ordaining of destining, as is every way of revealing. Bringing-forth, poiesis, is also a destining in this sense. Always the unconcealment of that which is goes upon a way of revealing. Always the destining of revealing holds complete sway over men. But that destining is never a fate that compels. For man becomes truly free only insofar as he belongs to the realm of destining and so becomes one who listens, though not one who simply obeys. The essence of freedom is originally not connected with the will or even with the causality of human willing. Freedom governs the free space in the sense of the cleared, that is to say, the revealed. To the occurrence of revealing, i.e., of truth, freedom stands in the closest and most intimate kinship. All revealing belongs within a harboring and a concealing. But that which frees—the mystery—is concealed and always concealing itself. All revealing comes out of the free, goes into the free, and brings into the free. The freedom of the free consists neither in unfettered arbitrariness nor in the constraint of mere laws. Freedom is that which conceals in a way that opens to light, in whose clearing shimmers the veil that hides the essential occurrence of all truth and lets the veil appear as what veils. Freedom is the realm of the destining that at any given time starts a revealing on its way. The essence of modern technology lies in enframing. Enframing belongs within the destining of revealing. These sentences express something different from the talk that we hear more frequently, to the effect that technology is the fate of our age, where "fate" means the inevitableness of an unalterable course. But when we consider the essence of technology we experience enframing as a destining of revealing. In this way we are already sojourning within the free space of destining, a destining that in no way confines us to a stultified compulsion to push on blindly with technology or, what comes to the same, to rebel helplessly against it and curse it as the work of the devil. Quite to the contrary, when we once open ourselves expressly to the essence of technology we find ourselves unexpectedly taken into a freeing claim. The essence of technology lies in enframing. Its holding sway belongs within destining. Since destining at any given time starts man on a way of revealing, man, thus under way, is continually approaching the brink of the possibility of pursuing and promulgating nothing but what is revealed in ordering, and of deriving all his standards on this basis. Through this the other possibility is blocked—that man might rather be admitted sooner and ever more primally to the essence of what is unconcealed and to its unconcealment, in order that he might experience as his essence the requisite belonging to revealing. Placed between these possibilities, man is endangered by destining. The destining of revealing is as such, in every one of its modes, and therefore necessarily, danger.

Exploration
[   ] The Aff’s Representations of Exploration reconstructs the Destruction of Natural Resources- Renaissance proves

Tort 05- UNESCO [ Julien Tort. July 28, 2005. “Working paper for the Ethical Working Group on Astrobiology and Planetary Protection of ESA.”. http://portal.unesco.org/shs/en/files/8462/11223823441ExplorationExploitation.pdf/ExplorationExploitation.pdf. Accessed August 1, 2011]

What does the spirit of conquest and exploration signify historically, and why is it still so significant today? This notion emerged at the time of the Renaissance, together with the discovery of the Americas, heliocentrism, the Reformation, the emergence of the Capitalism and the invention of banks, the mathematization of science and the scientific understanding of nature, to say a few. There is a relationship between the spirit of exploration of the world, and the new spirit emerging notably with the Reformation, and that link is to be found in the relationship of Humankind to its world. In the Middle Ages, the world in which human beings live is stronger than them. They don’t understand it, they can’t master it, and hence they often refer to magic, to religion, and globally seek to live in harmony, or in compliance, with a world they do not understand and cannot change. Schematically, the revolution of the Western Renaissance consists of the idea that Mankind starts to take control of the world it lives in. The human being of the Renaissance typically seeks to make himself “master and owner of Nature”, to quote Descartes. He realizes that his world can be known, that he canmap it and measure it. He can describe the evolution of nature in mathematical equations, and he sees nature as a gigantic mechanism, a mechanism that he is in the process of understanding and describing in order to use it for his best interest. But this modern spirit also implies the refusal of the limits that the world imposes on Mankind. The aftermath of the discovery of the Americas, for instance, has been the extermination of native peoples and cultures, especially in South America. Such a destruction of culture is an unprecedented event in history. There were conquests, indeed, and wars and massacres before. Populations were colonized – but it seems that there is no prior example in history of the pure and simple suppression of a whole people and its culture. This destructive attitude toward culture is reproduced toward nature in that same process. The paradigm of modernity, since the Renaissance, is indeed the unlimited exploitation and destruction of natural resources. It took just one century after the discovery of Brazil, for instance, to totally destroy all “Braisil” trees (after which the country was named) because this wood was highly appreciated and fashionable in Europe at the time.
Dominance 
[  ]  The Aff’s Representations of Space Dominance reflects destruction and ownership of Nature   

Tort 05- UNESCO [ Julien Tort. July 28, 2005. “Working paper for the Ethical Working Group on Astrobiology and Planetary Protection of ESA.”. http://portal.unesco.org/shs/en/files/8462/11223823441ExplorationExploitation.pdf/ExplorationExploitation.pdf. Accessed August 1, 2011]

The synthesis of these two aspects: destruction and ownership of nature, is to be found in the paradigm of the accumulation of Capital. As Max Weber pointed, there is a deep correlation between the Reformation and the spirit of capitalism: Humankind owns Nature and is of intrinsically superior value. From the Renaissance, Western civilization started an unlimited expansion and exploitation of natural fossil resources, starting with gold and continuing nowadays with oil. The very use of fossil energy, as opposed to natural or renewable energy, is characteristic of Western modernity, as Alain Gras showed. This movement of destructive expansion was thus characteristic of Western modernity, and it is in particular central to American culture. In this regard, how could we understand the parallel often drawn, notably by President Bush, between the conquest of the West and the conquest of Space?

****Impacts****
Outweighs Nuclear War
The loss of being is worse than nuclear war-Utilitarian impacts are irrelevant in the world in which we don't mediate on our being because we have no value to life.     

Zimmerman 94 [Michael, Professor of Philosophy at Tulane University, Contesting Earth’s Future: Radical Ecology and Postmodernity 119-120.]

Heidegger asserted that human self-assertion, combined with the eclipse of being, threatens the relation between being and human Dasein. Loss of this relation would be even more dangerous than a nuclear war that might "bring about the complete annihilation of humanity and the destruction of the earth." This controversial claim is comparable to the Christian teaching that it is better to forfeit the world than to lose one's soul by losing one's relation to God. Heidegger apparently thought along these lines: it is possible that after a nuclear war, life might once again emerge, but it is far less likely that there will ever again occur an ontological clearing through which such life could manifest itself. If humanity avoided nuclear war only to survive as contented clever animals, Further, since modernity's one-dimensional disclosure of entities virtually denies them any "being" at all, the loss of humanity's openness for being is already occurring. Modernity's background mood is horror in the face of nihilism, which is consistent with the aim of providing material "happiness" for everyone by reducing nature to pure energy. The unleashing of vast quantities of energy in nuclear war would be equivalent to modernity's slow-motion destruction of nature: unbounded destruction would equal limitless consumption. Heidegger believed we would exist in a state of ontological damnation: hell on earth, masquerading as material paradise. Deep ecologists might agree that a world of material human comfort purchased at the price of everything wild would not be a world worth living in, for in killing wild nature, people would be as good as dead. But most of them could not agree that the loss of humanity's relation to being would be worse than nuclear omnicide, for it is wrong to suppose that the lives of millions of extinct and unknown species are somehow lessened because they were never "disclosed" by humanity.  

Error Replication and Value to Life
Try or die for the neg – Modern scientific worldview guarantees error replication and no value to life

Zimmerman 83 [“Heidegger and Deep Ecology” Michael E. Zimmerman, Professor of Philosophy, Tulane University, http://www.tulane.edu/~mcgovern/zimmerman/essays/heidegger/heidegger_deep_ecology.htm]

Modern humanity began defining itself in terms of scientific naturalism. Blind to the fact that human existence constitutes the ontological clearing in which entities can manifest themselves, modern humanity views itself rather as an elaborate mechanical entity, or as a "clever animal." For Heidegger, then, Western metaphysics led not to human "progress," but instead to technological 4 nihilism in which everything--including humankind--stands revealed as raw material for the goal of greater power and security. According to Heidegger, this arrogant anthropocentric humanism (whether capitalist or communist) not only diminishes humankind, but also wreaks havoc on nature. Human efforts to reform existing practices cannot succeed and in fact will make matters worse, because widespread cultural, social, and ecological crises are symptoms of modern humanity's obsession with control. Hence, Heidegger concluded, humankind can be saved only if there arises an alternative to modern technology's one-dimensional disclosure of the being of entities. In 1966, he said that "Only a god can save us now." Having reviewed basic elements of Heidegger's thought, let us examine the possible kinship between Heidegger and deep ecology.
****Alternatives***
Contingent Embrace

We can take technologically enframed action only if we constantly recognize its contingent status – solves error replication by solving enframing totalization

Zimmerman 91 [Michael E., Professor of Philosophy, Tulane University, “On Vallicella's Critique of  Heidegger”,  International Philosophical Quarterly, vol. 31, no. 2, pages 231 - 235,  1991, Accessed via Philosophy Documentation Center]

At the end of the first section, I asked how Heidegger could speak about sparing entities from technological domination, after he had done away with the "metaphysical" notion of the unchanging essence (eidos) of entities. If entities disclose themselves historically, what is wrong with the technological disclosure of entities? Heidegger's answer was that the only problem with such a disclosure is its own pretense to completeness. Such a pretense justifies as absolute a merely historical mode of understanding the Being of entities: the technological mode. Blind to its own incompleteness and finitude, technological thinking becomes a one-dimensional thinking that threatens the Earth, even though the Earth (understood as the self-concealing origin of entities) cannot be destroyed. Heidegger claimed that the original Greek quest for the eternal "essence" (eidos) of entities was already a sign that Western humanity had forgotten the historical character of the auto-disclosure of entities through human existence. Entities conceal themselves at the same moment that they reveal themselves. Likewise, our capacity for understanding entities is conditioned by the ontological movement of transcendence - a movement that is always finite, limited, historical. The movement called human transcendence involves "falling," in that we constantly forget our historical limitations and strive toward an unattainable totality: the complete disclosure of entities as entities. It is possible that Heidegger's own understanding of the Being of entities was itself limited by the anthropocentric tendencies in Western thought - and that his later talk of the Earth and the fourfold was an attempt to give voice to a forgotten aspect of the Being of entities? In the technological epoch, entities reveal themselves in a particular way: as energy resources for enhancing the purposeless Will to Will. If there is in fact no hidden "essence " that is being neglected by this disclosure, then there is no privileged standpoint from which to encounter entities as they really are. Even the ancient Greeks encountered entities in a way that was historically conditioned and limited. In the Greek world, for example, many people were revealed "naturally" as only partly human, as slaves. The lack of eternal essences, however, does not mean that there is no extra-historical dimension to entities. Perhaps this extra-historical dimension is included in what Heidegger called the Earth. In any event, is it possible for humanity to be liberated by recognition that there is no "master name," no all-governing symbol in terms of which everything can be totally revealed? Could such insight lead humanity to temper its claims to what can be known- and hence to what ought to be done? A humanity attuned to its own finitude might be more willing to pay attention to entities themselves, instead of constantly imposing upon them schemes drawn from totalizing tendencies. For Heidegger, then, the proper attitude toward technology was one of simultaneously accepting its way of disclosing entities and releasement toward alternative ways of encountering entities, ways that might liberate humanity from the urge to assert that the technological disclosure is the only valid disclosure of entities. 

Preservation of Creativity
The alt is to reject the aff and to preserve art diverging away from the danger of technology.

Heidegger 49 German Philosopher [ The Question Concerning Technology , Date Accessed July 24th, 2011, http://www.wright.edu/cola/Dept/PHL/Class/P.Internet/PITexts/QCT.html]
Whether art may be granted this highest possibility of its essence in the midst of the extreme danger, no one can tell. Yet we can be astounded. Before what? Before this other possibility: that the frenziedness of technology may entrench itself everywhere to such an extent that someday, throughout everything technological, the essence of technology may unfold essentially in the propriative event of truth. Because the essence of technology is nothing technological, essential reflection upon technology and decisive confrontation with it must happen in a realm that is, on the one hand, akin to the essence of technology and, on the other, fundamentally different from it. Such a realm is art. But certainly only if reflection upon art, for its part, does not shut its eyes to the constellation of truth, concerning which we are questioning. Thus questioning, we bear witness to the crisis that in our sheer preoccupation with technology we do not yet experience the essential unfolding of technology, that in our sheer aesthetic-mindedness we no longer guard and preserve the essential unfolding of art. Yet the more questioningly we ponder the essence of technology, the more mysterious the essence of art becomes. The closer we come to the danger, the more brightly do the ways into the saving power begin to shine and the more questioning we become. For questioning is the piety of thought.
Do Nothing
The alternative is to do nothing- our drive to act is one of the most basic patterns that reinforces our ecological vandalism

McWhorter 92 [LaDelle, Professor in Philosophy and Environmental Studies March 23, 1992 Heidegger and the Earth: Issues in Environmental Philosophy Accessed July 22, 11]
Heidegger frustrates us. At a time when the stakes are so very high and decisive action is so loudly and urgently called for, Heidegger apparently calls us to do - nothing. If we get beyond the revulsion and anger that such a call initially inspires and actually examine the feasibility of response, We begin to undergo the frustration attendant upon paradox; how is it possible, we ask, to choose, to will, to do nothing? The call itself places in question the bimodal logic of activity and passivity; it points up the paradoxical nature of our passion for action, of our passion for maintaining control. The call itself suggests that our drive for acting decisively and forcefully is part of what must be thought through, that the narrow option of will versus surrender is one of the power configurations of current thinking that must be allowed to dissipate. But of course, those drives and those conceptual dichotomies are part of the very structure of our self-understanding both as individuals and as a tradition and a civilization. Hence, Heidegger's call is a threatening one, requiring great courage, "the courage to make the truth of our Own presuppositions and the realm of our own goals into the things that most deserve to be called in question”3 Heidegger's work pushes thinking to think through the assumptions that underlie both our ecological vandalism and our love of scientific solutions, assumptions that also ground the most basic patterns of our current ways of being human.
****Framework****
Representations First
[  ] Representation of the Aff must be analyzed before Implicated

Tort 05- UNESCO [ Julien Tort. July 28, 2005. “Working paper for the Ethical Working Group on Astrobiology and Planetary Protection of ESA.”. http://portal.unesco.org/shs/en/files/8462/11223823441ExplorationExploitation.pdf/ExplorationExploitation.pdf. Accessed August 1, 2011]

The question of justifying the exploration of space is an ambiguous one, as one can judge from the proliferation of articles about this exploration in newspapers. What one can read in these articles is twofold: on the one hand, it is reiterated that the projects of Mars exploration, be they American or European, have purely scientific goals. On the other hand, there is a constant reference to two things: the competition between space faring nations, and the spirit of conquest, of pioneering. It may be useful to analyze the content of the representation of space exploration as a conquest mobilizing the pioneering mind that is especially important in American history and the American imagination. One of the issues here clearly is the exploitation -or not- of extraterrestrial resources.
[  ] The Aff’s Vision of Space development must be Analyzed- the model of limitless energy flawed.

Tort 05- UNESCO [ Julien Tort. July 28, 2005. “Working paper for the Ethical Working Group on Astrobiology and Planetary Protection of ESA.”. http://portal.unesco.org/shs/en/files/8462/11223823441ExplorationExploitation.pdf/ExplorationExploitation.pdf. Accessed August 1, 2011]

The scenario in which extraterrestrial room is used as a response to the degradation of the terrestrial environment also leads us to the second question that may be asked when considering the parallel between the conquest of the West and the exploration of space. While the possibility of colonizing celestial bodies may seem distant, it diverts attention from terrestrial issues in a very real way. The paradigm of the accumulation of Capital is profoundly bound to the pollution and the overexploitation of natural resources. Likening space exploration to the discovery of America may then be misleading and dangerous. There is –most probably— no new earth to be discovered through space conquest and it is, so far, unlikely that any relief can come from outer space for environmental pain. Furthermore, even if the possibility of human settlements on other celestial bodies was likely, would it still be right to neglect the terrestrial environment, with the idea that we can go and live elsewhere when we are done with this specific planet (again a scenario that science fiction likes: see for example the end of Isaac Asimov’s Foundation)? In a way, the presentation of space as a new area for conquest and expansion tends to deny that the model of the limitless exploitation of natural resources is facing a crisis. More generally, and as Hannah Arendt pointed, the ability of Humankind to go into space implies an in-depth transformation of its very nature, notably through a new vision of out planet, which should be ethically analyzed.

[  ] The Justifications of Space Exploration of the Aff must be Considered- Diverts the need of to care for nature. 

Tort 05- UNESCO [ Julien Tort. July 28, 2005. “Working paper for the Ethical Working Group on Astrobiology and Planetary Protection of ESA.”. http://portal.unesco.org/shs/en/files/8462/11223823441ExplorationExploitation.pdf/ExplorationExploitation.pdf. Accessed August 1, 2011]

The importance of the model of the first pioneers in the justification of space exploration should not be neglected, and it seems that claiming to justify space exploration only by its scientific benefits is contrary to the facts. In particular, serious studies about the economic interest of the exploitation of space resources could give an idea of what is really at stake in the exploration of the Moon and Mars. It is indeed necessary to have an idea of what could be expected in the absence of any regulation or guideline if we want to foster an exploration of outer space that would be beneficial to all mankind. If there is any interest –economic or political - in going to Mars and doing something there, then there will be competition between potential interested parties, and any ethical consideration of Mars exploration should take this aspect under consideration. In this perspective, the possible discovery of non-intelligent life on Mars would raise the issue of the possible exploitation of Martian resources and even the issue of the possible exploitation of this lifeform.

The consideration of space as a new resource should also be handled with care, for it tends to divert attention from the need to take care of our own planet and its limited resources. It should be recalled that Earth is our natural environment and that the idea that human beings will adapt in space or on another planet is at best hypothetical and in any case an optimistic assumption. More generally, the effect of space conquest on our relationship to our own planet should be taken into account in “space ethics”. 
****2nc Responses****
AT “Heidegger Anthropocentric”
Heidegger makes nature ontologically prior to humanity and nature traditionally conceived – only rejects scientific-worldview nature

Zimmerman 83 [“Heidegger and Deep Ecology” Michael E. Zimmerman, Professor of Philosophy, Tulane University, http://www.tulane.edu/~mcgovern/zimmerman/essays/heidegger/heidegger_deep_ecology.htm]

Despite early Heidegger's relative lack of interest in nature, his later meditations on pre-Socratic thinkers such as Heraclitus offered him a way combining his personal love for nature with his ontological concerns. He came to interpret physis (a Greek word usually translated as "nature") not as a totality of material entities, but rather as the ontological power that gives rise to all phenomena and appropriates human Dasein as the clearing for their selfmanifestation. Since he defined "nature" in what was for him an ontologically more satisfying manner, Heidegger can be viewed as anti-naturalistic only in the sense of opposing modern science's generally reductionistic and materialistic view of nature, a view also opposed by deep ecology. Hence, Heidegger's critique of naturalism does not automatically disqualify attempts to see connections between his thought and deep ecology. 
****Affirmative****

Heidegger Is A Nazi
[  ] Heidegger’s Philosophy Flawed- Involved in Nazi Activities

Grange- 91 Professor Philosophy Department University of Southern Maine  [Joseph Grange. October 1991. Philosophy East and West, Vol. 41, No. 4, The Sixth East-West Philosophers' Conference pp. 515-522. Accessed July 24, 2011

When I was a young graduate student in the '60s encountering his work for the very first time, I was told that Heidegger's involvement with the Nazis was an unfortunate, short-lived dalliance. It was to be understood as the outcome of political naivete, a momentary lapse not to be held against this great thinker. Such was the official party line. Heidegger's assumption of the Rectorship at the University of Freiburg (1933-1934) was a brief, fleeting moment in which he acted courageously to defend academic freedom and opposed antisemitic activities. His resignation was proof positive of his disapproval of the policies of National Socialism. Seen from this point of view, his infamous "Rector's Address" with its disturbing racist implications was merely a mistake in judgment, a minor error made in a gallant attempt to defend the German university. So I was taught. Victor Farias' book makes it impossible to hold such a view. The fact is that Heidegger was up to his ears in Nazi activities. And not for the space of a few unfortunate months in 1933-1934. Rather his allegiance to the vision of Nazism appears to have been in place right up to the end of the war in 1945. Here are some of the facts unearthed by Farias: 1. Heidegger collaborated with Nazi officials in identifying politically acceptable candidates for University faculty appointments. 2. He sought to bring about a new German university order by bringing in candidates sympathetic to the program of National Socialism. 3. By cooperating with leading Nazis he sought to become the director of the project to organize the Academy of Professors of the German Reich. 4. His speeches and lectures were studded with references to the greatness of the Fuhrer and the essential spiritual destiny of the German Volk-a form of metaphysical racism. 5. He planned an educational program whereby students would be indoctrinated into the politics and vision of the Third Reich. This is chilling enough and much more could be cited, but let the words of the editors suffice: "This brilliant philosopher must be seen to be what he always was: A convinced Nazi, a philosopher whose genuine interest in Nazism survived his apparent disillusionment with Hitler's particular form of National Socialism." Farias' book raises a single overwhelming question-one that cries out for an answer: Is there anything in Heidegger's philosophy that would have made his involvement with the Nazis impossible? The answer, tragically, is no, and therein lies postmodernism's scandal.

Framework – No Prior Questions
[   ]  They have no alt solvency: No prior questions – focus on critical theory makes it impossible for the world to act

Owen, 2002, Professor of Social & Political Philosophy [David, Deputy Director, Centre for Philosophy and Value at Univ. of Southampton; PhD from Durham University. “Reorienting International Relations: On Pragmatism,  Pluralism and Practical Reasoning”, Millennium, vol. 31 (No. 3) 2002, 653-  73. http://mil.sagepub.com/content/31/3/653Accessed 7/22/11//]
Commenting on the ‘philosophical turn’ in IR, Wæver remarks that ‘[a] frenzy for words like “epistemology” and “ontology” often signals this philosophical turn’, although he goes on to comment that these terms are often used loosely.4 However, loosely deployed or not, it is clear that debates concerning ontology and epistemology play a central role in the contemporary IR theory wars. In one respect, this is unsurprising since it is a characteristic feature of the social sciences that periods of disciplinary disorientation involve recourse to reflection on the philosophical commitments of different theoretical approaches, and there is no doubt that such reflection can play a valuable role in making explicit the commitments that characterise (and help individuate) diverse theoretical positions. Yet, such a philosophical turn is not without its dangers and I will briefly mention three before turning to consider a confusion that has, I will suggest, helped to promote the IR theory wars by motivating this philosophical turn.

The first danger with the philosophical turn is that it has an inbuilt tendency to prioritise issues of ontology and epistemology over explanatory and/or interpretive power as if the latter two were merely a simple function of the former. But while the explanatory and/or interpretive power of a theoretical account is not wholly independent of its ontological and/or epistemological commitments (otherwise criticism of these features would not be a criticism that had any value), it is by no means clear that it is, in contrast, wholly dependent on these philosophical commitments. Thus, for example, one need not be sympathetic to rational choice theory to recognise that it can provide powerful accounts of certain kinds of problems, such as the tragedy of the commons in which dilemmas of collective action are foregrounded. It may, of course, be the case that the advocates of rational choice theory cannot give a good account of why this type of theory is powerful in accounting for this class of problems (i.e., how it is that the relevant actors come to exhibit features in these circumstances that approximate the assumptions of rational choice theory) and, if this is the case, it is a philosophical weakness—but this does not undermine the point that, for a certain class of problems, rational choice theory may provide the best account available to us. In other words, while the critical judgement of theoretical accounts in terms of their ontological and/or epistemological sophistication is one kind of critical judgement, it is not the only or even necessarily the most important kind.

The second danger run by the philosophical turn is that because prioritisation of ontology and epistemology promotes theory-construction from philosophical first principles, it cultivates a theory-driven rather than problem-driven approach to IR. Paraphrasing Ian Shapiro, the point can be put like this: since it is the case that there is always a plurality of possible true descriptions of a given action, event or phenomenon, the challenge is to decide which is the most apt in terms of getting a perspicuous grip on the action, event or phenomenon in question given the purposes of the inquiry; yet, from this standpoint, ‘theory-driven work is part of a reductionist program’ in that it ‘dictates always opting for the description that calls for the explanation that flows from the preferred model or theory’.5 The justification offered for this strategy rests on the mistaken belief that it is necessary for social science because general explanations are required to characterise the classes of phenomena studied in similar terms. However, as Shapiro points out, this is to misunderstand the enterprise of science since ‘whether there are general explanations for classes of phenomena is a question for social-scientific inquiry, not to be prejudged before conducting that inquiry’.6 Moreover, this strategy easily slips into the promotion of the pursuit of generality over that of empirical validity.

The third danger is that the preceding two combine to encourage the formation of a particular image of disciplinary debate in IR—what might be called (only slightly tongue in cheek) ‘the Highlander view’—namely, an image of warring theoretical approaches with each, despite occasional temporary tactical alliances, dedicated to the strategic achievement of sovereignty over the disciplinary field. It encourages this view because the turn to, and prioritisation of, ontology and epistemology stimulates the idea that there can only be one theoretical approach which gets things right, namely, the theoretical approach that gets its ontology and epistemology right. This image feeds back into IR exacerbating the first and second dangers, and so a potentially vicious circle arises.

