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Methodology file
***ETHICS

Consequentialism good

Extinction outweighs and should be evaluated before anything else

Jonathan Schell 1982 Harold Willens Peace Fellow at the Nation Institute, The Fate of the Earth, page 95 http://www.colorado.edu/AmStudies/lewis/film/schell.pdf accessed 6/30/12 

it is clear that at present, with some twenty thousand megatons of nuclear explosive power in existence, and with more being added every day, we have entered into the zone of uncertainty, which is to say the zone of risk of extinction. But the mere risk of extinction has a significance that is categorically different from, and immeasurably greater than that of any other risk, and as we make our decisions we have to take that significance into account. Up to now, every risk has been contained within the frame of life; extinction would shatter the frame. It represents not the defeat of some purpose but an abyss in which all human purposes would be drowned for all time. We have no right to place the possibility of this limitless, eternal defeat on the same footing as risks that we run in the ordinary conduct of our affairs in our particular transient moment of human history. To employ a mathematical analogy, we can say that although the risk of extinction may be fractional, the stake is, humanly speaking, infinite, and a fraction of infinity is still infinity. In other words, once we learn that a holocaust might lead to extinction we have no right to gamble, because if we lose, the game will be over, and neither we nor anyone else will ever get another chance. Therefore, although scientifically speaking, there is all the difference in the world between the mere possibility that a holocaust will bring about extinction and the certainty of it, morally they are the same, and we have no choice but to address the issue of nuclear weapons as though we knew for a certainty that their use would put an end to our species.

Extinction outweighs- having the public aware of existential issues is good

Nick Bostrom 2002 Professor of Philosophy and Global Studies at Yale.. www.transhumanist.com/volume9/risks.html. Accessed 7/3/12

Existential risks have a cluster of features that make it useful to identify them as a special category: the extreme magnitude of the harm that would come from an existential disaster; the futility of the trial-and-error approach; the lack of evolved biological and cultural coping methods; the fact that existential risk dilution is a global public good; the shared stakeholdership of all future generations; the international nature of many of the required countermeasures; the necessarily highly speculative and multidisciplinary nature of the topic; the subtle and diverse methodological problems involved in assessing the probability of existential risks; and the comparative neglect of the whole area. From our survey of the most important existential risks and their key attributes, we can extract tentative recommendations for ethics and policy: We need more research into existential risks – detailed studies of particular aspects of specific risks as well as more general investigations of associated ethical, methodological, security and policy issues. Public awareness should also be built up so that constructive political debate about possible countermeasures becomes possible. Now, it’s a commonplace that researchers always conclude that more research needs to be done in their field. But in this instance it is really true. There is more scholarly work on the life-habits of the dung fly than on existential risks. Since existential risk reduction is a global public good, there should ideally be an institutional framework such that the cost and responsibility for providing such goods could be shared fairly by all people. Even if the costs can’t be shared fairly, some system that leads to the provision of existential risk reduction in something approaching optimal amounts should be attempted. The necessity for international action goes beyond the desirability of cost-sharing, however. Many existential risks simply cannot be substantially reduced by actions that are internal to one or even most countries. For example, even if a majority of countries pass and enforce national laws against the creation of some specific destructive version of nanotechnology, will we really have gained safety if some less scrupulous countries decide to forge ahead regardless? And strategic bargaining could make it infeasible to bribe all the irresponsible parties into subscribing to a treaty, even if everybody would be better off if everybody subscribed [14,42].

Extinction outweighs- it is a prereq to all factors on earth

Richard Ochs June 9 2002 “BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS MUST BE ABOLISHED IMMEDIATELY,” Free From Terror, http://www.freefromterror.net/other_articles/abolish.html, accessed 7/3/12

Against this tendency can be posed a rational alternative policy. To preclude possibilities of human extinction, "patriotism" needs to be redefined to make humanity’s survival primary and absolute. Even if we lose our cherished freedom, our sovereignty, our government or our Constitution, where there is life, there is hope. What good is anything else if humanity is extinguished? This concept should be promoted to the center of national debate. For example, for sake of argument, suppose the ancient Israelites developed defensive bioweapons of mass destruction when they were enslaved by Egypt. Then suppose these weapons were released by design or accident and wiped everybody out? As bad as slavery is, extinction is worse. Our generation, our century, our epoch needs to take the long view. We truly hold in our hands the precious gift of all future life. Empires may come and go, but who are the honored custodians of life on earth? Temporal politicians? Corporate competitors? Strategic brinksmen? Military gamers? Inflated egos dripping with testosterone? How can any sane person believe that national sovereignty is more important than survival of the species? Now that extinction is possible, our slogan should be "Where there is life, there is hope." No government, no economic system, no national pride, no religion, no political system can be placed above human survival. The egos of leaders must not blind us. The adrenaline and vengeance of a fight must not blind us. The game is over. If patriotism would extinguish humanity, then patriotism is the highest of all crimes. There are many people who believe it is their God-given right to do whatever is deemed necessary to secure their homeland, their religion and their birthright. Moslems, Jews, Hindus, ultra-patriots (and fundamentalist Christians who believe that Armageddon is God’s prophesy) all have access to the doomsday vials at Fort Detrick and other labs. Fort Detrick and Dugway employees are US citizens but may also have other loyalties. One or more of them might have sent the anthrax letters to the media and Congress last year. Are we willing to trust our security, NO -- trust human survival to people like this? Human frailty, duplicity, greed, zealotry, insanity, intolerance and ignorance, not to speak of ultra-patriotism, will always be with us. The mere existence of these doomsday weapons is a risk too great for rational people to tolerate. Unless guards do body crevice searches of lab employees every day, smuggling out a few grams will be a piece of cake. Basically, THERE CAN BE NO SECURITY. Humanity is at great risk as we speak. All biological weapons must be destroyed immediately. All genetic engineering of new diseases must be halted. All bioweapons labs must be dismantled. Fort Detrick and Dugway labs must be decommissioned and torn down. Those who continue this research are potential war criminals of the highest order. Secret bioweapons research must be outlawed.

Consequentialism key – absolutism destroys political responsibility at the price of moral purity

Jeffrey Isaac, James H. Rudy Professor of Political Science and director of the Center for the Study of Democracy and Public Life at Indiana University, Bloomington, Spring 2002, Dissent, vol. 49, no. 2

As writers such as Niccolo Machiavelli, Max Weber, Reinhold Niebuhr, and Hannah Arendt have taught, an unyielding concern with moral goodness undercuts political responsibility. The concern may be morally laudable, reflecting a kind of personal integrity, but it suffers from three fatal flaws: (1) It fails to see that the purity of one's intention does not ensure the achievement of what one intends. Abjuring violence or refusing to make common cause with morally compromised parties may seem like the right thing; but if such tactics entail impotence, then it is hard to view them as serving any moral good beyond the clean conscience of their supporters; (2) it fails to see that in a world of real violence and injustice, moral purity is not simply a form of powerlessness; it is often a form of complicity in injustice. This is why, from the standpoint of politics--as opposed to religion--pacifism is always a potentially immoral stand. In categorically repudiating violence, it refuses in principle to oppose certain violent injustices with any effect; and (3) it fails to see that politics is as much about unintended consequences as it is about intentions; it is the effects of action, rather than the motives of action, that is most significant. Just as the alignment with "good" may engender impotence, it is often the pursuit of "good" that generates evil. This is the lesson of communism in the twentieth century: it is not enough that one's goals be sincere or idealistic; it is equally important, always, to ask about the effects of pursuing these goals and to judge these effects in pragmatic and historically contextualized ways. Moral absolutism inhibits this judgment. It alienates those who are not true believers. It promotes arrogance. And it undermines political effectiveness.   WHAT WOULD IT mean for the American left right now to take seriously the centrality of means in politics?  First, it would mean taking seriously the specific means employed by the September 11 attackers--terrorism. There is a tendency in some quarters of the left to assimilate the death and destruction of September 11 to more ordinary (and still deplorable) injustices of the world system--the starvation of children in Africa, or the repression of peasants in Mexico, or the continued occupation of the West Bank and Gaza by Israel. But this assimilation is only possible by ignoring the specific modalities of September 11. It is true that in Mexico, Palestine, and elsewhere, too many innocent people suffer, and that is wrong. It may even be true that the experience of suffering is equally terrible in each case. But neither the Mexican nor the Israeli government has ever hijacked civilian airliners and deliberately flown them into crowded office buildings in the middle of cities where innocent civilians work and live, with the intention of killing thousands of people. Al-Qaeda did precisely this. That does not make the other injustices unimportant. It simply makes them different. It makes the September 11 hijackings distinctive, in their defining and malevolent purpose--to kill people and to create terror and havoc. This was not an ordinary injustice. It was an extraordinary injustice. The premise of terrorism is the sheer superfluousness of human life. This premise is inconsistent with civilized living anywhere. It threatens people of every race and class, every ethnicity and religion. Because it threatens everyone, and threatens values central to any decent conception of a good society, it must be fought. And it must be fought in a way commensurate with its malevolence. Ordinary injustice can be remedied. Terrorism can only be stopped.  Second, it would mean frankly acknowledging something well understood, often too eagerly embraced, by the twentieth century Marxist left--that it is often politically necessary to employ morally troubling means in the name of morally valid ends. A just or even a better society can only be realized in and through political practice; in our complex and bloody world, it will sometimes be necessary to respond to barbarous tyrants or criminals, with whom moral suasion won't work. In such situations our choice is not between the wrong that confronts us and our ideal vision of a world beyond wrong. It is between the wrong that confronts us and the means--perhaps the dangerous means--we have to employ in order to oppose it. In such situations there is a danger that "realism" can become a rationale for the Machiavellian worship of power. But equally great is the danger of a righteousness that translates, in effect, into a refusal to act in the face of wrong. What is one to do? Proceed with caution. Avoid casting oneself as the incarnation of pure goodness locked in a Manichean struggle with evil. Be wary of violence. Look for alternative means when they are available, and support the development of such means when they are not. And never sacrifice democratic freedoms and open debate. Above all, ask the hard questions about the situation at hand, the means available, and the likely effectiveness of different strategies.  Most striking about the campus left's response to September 11 was its refusal to ask these questions. Its appeals to "international law" were naive. It exaggerated the likely negative consequences of a military response, but failed to consider the consequences of failing to act decisively against terrorism. In the best of all imaginable worlds, it might be possible to defeat al-Qaeda without using force and without dealing with corrupt regimes and political forces like the Northern Alliance. But in this world it is not possible. And this, alas, is the only world that exists. To be politically responsible is to engage this world and to consider the choices that it presents. To refuse to do this is to evade responsibility. Such a stance may indicate a sincere refusal of unsavory choices. But it should never be mistaken for a serious political commitment. 

You’re responsible for catastrophic consequences – if we win our impact, you’re directly culpable because you could have prevented it
Russ Shafer-Landau 1997, University of Kansas Ethics, July 1997 v107 n4 p584(28)

Even Nozick, a staunch absolutist, allows that cases of "catastrophic moral horror" may require suspension of absolute side constraints.(18) Attention to the dire consequences that may be brought about by allegiance to absolute rules needn't move us to the consequentialist camp--it didn't incline Ross or Nozick in that direction, for instance. But it does create a presumptive case against absolutism. Absolutist responses to the argument standardly take one of two forms. The first is to reject premise (1) and deny that absolutism generates tragic consequences, by arguing that a set of suitably narrowed absolutist rules will not require behavior that results in "catastrophic moral horror." The second response is to reject premise (2) and defend the moral necessity of obedience even if tragic consequences ensue. Rejecting Premise (1) Consider the first strategy. This is tantamount to a specificationist program that begins by admitting that the standard candidates--don't kill, lie, cheat, commit adultery--cannot plausibly be construed as absolute rules. Just as we had to narrow their scope if we were to show them universally relevant, so too we need to narrow the scope of such properties to show them universally determinative. The question, though, is how far, and in what way, this added concreteness is to be pursued. The double dangers that the absolutist must avoid at this juncture are those of drawing the grounding properties too broadly, or too narrowly. Rules drawn too narrowly will incorporate concrete details of cases in the description of the grounding properties, yielding a theory that is particularist in all but name. The opposite problem is realized when we allow the grounding properties to be drawn broadly enough as to be repeatably instantiated, but at the cost of allowing the emerging rules to conflict. Some middle ground must be secured. How could we frame an absolute rule that enjoined just the actions we want, while offering an escape clause for tragic cases? There seems to be no way to do this other than by appending a proviso to the rule, to the effect that it binds except where such obedience will lead to catastrophic consequences, very serious harm, horrific results. Because of the great variety of ways in which such results can occur, there doesn't seem to be any more precise way to specify the exceptive clause without reducing it to an indefinitely long string of too-finely described scenarios. Is this problematic? Consider an analogous case. Someone wants to lose weight and wants to know how long to maintain a new diet. A dietician offers the following advice: "Cut twenty percent of your caloric intake; this will make you thinner, but also weaker. If you reach a point where you've gotten too thin and weak, increase your calories." The dietician's advice is flawed because it doesn't give, by itself, enough information to the person trying to follow it. It's too general. The qualified moral rule is similarly uninformative. If abiding by the rule will occasion harmful results, one wants to know how harmful they have to be to qualify as too harmful. The rule doesn't really say--`catastrophic' is just a synonym for `too harmful'. Such a rule is crucially underspecific, and this undermines efforts to apply it as a major premise in deductive moral argument. This lack of specificity results from an absence of necessary and sufficient conditions that could determine the extension of the concept "catastrophic consequences."(19) Efforts to remove this underspecificity by providing a set of definitional criteria typically serve only to falsify the resulting ethical assessments; imagine the futility of trying to precisely set out in advance what is to count as catastrophic consequences. Rendering the notion of "catastrophic" more precise seems bound to yield a rule that omits warranted exceptions. Or it may cover all such exceptions, but at the cost of making the exceptive clause so fine-grained that it will be nothing less than an indefinitely long disjunction of descriptions of actual cases that represent exceptions to the general rule. Neither option should leave us very sanguine about the prospects of specifying absolute rules so as to ensure that such rules can be obeyed without occasioning catastrophic consequences. Rejecting Premise (2) The alternative for the absolutist is to stand fast and allow that morality requires adherence to rules that will sometimes yield catastrophic horrors. There is no inconsistency in taking such a stand. But the ethic that requires conduct that is tantamount to failure to prevent catastrophe is surely suspect. Preventing catastrophe is presumptively obligatory. The obligation might be defeasible, but absolutists have yet to tell the convincing story that would override the presumption. Imagine that you are a sharpshooter in a position to kill a terrorist who is credibly threatening to detonate a bomb that will kill thousands. If you merely wound him, he will be able to trigger the firing mechanism. You must kill him to save the innocents. Suppose that in obedience to an absolutist ethic you refrain from shooting. The terrorist detonates the bomb. Thousands die. Something must be said about the agent whose obedience to absolute rules occasions catastrophe. It is possible that an absolutist ethic will blame you for doing your duty. Possible, but unlikely. Absolutists who allow that obedience to their favored rules may occasion catastrophe typically seek ways to exculpate those whose obedience yields tragic results. The standard strategy is to endorse some version of the doctrine of double effect, or the doctrine of doing and allowing. The former says that harms brought about by indirect intention may be permissible even though similar harms brought about by direct intention are forbidden. The latter says that bringing about harm through omission or inaction may be permissible even though similar harms brought about by positive action are forbidden. The motivating spirit behind both doctrines is to legitimate certain kinds of harmful conduct, to exculpate certain harm doers, and to forestall the possibility that absolute rules might conflict. The truth of either doctrine would ensure that agents always have a permissible option to pursue--namely, obedience to an absolute moral rule.(20) Quite apart from the fact that these doctrines have yet to be adequately defended,(21) their adequate defense would still leave us short of a justification of the absolute rules that are to complement them. Neither of these doctrines is itself a defense of absolutism; rather, they are really "helping doctrines," whose truth would undermine the inevitability of conflict among absolute rules. We may always have a permissible option in cases where we must choose between killing and letting die, intending death or merely foreseeing it, but this by itself is no argument for thinking that the prohibition on intentionally killing innocents is absolute.
In a nuclear world we have to weigh consequences.

Sissela Bok, Professor of Philosophy, Brandeis, Applied Ethics and Ethical Theory, Ed. David Rosenthal and Fudlou Shehadi, 1988
The same argument can be made for Kant’s other formulations of the Categorical Imperative: “So act as to use humanity, both in your own person and in the person of every other, always at the same time as an end, never simply as a means”; and “So act as if you were always through actions a law-making member in a universal Kingdom of Ends.” No one with a concern for humanity could consistently will to risk eliminating humanity in the person of himself and every other or to risk the death of all members in a universal Kingdom of Ends for the sake of justice. To risk their collective death for the sake of following one’s conscience would be, as Rawls said, “irrational, crazy.” And to say that one did not intend such a catastrophe, but that one merely failed to stop other persons from bringing it about would be beside the point when the end of the world was at stake. For although it is true that we cannot be held responsible for most of the wrongs that others commit, the Latin maxim presents a case where we would have to take such a responsibility seriously—perhaps to the point of deceiving, bribing, even killing an innocent person, in order that the world not perish.

Consequentialism is key to protection of rights

David Cummiskey, assoc. prof of philosophy at Bates, 1999, Gewirth: Critical Essays on Action, Rationality, and Community, ed. Michael Boylan, pg. 130-1

Gewirth seems to believe that this contrast between distributive and aggrega​tive consequentialism is simple and clear, and he simply asserts that his theory embraces a distributive conception of the common good and assumes that this removes all objections to his consequentialism. But I have never found this contrast to be simple or clear, and Gewirth’s discussion of this issue leaves me all the more confused. Here is why I am confused. First, it is now a commonplace that a distributive conception of the good is consistent with normative consequentialism. So even if Gewirth is right in claiming that distributive equity is internal to the end set by the PGC, the PGC would still involve a requirement to promote a moral goal. Whatever the merits of this type of theory of the good, Gewirth’s theory still would not justify the type of side-constraints or agent-centered restrictions which distinguish deontological from consequentialist normative theories. Second, we need to distinguish two issues which may be easily conflated. Gewirth’s theory is focused on individual persons and their individual good and not some nebulous impersonal concept of the best overall state of affairs. For Gewirth, a state of affairs is better or worse depending on the degree to which individual agents have their objective needs, as prospective purposive agents, satisfied. As I emphasized above, this is a clear Kantian difference from more “teleological,” nonrationalist, versions of consequentialism. So, this is an impor​tant point of contrast with classical utilitarianism, but this important Kantian contrast has nothing to do with “aggregative” versus “distributive” senses of the common good. As I understand the issue, an aggregative conception of the common good would permit greater objective need-satisfaction for the many to “outweigh” the lesser need-satisfaction of the few. For example, it may require the basic needs of some to be sacrificed so that the basic needs of others can be satisfied. So, we need an additional argument, which Gewirth has not provided, showing that more equal distributions of goods, which limit the degree to which agents can have their objective needs satisfied, are to be preferred to more unequal distributions that allow more agents to have their objective needs satisfied. Since, by hypoth​esis, more agency-needs will be satisfied under the “aggregative” sense, the aggregative sense is more likely to satisfy the needs of any given generic agent. So, the probability of benefit from the aggregative interpretation is greater than the probability of benefit from the “distributive,” i.e., more egalitarian interpre​tation of the “common good.” It thus follows from the aggregative interpretation that “the good in question is equally common to, equally had by, all the members of the group” (HR 156), as is required under the distributive interpretation. As I will argue in a moment, this benefit is similar to the benefit to the rich and poor alike of positive rights. It is also similar to the benefits of a fair system of coer​cive laws and sanctions. These considerations suggest a more Gewirthean argument for the less egali​tarian aggregative interpretation. If each prospective agent is indeed more likely to have the necessary goods of freedom and well-being under an aggregative conception of the common good, then the PGC would require such a distribution. For consider: Gewirth’s famous argument for the Principle of Generic Consistency claims to show that every purposive, prospective agent is dialectically committed to claim (4) “I must have freedom and well-being” (CR 17).6 But if a generic agent acts on the distributive understanding of the common good, then it is less likely that they will have freedom and well-being. So, the agent would be accepting the proposition “I may not (that is, it is permissible that I not) have freedom and well-being,” which contradicts (4). So each agent must recognize that the universal, equal rights to freedom and well-being correlate with a duty to promote a maximum aggregative common good. 

A2: consequentialism is unequal
Consequentialism does not treat people as means—it is essential to upholding the principles of morality
David Cummiskey, assoc. prof of philosophy at Bates, 1999, Gewirth: Critical Essays on Action, Rationality, and Community, ed. Michael Boylan, pg. 132-3

It will of course be objected that Gewirth’s Kantian focus on respecting indi​vidual rights clearly prohibits the consequentialist sacrifice of some for the sake of others, because such sacrifices treat persons as mere means to the overall good and thus fail to respect individual rights. In order to see the confusion in this objection, we need to first review the analogous libertarian objection to Gewirthean positive rights. The libertarian argues that the alleged positive rights, by taking from the well-off and giving to the needy, treat the well-off as a mere means to the supposed greater good of others. Thus we get Nozick’s famous claim that taxation of earn​ings from labor is on a par with forced labor.7 Gewirth correctly responds to this objection by arguing that persons are not treated as a mere means if the underlying principle of action is concerned with protecting the generic rights of all persons. The rich and the poor alike have a positive right to assistance when their basic needs are at stake and a duty to help those in greater need than themselves.8 The universality and mutuality of rights and duties is not violated when the discharging of the duty falls more on some than on others (CR 46-47). It follows that the liber​tarian cannot simply appeal to the principle of not using persons as a mere means but must first directly respond to Gewirth’s argument for positive rights. The same considerations apply to Kantian consequentialist principles: If there is indeed a duty to maximize the generic goods of all prospective agents (because this respects each agent’s right to freedom and well-being), then this duty respects the rights of all and thus it does not treat anyone as a mere means. Indeed, more generally, any sacrifice that is necessary to respect the rights of others is consistent with the Kantian principle of treating all persons as ends in themselves. I treat all persons as ends in themselves by respecting the generic rights of all. If the weight of rights is such that one’s sacrifice is required to secure the rights of others, then one is duty bound to accept the sacrifice and one may be coerced to do so. Although Gewirth emphasizes this point in his defense of positive rights and also in his discussion of sanctions and punishment (RM 213), he seems to miss its significance when he is discussing the problem of the sacrifice of innocents.

A2:  Intervening Actors\Gewirth

Consequentialism is key—if we win the plan causes a widespread loss or rights, morality dictates you vote negative

David Cummiskey, assoc. prof of philosophy at Bates, 1999, Gewirth: Critical Essays on Action, Rationality, and Community, ed. Michael Boylan, pg. 129

I will discuss this principle in greater detail in a moment. But it should be perfectly clear that these five points of contrast all involve the theory of the good that follows from the initial Kantian focus on respect for human agency as the source of all rights. Gewirth’s theory, as sketched thus far, is a theory that views persons (that is, prospective purposive agents) as the source of all moral concerns. It is also, as we all know, a rationalist theory that defends the rationally binding nature of moral principles. But none of this, as of yet, is inconsistent with normative consequentialism, for none of these arguments even purports to justify agent-centered restrictions or constraints on the maximization of the good. Gewirth’s argument thus seems to prove that each person is rationally duty bound to maximize the possibility that all prospective agents will have the necessary goods of freedom and well-being. Furthermore, despite the importance of the just discussed five points of contrast with utilitarianism, as far as I can see, there is simply no clear sense in which Gewirth’s “deontological” theory incorporates a “priority of the right over the good.” Indeed, for Gewirth, it is the objective value of needs that determines rights.

The principle of the intervening actor is useless—their view of casaulity is incoherent.

Charles Fried, Professor of Law at Harvard Law School, Absolutism and Its Consequentialist Critics, ed. Joram Graf Haber, 1993, p. 82-4

It has recently been proposed that we avoid these difficulties and focus our moral vision by considering not the undefined, unlimited range of all possible consequences of our actions but rather just those harmful consequences of which we are the cause. * But the concept of cause is at once too wide and too narrow a focusing criterion of what it is wrong to do. It is too wide, since when we are still considering what to do, the causal criterion scarcely narrows the range of our concerns at all. If, for instance, it is wrong to cause the death of an innocent person, then we are still faced with the fact that any act might be the cause of death, and if all such acts are absolutely wrong, no act is permitted.* And the causal criterion is too narrow if it excludes every case where a forbidden result occurs by way of the deliberate act of another‑for instance, if we bribe or persuade another to act as our agent. Finally, the concept of cause is itself highly controversial and problematic. Why exactly is it that when I fail to perform some act, knowing that I could have prevented a bad result, I am not said in the absence of some preexisting duty‑to have caused that result? And if I did act, but the result would have happened irrespective of my act, can I be said to have caused it? In any event, the causal criterion turns out to be proposed primarily to limit the range of consequences for which a person may be held responsible after he has acted, and particularly the range of harmful consequences for which an agent should be made to pay compensation. Now, this is not necessarily the same question as what it is right and wrong to do. For instance, a person may have acted quite properly in engaging in some useful but hazardous activity, but still he should be responsible to the innocent victims of the accidental harm he causes. Norms of right and wrong, however, are addressed first of all to choice, to an agent before he acts. Another suggestion to account for the stringency of what I call the norms of right and wrong is the distinction offered by Philippa Foot between positive and negative duties.* The proposal is that positive duties‑duties to confer benefits or to prevent harm from occurringare more easily outweighed (for instance by our wish to pursue our own interests) than are negative duties. Negative duties, duties not to harm others, Foot asserts, are far more insistent. This distinction would explain why it may be forbidden to ward off evil from one person by inflicting even a lesser evil on another. This distinction between positive and negative duties is obviously related to the distinction, familiar in both legal and moral contexts, between acts and omissions. It is generally true that a person is neither civilly nor criminally liable for harm unless the harm came about through his action. The mere fact that he failed to prevent the harm will not generally ground liability unless there was some special duty‑a duty which the mere opportunity to be of service does not of itself create. Indeed the positive/negative duty distinction might be seen as the forward‑looking, directive version of the act/omission distinction. Both Foot's distinction and the distinction between acts and omissions suffer from the same defects as the more general causal criterion. Indeed, they depend on the concept of cause. Foot's negative duties, after all, must include negative duties not to cause certain results. That alone is not disastrous: in moral philosophy we may often be forced to swallow some quite unchewed metaphysical morsels, and we should be prepared to do so, provided only that the morsels appear to have a strong intuitive grounding. But we have the further problem that as soon as the negative duty is specified in terms of results (for example, the duty not to cause the death of an innocent person) it is obviously far too demanding‑considered beforehand, anything at all might cause that result. So without some further attenuation, the danger of paralysis, obsession, or contradiction looms once again. Foot is able to avoid these difficulties only because for her, even negative duties are not absolute or categorical; they are simply more stringent than, they tend to override, positive duties. But for my argument, if the force of categorical norms is to be maintained and yet absurdity avoided, some other or further way must be found to limit the range of consequences to which the norms apply.

A2: calculations good

Viewing calculative thought as equivalent to domination ensures total political paralysis.

Bronner 04 Stephen Eric Bronner, Professor of Political Science at Rutgers University, 2004, Reclaiming the Enlightenment: Toward a Politics of Radical Engagement, p. 3-5

“Instrumental reason” was seen as merging with what Marx termed the “commodity form” underpinning capitalist social relations. Everything thereby became subject to the calculation of costs and benefits. Even art and aesthetic tastes would become defined by a “culture industry”—intent only upon maximizing profits by seeking the lowest common denominator for its products. Instrumental rationality was thus seen as stripping the supposed​ly “autonomous” individual, envisioned by the philosophes, of both the means and the will to resist manipulation by totalitarian movements. En​lightenment now received two connotations: its historical epoch was grounded in an anthropological understanding of civilization that, from the first, projected the opposite of progress. This gave the book its power: Horkheimer and Adorno offered not simply the critique of some prior his​torical moment in time, but of all human development. This made it possi​ble to identify enlightenment not with progress, as the philistine bourgeois might like to believe, but rather—unwittingly—with barbarism, Auschwitz, and what is still often called “the totally administered society.” Such is the picture painted by Dialectic of Enlightenment.. But it should not be forgotten that its authors were concerned with criticizing enlightenment generally, and the historical epoch known as the Enlightenment in particular, from the standpoint of enlightenment itself: thus the title of the work. Their masterpiece was actually “intended to prepare the way for a positive notion of enlightenment, which will release it from entanglement in blind domina​tion.”4 Later, in fact, Horkheimer and Adorno even talked about writing a se​quel that would have carried a title like “Rescuing the Enlightenment” (Ret​tung der Aufklarung).5 This reclamation project was never completed, and much time has been spent speculating about why it wasn’t. The reason, I be​lieve, is that the logic of their argument ultimately left them with little positive to say. Viewing instrumental rationality as equivalent with the rationality of domination, and this rationality with an increasingly seamless bureaucratic order, no room existed any longer for a concrete or effective political form of opposition: Horkheimer would thus ultimately embrace a quasi-religious “yearning for the totally other” while Adorno became interested in a form of aesthetic resistance grounded in “negative dialectics.” Their great work initiated a radical change in critical theory, but its metaphysical subjectivism sur​rendered any systematic concern with social movements and political insti​tutions. Neither of them ever genuinely appreciated the democratic inheritance of the Enlightenment and thus, not only did they render critique independent of its philosophical foundations,6 but also of any practical inter​est it might serve. Horkheimer and Adorno never really grasped that, in contrast to the sys​tem builder, the blinkered empiricist, or the fanatic, the philosophe always evidenced a “greater interest in the things of this world, a greater confidence in man and his works and his reason, the growing appetite of curiosity and the growing restlessness of the unsatisfied mind—all these things form less a doctrine than a spirit.”7 Just as Montesquieu believed it was the spirit of the laws, rather than any system of laws, that manifested the commitment to jus​tice, the spirit of Enlightenment projected the radical quality of that commit​ment and a critique of the historical limitations with which even its best thinkers are always tainted. Empiricists may deny the existence of a “spirit of the times.” Nevertheless, historical epochs can generate an ethos, an existen​tial stance toward reality, or what might even be termed a “project” uniting the diverse participants in a broader intellectual trend or movement. The Enlightenment evidenced such an ethos and a peculiar stance toward reality with respect toward its transformation. Making sense of this, howev​er, is impossible without recognizing what became a general stylistic com​mitment to clarity, communicability, and what rhetoricians term “plain speech.” For their parts, however, Horkheimer and Adorno believed that re​sistance against the incursions of the culture industry justified the extreme​ly difficult, if not often opaque, writing style for which they would become famous—or, better, infamous. Their esoteric and academic style is a far cry from that of Enlightenment intellectuals who debated first principles in pub​lic, who introduced freelance writing, who employed satire and wit to demol​ish puffery and dogma, and who were preoccupied with reaching a general audience of educated readers: Lessing put the matter in the most radical form in what became a popular saying—”Write just as you speak and it will be beautiful”—while, in a letter written to D’Alembert in April of 1766, Voltaire noted that “Twenty folio volumes will never make a revolution: it’s the small, portable books at thirty sous that are dangerous. If the Gospel had cost 1,200 sesterces, the Christian religion would never have been established.”9 Appropriating the Enlightenment for modernity calls for reconnecting with the vernacular. This does not imply some endorsement of anti-intellectualism. Debates in highly specialized fields, especially those of the natural sciences, obviously demand expertise and insisting that intellectuals must “reach the masses” has always been a questionable strategy. The sub​ject under discussion should define the language in which it is discussed and the terms employed are valid insofar as they illuminate what cannot be said in a simpler way. Horkheimer and Adorno, however, saw the matter differ​ently. They feared being integrated by the culture industry, avoided political engagement, and turned freedom into the metaphysical-aesthetic preserve of the connoisseur. They became increasingly incapable of appreciating the egalitarian impulses generated by the Enlightenment and the ability of its advocates—Ben Franklin, Thomas Jefferson, James Madison, Thomas Paine, and Rousseau—to argue clearly and with a political purpose.1’ Thus, whether or not their “critical” enterprise was “dialectically” in keeping with the impulses of the past, its assumptions prevented them from articulating anything positive for the present or the future. 

Self-reflection key to ethics
Being self-reflective is critical to refashioning adaptive ethics

J. -R. Córdoba Psychiatrist and author The Journal of the Operational Research Society 2006 Using Foucault to Analyse Ethics in the Practice of Problem Structuring Methods The Journal of the Operational Research Society, Vol. 57, No. 9 (Sep., 2006), pp. 1027- 1034Palgrave Macmillan Journals : http://www.jstor.org/stable/4102317 accessed 7/5/12

It can be argued that frameworks for the critical use of PSM encourage reflecting on action; codes embed 'ideal' forms of behaviour of practitioners. How to transform reflection into action is left to practitioners' judgments. In 'between' applying PSM or following codes or norms of practice, people can have dilemmas about situations and about themselves. They can experience tensions and conflicts in relation to how to proceed. If I myself am an OR practitioner, how do I deal with not feeling sure about what a PSM tells me to do or what a code prescribes? What if I have other views? How can I be critical about myself? In this regard, Taket (1994b) suggests that the practice of OR embeds continuous ethical decisions that cannot be ascribed to frameworks or codes but to the practitioners themselves. Taket reflects on her own practice where, for instance, in order to benefit her clients, she adopted a different ethical behaviour to that prescribed by OR codes. In these situations, Taket followed her own ethical principles and intuition and used power available to her as an OR expert. For Taket, codes and norms that are prescriptive about 'what to do' are doomed to fail. Nevertheless, codes and norms could help practitioners to identify and deal with ethical dilemmas. Instead of ascribing ethical responsibility to frameworks and codes, Taket (1994b) suggests that people should continuously exercise self-reflection about ethics. Practi- tioners should continuously ask themselves questions about their decisions and the implications that these could have for people involved. Practitioners should acknowledge their non-neutrality in the processes that they are facilitating. The role of personal judgment here is very important, as Bowen (1981) also suggests. It is essential that judgment becomes a source of influence not only to practitioners but also to their clients and in dealing with potential conflicts between them. Self-reflection involves a deeper introspection about one's own values, as Mason (1994) describes it. Additionally, as Maclagan (1989) points out, ethical reflection requires considering the diversity of values and conflicts in the context of intervention. With self-reflection, Taket (1994b) puts forward a valuable way of conducting ethical self-reflection so that individuals can continuously deal with ethical dilemmas themselves. Self-reflection can be seen as a 'capacity' of individuals. As such, it requires some degree of expertise: to be continuously ethically aware, with capabilities to reflect on ethics and power. Taket (1994b, p 130) suggests that 'at any point where a dilemma arises...I, myself, as an active (be it undercover or out in the open) agent must evaluate and weigh up alternative actions in each particular context. This necessitates forming a view on power relations in particular ‘The capacity of self-reflection that Taket proposes and Midgley (1995) and Gregory (1992, 2000) extend further entails practitioners to be able to raise (individually or with others) ethical issues and to deal with them. Gregory (2000) suggests individual and collective processes of self-reflection and critical appreciation to guide ethical debate. Expertise is required to use appropriate methods to gather information to reflect on (i.e. knowledge or willingness to apply or use psychoanalytical and hermeneutic techniques). When ethical dilemmas arise, Gregory (1992) suggests that 'the force of the better argument' should inform discussions. In Taket and Gregory's views, however, it is assumed that the system being intervened is composed by self-reflective individuals who have a fair (if not reasonably total) degree of freedom to choose the goals they wish to pursue (Munro, 1997). What needs to be fully addressed in self-reflection is how practitioners are able to identify and deal with ethical dilemmas; how they can manage tensions when dealing with such dilemmas; and how they can reflect on their own views in case they contradict existing PSM, frameworks or codes. Self-reflection as a capacity should itself be subjected to critical review as a form of developing particular forms of ethics at the expense of others. To suggest a way forward for self-reflection on ethics, Michel Foucault's ideas on power and ethics are presented in the next section 

Consequentialism bad
The political logic employed by cost benefit utilitarianism is a form of ethical decision-making that strips life of any value. This produces a calculus that routinizes the killing of others where any atrocity is forgotten in the name of exceptionalist progress.  

SPANOS 2000 [William V, anatomy of an empire,P 272] 

20. Michael Herr, Dispatches (New York: Vintage, 1991), 71. The terrible banality of the American colonel's response should not be understood as either unique or confined to the American military leaders. On the contrary, it reflects the thinking of the American cultural army that planned the Vietnam War that the military executed by way of the indiscriminate strategy of the body count. As Richard Ohmann's brilliant analysis of the appallingly banal inhumanity of the language of The Pentagon Papers demonstrated a quarter of a century ago - only to be forgotten - the policy makers in the Pentagon relied on an unrelenting "problem-solving" rationality: the fulfilled allotrope of the American pragmatist tradition. They based their futural projections on a pre- preestablished but unacknowledged narrative scenario that was informed by a purely quantitative measure absolutely stripped of any consciousness of particularity, especially human particularity. It is a mistake to read the dehumanizing logic of these memoranda as simply a conscious strategy, cynical or otherwise, intended to render the conduct of the war more efficient by obliterating from view the particularities of that occasion that would complicate and impede the progress of the war. On the contrary, the logic of these Pentagon thinkers - they were "the best and the brightest" - was the logic of common sense taken to its end. Those who practiced it were not unique conspirators, evil men in the conventional sense of the word; they were Americans whose thought was consonant with the truth as most Americans understood it. That is the real horror of these inhuman documents that routinize killing: they show no evidence of their authors' consciousness of the reality they were indiscriminately obliterating. As Ohmann says, "The main point to make [in the context of the terrible effects of this "cost/benefit" rhetorical framework of this problem-solving thinking] is that since the suffering of the Vietnamese didn't impinge on the consciousness of the policy-makers, it had virtually no existence for them" (Ohmann, English in America, 202). 

Consequentialism taints our ability to rely on strategic undecidability from which to craft identity, infinite responsibility, and political ethos

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, National Deconstruction: Violence, Identity, and Justice in Bosnia, 1998, pg. 184-185

Undecidability is one of the Derridean concepts that most attracts criticism. Often (mis)understood as licensing an anarchical irresponsibility, it is taken to be the very negation of politics, understood in terms of the decision, and a concomitant denial of responsibility. However, as Derrida makes clear, he has “never proposed a kind of ‘all or nothing’ choice between pure realization of self-presence and complete freeplay or undecidabiity.”~ Indeed, the very notion of un​decidability is the condition of possibility for a decision. If the realm of thought was preordained such that there were no options, no com​peting alternatives, and no difficult choices to make, there would be no need for a decision. Instead, the very existence of a decision is itself a manifestation of undecidability, so that we can comprehend undecidability “as an opening of the field of decision and decidability.” As Derrida argues, “even if a decision seems to take only a sec​ond and not to be preceded by any deliberation, it is structured by this experience and experiment of the undecidable.”’00 It is for this reason Derrida has talked in terms of undecidability rather than indetermi​nacy: the former signifies the context of the decision, a context in which there is “always a determinate oscillation between possibili​ties,” whereas the latter suggests a relativism or indeterminism ab​sent from deconstructive thought)0’ Moreover, just as deconstructive thought is necessary for politics, undecidability is a prerequisite for responsibility. Were there no decisions to be made, were all choices eradicated by the preordination of one and only one path, responsibility — the ability to respond to differing criteria and concerns —would be absent. Rather than being its abnegation, the possibility of decision ensured by undecidability is the necessary precondition for the existence and exercise of responsibility. Which leads Derrida to state: “There can be nomoral or political responsibility without this trial and this passage byway of the undecidable.”

Utilitarianism bad- justifies consequence over moral good

Kerby Anderson author and president of Probe Ministries International holds masters degrees from Yale University (science) and from Georgetown University (government).   2004 "Utilitarianism: The Greatest Good for the Greatest Number" http://www.probe.org/site/c.fdKEIMNsEoG/b.4224805/k.B792/Utilitarianism_The_Greatest_Good_for_the_Greatest_Number.htm accessed 7/5/12

One problem with utilitarianism is that it leads to an "end justifies the means" mentality. If any worthwhile end can justify the means to attain it, a true ethical foundation is lost. But we all know that the end does not justify the means. If that were so, then Hitler could justify the Holocaust because the end was to purify the human race. Stalin could justify his slaughter of millions because he was trying to achieve a communist utopia. The end never justifies the means. The means must justify themselves. A particular act cannot be judged as good simply because it may lead to a good consequence. The means must be judged by some objective and consistent standard of morality. Second, utilitarianism cannot protect the rights of minorities if the goal is the greatest good for the greatest number. Americans in the eighteenth century could justify slavery on the basis that it provided a good consequence for a majority of Americans. Certainly the majority benefited from cheap slave labor even though the lives of black slaves were much worse. A third problem with utilitarianism is predicting the consequences. If morality is based on results, then we would have to have omniscience in order to accurately predict the consequence of any action. But at best we can only guess at the future, and often these educated guesses are wrong. A fourth problem with utilitarianism is that consequences themselves must be judged. When results occur, we must still ask whether they are good or bad results. Utilitarianism provides no objective and consistent foundation to judge results because results are the mechanism used to judge the action itself. Situation Ethics A popular form of utilitarianism is situation ethics first proposed by Joseph Fletcher in his book by the same name.{4} Fletcher acknowledges that situation ethics is essentially utilitarianism, but modifies the pleasure principle and calls it the agape(love) principle. Fletcher developed his ethical system as an alternative to two extremes: legalism and antinomianism. The legalist is like the Pharisees in the time of Jesus who had all sorts of laws and regulations but no heart. They emphasized the law over love. Antinomians are like the libertines in Paul's day who promoted their lawlessness. The foundation of situation ethics is what Fletcher calls the law of love. Love replaces the law. Fletcher says, "We follow law, if at all, for love's sake."{5} Fletcher even quotes certain biblical passages to make his case. For example, he quotes Romans 13:8 which says, "Let no debt remain outstanding, except the continuing debt to love one another, for he who loves his fellow man has fulfilled the law." Another passage Fletcher quotes is Matthew 22:37-40. "Christ said, Love the Lord your God with all your heart and with all your soul and with all your mind. . . . Love your neighbor as yourself.' All the Law and the Prophets hang on these two commandments." Proponents of situation ethics would argue that these summary verses require only one absolute (the law of love). No other universal laws can be derived from this commandment to love. Even the Ten Commandments are subject to exceptions based upon the law of love. Situation ethics also accepts the view that the end justifies the means. Only the ends can justify the means; the means cannot justify themselves. Fletcher believes that "no act apart from its foreseeable consequences has any ethical meaning whatsoever."{6} Joseph Fletcher tells the story of Lenin who had become weary of being told that he had no ethics. After all, he used a very pragmatic and utilitarian philosophy to force communism on the people. So some of those around him accused him of believing that the end justifies the means. 

Util bad- ignores questions of individuality

Avalon Freeman 1994 Professor in the Humanities at the University of Pennsylvania, Ph.D. Harvard University, J.D. University of North Carolina Samuel, “Utilitarianism, Deontology, and the Priority of Right,” Philosophy and Public Affairs, Vol. 23, No. 4, Autumn, pp. 313-349, http://www.jstor.org/stable/2265463 accessed 7/4/12

The inclusion of all sentient beings in the calculation of interests severely undermines the force of any claim that utilitarianism is an "egalitarian" doctrine, based in some notion of equal concern and respect for persons. But let us assume Kymlicka can restore his thesis by insisting that it concerns, not utilitarianism as a general moral doctrine, but as a more limited thesis about political morality. (Here I pass over the fact that none of the utilitarians he relies on to support his egalitarian interpretation construe the doctrine as purely political. The drift of modern utilitarian theory is just the other way: utilitarianism is not seen as a political doctrine, to be appealed to by legislators and citizens, but a nonpublic criterion of right that is indirectly applied [by whom is a separate issue] to assess the nonutilitarian public political conception of justice.) Still, let us assume it is as a doctrine of political morality that utilitarianism treats persons, and only persons, as equals. Even in this form it cannot be that maximizing utility is "not a goal" but a "by-product," "entirely derived from the prior requirement to treat people with equal consideration" (CPP, p. 31) Kymlicka says, "If utilitarianism is best seen as an egalitarian doctrine, then there is no independent commitment to the idea of maximizing welfare" (CPP, p. 35, emphases added). But how can this be? (i) What is there about the formal principle of equal consideration (or for that matter occupying a universal point of view) which would imply that we maximize the aggregate of individuals' welfare? Why not assume, for example, that equal consideration requires maximizing the division of welfare (strict equality, or however equal division is to be construed); or, at least maximize the multiple (which would result in more equitable distributions than the aggregate)? Or, why not suppose equal consideration requires equal proportionate satisfaction of each person's interests (by for example, determining our resources and then satisfying some set percentage of each person's desires) . Or finally we might rely on some Paretian principle: equal consideration means adopting measures making no one worse off. For reasons I shall soon discuss, each of these rules is a better explication of equal consideration of each person's interests than is the utilitarian aggregative method, which in effect collapses distinctions among persons. (2) Moreover, rather than construing individuals' "interests" as their actual (or rational) desires, and then putting them all on a par and measuring according to intensity, why not construe their interests lexically, in terms of a hierarchy of wants, where certain interests are, to use Scanlon's terms, more "urgent" than others, insofar as they are more basic needs? Equal consideration would then rule out satisfying less urgent interests of the majority of people until all means have been taken to satisfy everyone's more basic needs. (3) Finally, what is there about equal consideration, by itself, that requires maximizing anything? Why does it not require, as in David Gauthier's view, optimizing constraints on individual utility maximization? Or why does it not require sharing a distribution? The point is just that, to say we ought to give equal consideration to everyone's interests does not, by itself, imply much of anything about how we ought to proceed or what we ought to do. It is a purely formal principle, which requires certain added, independent assumptions, to yield any substantive conclusions. That (i) utilitarian procedures maximize is not a "by-product" of equal consideration. It stems from a particular conception of rationality that is explicitly incorporated into the procedure. That (2) individuals' interests are construed in terms of their (rational) desires or preferences, all of which are put on a par, stems from a conception of individual welfare or the human good: a person's good is defined subjectively, as what he wants or would want after due reflection. Finally (3), aggregation stems from the fact that, on the classical view, a single individual takes up everyone's desires as if they were his own, sympathetically identifies with them, and chooses to maximize his "individual" utility. Hare, for one, explicitly makes this move. Just as Rawls says of the classical view, Hare "extend[s] to society the principle of choice for one man, and then, to make this extension work, conflat[es] all persons into one through the imaginative acts of the impartial sympathetic spectator" (TJ, p. 27). If these are independent premises incorporated into the justification of utilitarianism and its decision procedure, then maximizing aggregate utility cannot be a "by-product" of a procedure that gives equal consideration to everyone's interests. Instead, it defines what that procedure is. If anything is a by-product here, it is the appeal to equal consideration. Utilitarians appeal to impartiality in order to extend a method of individual practical rationality so that it may be applied to society as a whole (cf. TJ, pp. 26-27). Impartiality, combined with sympathetic identification, allows a hypothetical observer to experience the desires of others as if they were his own, and compare alternative courses of action according to their conduciveness to a single maximand, made possible by equal consideration and sympathy. The significant fact is that, in this procedure, appeals to equal consideration have nothing to do with impartiality between persons. What is really being given equal consideration are desires or experiences of the same magnitude. That these are the desires or experiences of separate persons (or, for that matter, of some other sentient being) is simply an incidental fact that has no substantive effect on utilitarian calculations. This becomes apparent from the fact that we can more accurately describe the utilitarian principle in terms of giving, not equal consideration to each person's interests, but instead equal consideration to equally intense interests, no matter where they occur. Nothing is lost in this redescription, and a great deal of clarity is gained. It is in this sense that persons enter into utilitarian calculations only incidentally. Any mention of them can be dropped without loss of the crucial information one needs to learn how to apply utilitarian procedures. This indicates what is wrong with the common claim that utilitarians emphasize procedural equality and fairness among persons, not substantive equality and fairness in results. On the contrary, utilitarianism, rightly construed, emphasizes neither procedural nor substantive equality among persons. Desires and experiences, not persons, are the proper objects of equal concern in utilitarian procedures. Having in effect read persons out of the picture at the procedural end, before decisions on distributions even get underway, it is little wonder that utilitarianism can result in such substantive inequalities. What follows is that utilitarian appeals to democracy and the democratic value of equality are misleading. In no sense do utilitarians seek to give persons equal concern and respect.

***Policy/IDEOLOGY

Realism Bad

Realism is based off faulty cold war logic and is disproved by globalization because globalization does away with distance, making the individual the main actor in politics, and public goods are no longer sovereign. Both encourage multilateralism by involving non-state actors and respecting the autonomy of each actor.

Badie 2001 (Bertrand, is Professor of Political Science  at Institut d'Etudes Politiques de Paris,  July 2001, “Realism under Praise or a Requiem? The Paradigmatic Debate in International Relations”, International Political Science Review, Vol 22, http://www.jstor.org/stable/1601485, accessed 2/7/12, JK)
The collapse of the Versailles order during the 1930s, and that following the end of the cold war and the break up of the USSR, brought evidence that the rights of people were not a functional substitute to the Bismarckian realpolitik. On the contrary, it was obvious that the Wilsonian vision got in the way, jeopardizing mobilizations everywhere in the world. By exploiting these mobilizations, political entrepreneurs pretended to benefit from the fictitious conversion of frustrations and deprivations of people into specific identity claims (Badie, 1999). The fiction was all the more bloody in that it implied that it was impossible to make a national identity claim coincide with a territory which would form its geographical basis. This grave challenge to the Westphalian principle of political theory resulted in ethnic cleansing and even genocide (Ruggie, 1993; Kratochwil, 1986; Badie, 1995). If I may venture a metaphor, this was the Balkan defeat of Wilson and the double revenge of both Bismarck and the Westphalian order. As such, the unexpected revenge generated one of the main uncertainties in the present paradigmatic debate in international relations. Globalization has, however, partly broken this deadlock, outdating the main issues of the debate. The world order has been essentially reversed by the three main features stemming from the globalization process. First, globalization did away with distance, which is no longer a political resource: by promoting sophisticated means of communication, the new global order is no longer territorial, but furthers direct relations among individuals, who cross borderlines and promote transnational flows that are not controlled by the state (Zurn, 1995: 137-164; Featherstone, Lash, and Robertson, 1995). Thus, each individual is potentially an international actor, and is able as such to multiply his identities, as globalization negates the citizen's commitment to a prior allegiance, and the political system's monopoly on authority. Identity-based commitments (based on, for example, religion or ethnicity) and transnational involvement (based on economic flows, associations, or NGOs) challenge the state's capacity to use its ultimate power and thus to display sovereignty: politics is losing the hierarchical position implied by realism (Evans, Jacobson, and Putnam, 1993). Second, public goods are no longer sovereign goods: in a global order, fulfilling social needs implies a global mobilization more than a national and sovereign one. The environment, economic and social development, housing, demographic regulation, and women's condition and human rights, stand out as indivisible goods, as global commons that would be promoted not by interstate rivalry but by a new kind of global cooperation. This new configuration even overcomes multilateralism and international regimes by involving non-state actors and implying new ways of cooperation; this double defeat should be analyzed as a failed attempt to restore realism by a stimulating, but perilous, attempt to repair it (Ostrom, 1990). The same is true for the free-rider strategy, which is proving to be more and more expensive for states that are prompted to be more and more interdependent, challenging one of the basic Hobbesian arguments (Biersteker and Weber, 1996). Thus the main challenge to the theory of international relations comes from a deep questioning of the very concept of "actor." In the classical debate between realism and idealism, the central discussion dealt with the congruence between state and people, with "people" defined as the power-holder or personification of the nation, an expression of people's natural right to dispose of themselves. The post-cold-war debate is much more complex, since it deals with the plurality and diversity of actors, and the way in which their competition is structuring the international system. This new configuration may be shown by a triangle of three kinds of actors (Figure 1): the state, transnational actors, and identity entrepreneurs (Badie, 1998). Each one draws individuals into the international arena, the first as citizens, the second as sovereignty-free individuals, and the third as primordial community members. Each kind of actor is thus promoting a special type of commitment: civic commitment to the state, utilitarian and pragmatic commitment to transnational networks, primary commitment to identity entrepreneurs. These commitments may be represented in one of three ways: political representation (state and civic commitment), functional representation (transnational networks and utilitarian commitments), community representation (identity entrepreneurs and primary commitments). This diagram represents a new configuration, which will not fit into realist theory. International relations are more and more structured by the autonomy of each of these interacting players; thus, international relations should be conceived as a triangular game bringing together partners who are in strained relationships. These tensions stem from their own autonomy: identity entrepreneurs obviously deny the legitimacy of the social contract and jeopardize the political community in itself; transnational networks go against the exclusive social relationship on which is based identity mobilization and promote an inclusive conception of the social game. Individuals are clearly torn by these simultaneous attempts by each of the three kinds of actors to mobilize them in different fields. The tension emerging from these rival appeals is the micro-sociological basis of the current international instability and unpredictability: depending on whether each individual will choose the role of citizen, a utilitarian commitment, or community alignment, the main international issues will have one configuration or another (Simmel, 1995). The triangular paradigm challenges not only realist theory, which emphasizes state monopoly of the international arena, but also the Rosenau dualist theory, which distinguishes between the state-centered and the multi-centered world (Rosenau, 1990). The Rosenau theory is the subject of an increasing controversy, as it combines in the same category the gesellschaft nature of transnational relations and gemeinschaft orientation of the identity entrepreneur's appeal. Moreover, while Rosenau's dual world is diminishing the Clausewitzian dominance of war, stress on identity mobilization is introducing a new sociology of conflict, underlining the new international conflicts. These conflicts are at odds with the Clausewitzian- realist theory, and can be defined as intra-state conflicts fueled by community identification and mobilization, hatred (instead of the realist cynicism), and questioning the conventional notions of the nation as a political community, and the territory as a basis for the nation-state (Coker, 1992; Krause and Williams, 1997). In this perspective, the triangle paradigm meets the constructivist criticism by stressing that none of the classical notions are properly relevant: in the light of their narrow connections to the state monopoly postulate, most of them have to be rebuilt as mixed concepts (Biersteker and Weber, 1996: 1-21; Ashley, 1984). Thus, sovereignty has to compromise both with the transnational market and the new kinds of commitment implied by ethnopolitics (Camilleri and Falk, 1992; Walker and Mendlovitz, 1990). Territory is no longer the instrument through which governments try to affect, influence, or control people and relationships by delimiting and asserting control over a geographical area; it more and more refers to the multiple and variable spaces in which individuals are more or less involved according to their shifting commitments and the changing issues they have to face (Sack, 1985: 19). Power itself is diversifying, given that it is produced by actors who are using different kinds of resources. Political resources of the state must compete not only with cultural resources mobilized by identity entrepreneurs, but also with economic ones used by others (Hoffmann, 1978). Therefore, all of these concepts must be revised as reflecting social constructs which are by now clearly in transition. This historical context of breaking with the inter-state vision is obviously promoting this comeback to sociology and to ethics, while both of them may be identified as mortal enemies of the realist theory. In the meantime, the triangular paradigm goes against an anti-state vision that simplistically proclaims the end of the state. I prefer to stress how it promotes a new conception of the international order, one made of interactions, transactions, and sedimentation, in which the state participate

Realism is intimately related to violence – it draws all politics into warfare. The affirmative’s peace is impossible. 
Der Derian 01 [James Der Derian,  a Watson Institute research professor of international studies and professor of political science at Brown University, Virtuous War, published 2001 pg 37-38]
Take a look at some of the principle necroses. Realism has built a life out of the transformation of fictions, like the immutability of human nature and the apodictic threat of anarchy, into facticity. With a little digging, realism comes to resemble nothing so much as the undead, a perverse mimesis of the living other, haunting international politics through the objectification of power, the fetishization of weaponry, the idealization of the state, the virtualization of violence, and the globalization of new media. Now the fact of its own death lives on as a powerful fiction, as the morbid customs, characteristics, and habits of the living dead. Realism has become virtual.   If this interpretation sounds more like Buffy the vampire slayer than Freddy the horse savior, so be it. But it does seem uncanny how, without fingering particular administrations or naming names, the undead of realism might temporarily retreat to universities, think tanks, consultancy firms, and media posts, but are always there in the wings, ready to come back and to take once again the reins of the national security apparatus. Perhaps it is not possible or even preferable to "interpret" realism into the closed coffin of history. Nietzsche himself recognizes the allure of realism by citing some exemplars in history: My recreation, my preference, my cure from all Platonism has always been Thucydides. Thucydides and, perhaps, Machiavelli's Principe are most closely related to myself by the unconditional will not to gull oneself and to see reason in reality - not in reason," still less in "morality." . . . One must turn him over line by line and read his hidden thoughts. Sophist culture, by which I mean realist culture, attains in him its perfect expression. . . . Courage in face of reality ultimately distinguishes such natures as Thucydides and Plato: Plato is a coward in the face of reality- consequently he Bees into the ideal; Thucydides has himself under control-consequently he retains control over things. 14  Nietzsche helps us understand the obduracy of realism as we increasingly interact with a mimetic world that seems to be in the control of virtual "things" that imitate reality (from opinion polls, worst-case scenarios, and Star Wars to Sky TV, Microsoft, and Disney Inc.). In the realm of diplomatic and strategic theory, realism mirrors a fluctuation of appearances, at one moment fleeing into the ideal of a "democratic peace" underwritten by an expanding neoliberal global order and at the next, retreating into a "fortress America" protected by a ballistic missile defense. It takes more than the courage of the Sophists to face the seemingly inexorable forces of such virtual realities. Perhaps Nietzsche is right: it takes a virtuous, even poetic willfulness, like Thucydides' or Machiavelli's to confront the reality principle of realism, sovereignty, and its ultima ratio, war. It requires an expression of self-control, as an antidote to the will, born out of resentment and fear, to control or to isolate the other. Realism's long, intimate history with violence, whether in the guise of impartial observer or amoral reproducer, requires that if we are to have anything meaningful to say to realism, we too must get up close to the virtual representation, preparation, and execution of war. The social sciences, especially its dominant methodology of rational choice, have shown a reluctance to enter into proximity talks with violence. We are in need of an extra-disciplinary, intersubjective, ethical inquiry into the mimetic relationship of realism to organized violence, beginning with but not stopping at the state violence of political realism, the class violence of social realism, the global violence of nuclear realism, the technoviolence of hyperrealism. Again, as Nietzsche shows us, it is better to embrace than to beat an old horse. 

Realism fails for two reasons: 1. Its split between sovereignty and power, and 2.  The differentiation between actors and their rationalities.

Badie 2001 (Bertrand, is Professor of Political Science  at Institut d'Etudes Politiques de Paris,  July 2001, “Realism under Praise or a Requiem? The Paradigmatic Debate in International Relations”, International Political Science Review, Vol 22, http://www.jstor.org/stable/1601485, accessed 2/7/12, JK)
Sedimentation means that the new world order has not abolished the state, nor the strategies and behavior associated with it. This piling up of different levels in which individuals are politically involved (transnational networks, ethnic and cultural communities, local government, regions, nation-states) results in a new vision: governance is no longer monopolized by the state. Overall, by stressing the increasing political interactions between the main governance levels, we become sharply aware of the new geography, which takes into account the multiplicity of spaces and the variable geometry of the political order (O'Tuathail, 1996). This ending of classical geography seems to be another challenge to realist theory and the Westphalian order, since it promotes a new concept of politics, in which interaction (between governance levels, and also between different kinds of international actors) and responsibility (as a code of conduct among these actors who are emancipated from hierarchy) take precedence over sovereignty (Deng et al., 1996). It could be said that realist theory is above all afflicted with a double transformation which seems to be fatal: the split between sovereignty and power, although their union was the cornerstone of the theory; and the differentiation between actors and their rationalities, although realism implies that the states as monopolistic international actors are committed to a common language of interna- tional politics. The death of realism is mainly due to the intolerable requirement that obliges states to compromise with ordinary actors their powers and their pri- vate strategies in the international arena. States are thus increasingly under scru- tiny in an "international public space" constituted by a huge number of non-state actors: it is similar to the public space that emerged under the pressure of public opinion and a bourgeoisie demanding participation in the nation-states when absolutism collapsed (Badie, 1999). The international non-state actors may be considered the "new bourgeoisie" of international politics, challenging the monopolistic and absolutist role of the state and claiming the right to participate in defining the international agenda: this new trend seems to be Grotius's revenge on Hobbes.

Realism good

Realism still applies: We live in a world of nuclear weapons and a huge drive for security, which guarentees that states still worry about their survival.

Mearsheimer 2004 (John, professor and Chair of the Department of Political Science at the University of Chicago,  Ocober 14th 2004, “E.H.  Carr  vs.   Idealism:  The  Battle  Rages  On”, International Relations, accessed 7/4/12, JK)
Carr hinted in The Twenty Years’ Crisis, and then clearly stated after World War II, that nationalism was a spent force and that the nation-state was rapidly becoming an anachronism. But he was wrong. Nationalism remains a potent force, as the American and British militaries have discovered in Iraq, and as the Israelis are reminded every day in the occupied territories. Furthermore, states still care greatly about security in the traditional military sense of the term. The United States, after all, has fought five wars since the Cold War ended, and Britain has fought alongside its close ally in all of them. Moreover, it is possible, although unlikely, that China and the United States could end up in a shooting war over Taiwan within the next few years. Most importantly, we live in a world where there are thousands of nuclear weapons and where the number of states with nuclear arsenals seems sure to grow in the years ahead. Nuclear war is not likely, but one would be foolish to argue that it cannot happen. It is not difficult, for example, to posit plausible scenarios where India and Pakistan end up using nuclear weapons against each other. All of this is to say that states still worry about their survival, and military power still counts a lot for them. In such a world, Carr is sure to remain not just a great power in Britain, to use Wight’s words, but the greatest power. Second, it is unwise, if not dangerous, for idealists to try to marginalize the study of traditional security issues in British universities. Military questions are of the utmost importance, not simply because states still fight wars with each other, but also because of the danger that a conflict might escalate to the nuclear level. Plus there is the ever-present danger of terrorists with nuclear weapons. Given these daunting security problems, which involve the survival of real people, not just the survival of an intellectual paradigm, it is imperative that the best minds in the academy address them. That includes leading international relations theorists in Britain. Moreover, it is essential that their students be pushed to think long and hard about traditional military issues as well as new ones. To rule them out of court, as some idealists would like to do, is irresponsible. Third, it is unwise from an intellectual perspective for any group of international relations scholars, be they idealists or realists, to promote a hegemonic discourse. Scholarship is best advanced in any discipline when there are contending schools of thought that are free to compete with each other in the marketplace of ideas. Pluralism, not monopoly, is what we should all foster in our departments and in the broader field of international relations. Those who pursue hegemony for their theory are essentially saying that they have found the magic formula for thinking about international politics. In essence, they believe that they have discovered truth, and those who disagree with them are wrong and should therefore be silenced. John Stuart Mill was spot on when he wrote, ‘All silencing of discussion is an assumption of infallibility.’ In this case, of course, realism must be quashed, because the idealists think that they have erected an incontrovertible body of theory and realism stands in its way

Realist thinking is key to stop wars; the balance of power is proven to prevent war while international institutions have no evidence of preventing war.

Mearsheimer 1995 (John, professor and Chair of the Department of Political Science at the University of Chicago,  Summer 1995, “A Realist Reply”, International Security, Vol 20, http://mearsheimer.uchicago.edu/pdfs/A0022.pdf, accessed 7/4/12, JK)
The discussion of institutions up to now has a distinct academic flavor. How​ever, the debate over whether institutions cause peace is not just a dispute about international relations theory; it also has significant real-world conse​quences. For example, the Clinton administration and many European policy​makers publicly maintain that states should not worry about the balance of power—that is "old thinking," they say—but should instead rely on institu​tions to protect them. This perspective makes sense only if there is evidence that institutions can get the job done. But so far, the evidence indicates that institutions do not provide a sound basis for building a stable post-Cold War world. Institutions failed to prevent or shut down the recent wars in Bosnia and Transcaucasia, and failed to stop the carnage in Rwanda; there is little reason to think that those same institutions would do better in the next trouble spot. The bottom line on institutions seems dear, despite all the rhetoric about their virtues, there is little evidence that they can alter state behavior and cause peace. States temporarily led astray by the (also promise of instirutionalist rhetoric eventually come to their senses and start worrying about the balance of power. Surely Bosnian policymakers now recognize their mistake in trusting institu​tions like the UN and the EC to pull their chestnuts out of the fire. In the meantime, however, a state that ignores the balance of power can suffer enor​mous damage. Thus, it would seem to make sense, from both a moral and a strategic perspective, for institutionalists to tone down their claims about the peace-causing effects of institutions until they have solid evidence to support their position.

Realism theories still apply to the world: States still care about sovereignty and competition, recent wars prove.

Mearsheimer 2002 (John, professor and Chair of the Department of Political Science at the University of Chicago,2002, “Realism, the Real World, and the Academy”, Realism and Institutionalism in International Studies, http://mearsheimer.uchicago.edu/pdfs/A0029.pdf, accessed 7/4/12, JK)
Despite the end of the cold war, the basic structure of the interna​tional system remains largely unchanged. States are still the key actors in world politics, and they continue to operate in an anarchic system. It is difficult to find a serious scholar who argues that the United Nations or any other international institution has coercive leverage over the great powers or is likely to have it anytime soon. Moreover, not only is there no plausible replacement for the state on the horizon, but there is little interest anywhere in the world for doing away with the state and putting an alternative political ar​rangement in its place. Nothing is forever, but there is good reason to think that the sovereign state's time has not yet passed. If the basic structure of the system has not changed since 1990, we should not expect state behavior in the new century to be much different from what it was in past centuries. In fact, there is abundant evidence that states still care deeply about power and will compete for it among themselves in the foreseeable future. Furthermore, the danger still remains that security competition might lead to war, neither of which has gone away with the disappearance of the Soviet Union. To illustrate this point, consider that the United States has fought two wars since the end of the cold war—Iraq 11991) and Kosovo 11999)—and it came dangerously close to going to war against North Korea in 1994. Although the United States now spends more on de​fense than the next six countries combined, U.S. officials do not seem to think this is enough. Indeed, both candidates in the 2000 presidential campaign advocated spending even more money on the Pentagon. Thus, there is little reason to think that states no longer care about their security.
Realism inevitable
Realism is inevitable: Two reasons. First is that humans have an innate desire to dominate others, and second is that human nature is egoistic and malignant.

Thayer 2000 (Bradley A, Associate Professor in Missouri State University, Autumn 2000, “Bringing in Darwin: Evolution Theory, Realism, and International Politics”, International Security, Volume 25,  http://www.jstor.org/stable/2626755, accessed 7/5/12, JK)
Like many theories in the natural and social sciences, realism lacks a common theoretical foundation. In cosmology, for example, scholars continue to debate the cause of the continued expansion of the universe 12-15 billion years after the Big Bang created it largely because they disagree about the extent to which physical forces other than gravity are at play. Paleontologists dispute whether dinosaurs were warm-blooded and whether their behavior is more closely related to that of modern reptiles or mammals. To understand why disciplines or theories that lack a common foundation can still be useful, scholars must distinguish between ultimate and proximate causation. Ultimate causes are universal statements that explain proximate causes. Proximate causes are deductively derivable from ultimate causes and focus on explanations of immediate occurrences. In general, a theory is better if its ultimate and proximate causes are testable. Evolutionary theory seeks to understand the ultimate causes of behavior. In evolutionary theory, ultimate causal analysis explains why proximate mechanisms occur and why animals respond to them as they do. It does not describe behavior, but rather frames the parameters of a proximate causal explanation.14 Proximate causal analysis seeks to explain, for example, why or how hormonal or stimulus-specific factors operate within an animal.15 To understand why birds fly south for the winter, an ultimate causal explanation of bird migration would consider factors that contribute to fitness such as the avail- ability of food, access to mates, and the presence of predators at both the indigenous and wintering areas. A proximate explanation would consider high sex hormone levels that are correlated with spring migrations, or changing environmental conditions to which birds are sensitive, such as fluctuations in temperature, rainfall, and barometric pressure. Realists have traditionally argued that there are two ultimate causes of human behavior. The first, grounded in theology, is expressed by Niebuhr: Humans are evil. Human evil is the primary cause of human behavior, especially of the desire to dominate others. Humans possess "unlimited and demonic potencies of which animal life is innocent."16 Evil manifests itself in sin, or the refusal of humans to accept inherent limitations."7 Furthermore, all human activity is tainted with a narcissistic self-love that, for Niebuhr, is the essence of evil. Self-love or pride causes humans to seek power because "the ego does not feel secure and therefore grasps for more power in order to make itself se- cure. It does not regard itself as sufficiently significant or respected or feared and therefore seeks to enhance its position in nature and society."19 The recognition that humans are finite creatures causes them to seek power: "Man is the only finite creature who knows that he is finite and he is therefore tempted to protest against his fate. One form which this protest takes is his imperialistic ambition, his effort to overcome his insignificance by subordinating other life to his individual or collective will."20 The recognition of human sinfulness manifests itself in Niebuhr's consideration of international politics. Pride and a desire for power exist not only among individuals, but also among states. And because national pride is capa- ble of causing greater evil, it is especially dangerous.21 Niebuhr argues that the traditional realist mechanism of stability, the balance of power, is the only force capable of bringing justice to the world. The balance of power is necessary be- cause the "natural weakness of democracy as a form of government when dealing with foreign policy is aggravated by liberalism as the culture which has informed the life of democratic nations."22 As Niebuhr explains, "In this liberalism there is little understanding of the depth to which human malevolence may sink and the heights to which malignant power may rise."23 The second ultimate cause of egoistic and dominating behavior is given by Morgenthau: Humans behave as they do because they possess an animus dominandi.24 They seek power because human nature is fundamentally egoistic and malignant. Thus conflict and war occur because human nature is bad.25 Thomas Hobbes provided the foundation for this second, secular, pillar of realist thought: Humans are ruled by an insatiable desire for power.26 This lust for power has created a state of war in which humans live in reciprocal and permanent fear of violent death, and in which peace is always precarious. According to Morgenthau, the "desire for power ... concerns itself not with the individual's survival but with his position among his fellows once his survival has been secured.... His lust for power would be satisfied only if the last became an object of his domination, there being nobody above or beside him, that is, if he became like God."27 So encompassing is this desire for power that the tendency to dominate "is an element of all human associations, from the family through fraternal and professional associations and local political organizations, to the state."28 Two types of behavior are the proximate causes of the realist argument: ego- ism and domination.29 Egoism will cause an individual to place his interests before those of others, the interests of himself and his family before those of more distant relatives, and the interests of relatives before those of his community, state, and so on.30 The desire to dominate, realists believe, is inherent and often leads to physical aggression against those who oppose one's objectives. State leaders are expected to mirror this ordering by putting the interests of their state before those of others or of the world community, and by striving to dominate other states. Realists argue that only by possessing power can individuals attack and conquer others as well as deter and defend themselves from attack. The principal result of this process is that balances of power will form and reform cyclically, producing both periods of stability and intense security competition in international politics.

Sociobiology proves realism: Natural selection and dominant-submissive patterns in nature prove the assumptions behind the theory.

Thayer 2000 (Bradley A, Associate Professor in Missouri State University, Autumn 2000, “Bringing in Darwin: Evolution Theory, Realism, and International Politics”, International Security, Volume 25,  http://www.jstor.org/stable/2626755, accessed 7/5/12, JK)
Contemporary evolutionary theorists offer excellent arguments for explaining some of the human behavior expected by realism. Particularly interesting are those in the subdiscipline of evolutionary theory known as sociobiology, the study of human behavior from the perspective of evolutionary theory.31 Thus far, however, realists have not used evolutionary theory to place realism on a stronger foundation.32 After briefly reviewing the evolutionary process, I discuss how it can explain the origins of egoism and domination and why it is a better ultimate cause of realist behavior than those put forth by Niebuhr and Morgenthau. THE PROCESS OF EVOLUTION In evolutionary theory, Homo sapiens, or the anatomically modern human, is an animal, and like all animals behaves as he does as a result of evolution by natural selection.34 The essence of evolution by natural selection is that most behavioral characteristics of a species evolve because they help the species survive and reproduce.35 According to philosopher of biology Elliott Sober, there are three constituents of this process.36 First, there must be genetic variation in the species. If all individuals are the same, then there is no basis for change. Gene frequencies, however, alter regularly through genetic drift, migration, mutation, and natural selection.37 Thus for sexually reproducing species, only identical twins (or other monozygotic multiple births) are truly identical; all others possess differences. Second, genetic variation must improve what biologists term "fitness": A member of a species is fit if it is better able to survive and re- produce-hence the term "survival of the fittest."38 These individuals will be better represented in the next generation than those less fit. Finally, there must be heritable variation in fitness: The characteristic must be passed from parent to offspring.39 According to evolutionary theory, human behavioral traits (the genetic causes of human behavior) evolve and genes that increase fitness spread though the population. By displaying these traits, an individual stands a better chance of surviving long enough to reproduce and of having her genes represented in the next generation. This is the essence of the basic model of evolutionary theory upon which realism may build.40 THE ORIGINS OF EGOISM Evolutionary theory offers two sufficient explanations for the trait of egoism. The first is a classic Darwinian argument: In a hostile environment where re- sources are scarce and thus survival precarious, organisms typically satisfy their own physiological needs for food, shelter, and so on before assisting others.41 In times of danger or great stress, an organism usually places its life-its survival-before that of other members of its group, be it pack, herd, or tribe. For these reasons, egoistic behavior contributes to fitness. Evolutionary theorist Richard Dawkins's selfish gene theory provides the second sufficient explanation for egoism. A conceptual shift is required here because Dawkins's level of analysis is the gene, not the organism. As Dawkins explains, at one time there were no organisms, just chemicals in a primordial "soup."42 At first, different types of molecules started forming by accident, including some that could reproduce by using the constituents of the soup-car- bon, nitrogen, hydrogen, and oxygen. Because these constituents were in limited supply, molecules competed for them as they replicated. From this competition, the most efficient copy makers emerged. The process, however, was never perfect. Sometimes mistakes were made during replication, and occasionally these accidents resulted in more efficient replication or made some other contribution to fitness. One such mistake might have been the formation of a thin membrane that held the contents of the molecule together-a primitive cell. A second might have involved the division of the primitive cell into ever larger components, organs, and so on to create what Dawkins calls "survival machines." He explains, "The first survival machines probably consisted of nothing more than a protective coat. But making a living got steadily harder as new rivals arose with better and more effective survival machines. Survival machines got bigger and more elaborate, and the process was cumulative and progressive."43 From a genetic perspective, there is no intentionality in this process, but it continued nonetheless because of evolution. Dawkins makes clear, however, that the interests of the gene and the organism need not coincide at different stages in an organism's life, particularly after reproduction.44 In general, however, the selfishness of the gene increases its fitness, and so the behavior spreads. THE ORIGINS OF DOMINATION Evolutionary theory can also explain the trait of domination. In evolutionary theory, domination usually means that particular individuals in social groups have regular priority of access to resources in competitive situations. For most social mammals, a form of social organization called a "dominance hierarchy" operates most of the time.45 The creation of a dominance hierarchy may be violent and is almost always competitive. A single leader, almost always male (the alpha male), leads the group. The ubiquity of this social ordering strongly suggests that such a pattern of organization contributes to fitness. Two principal types of behavior are evident among social mammals in a dominance hierarchy: dominant and submissive. Dominant mammals have enhanced access to mates, food, and territory, thus increasing their chances of reproductive success.46 Acquiring dominant status usually requires aggression. Dominance, however, is an unstable condition; to maintain it, dominant individuals must be willing to defend their privileged access to available re- sources as long as they are able. Ethologists Richard Wrangham and Dale Peterson explain why an individual animal vies for dominant status: "The motivation of a male chimpanzee who challenges another's rank is not that he foresees more matings or better food or a longer life."47 Rather "those rewards explain why. . . selection has favored the desire for power, but the immediate reason he vies for status .... is simply to dominate his peers."48

A2: realism inevitable
Realism is not inevitable, it is a product of a particular historical context that assumes discursive hegemony because it has been represented as such

Bleiker 2001 [Roland, Millennium: Journal of International Studies Vol. 30, No. 3, pp. 509-533]

Nothing is harder than to notice the obvious that was not noticed before. The task of critically analysing world politics is to make fuller use of various faculties and to challenge the mimetic and exclusive conventions of Realist international politics, just as Magritte's painting of a pipe was aimed at undermining 'the mimetic conventions of realistic painting'. But few tasks are more daunting than that. We all have an intuitive longing for the hope that what we represent is what we see and think, and that what we see and think must really be real. The belief in resemblance and recognition is part of our desire to order the world. We know, of course, that Cold War spy films are not real, yet it is much more difficult to accept, for instance, that a scientific analysis of Cold War intelligence, based on quantitative archival research, can contain equally subjective representational dimensions. This is because we are wedded to conventions of language; conventions that tell us, to appropriate Michel Foucault's words, that the entire purpose of a scholarly analysis 'is to elicit recognition, to allow the object it represents to appear without hesitation and equivocation'.26 Representation is always an act of power. This power is at its peak if a form of representation is able to disguise its subjective origins and values. Realism has been unusually successful in this endeavour: it has turned one of many credible interpretations into a form of representation that is not only widely accepted as 'realistic'. but also appears and functions as essence. Realism has been able to take historically contingent and political motivated commentaries-say by E.H. Carr and Hans Morgenthau about how to deal with the spread of Nazi Germany, or by Kenneth Waltz about how to interpret the 'logic' of 'anarchy' during the Cold War-and then turn them into universal and a-historic explanations that allegedly capture the 'essence' of human nature and international politics.27 Expressed in other words, Realism has managed to suppress what Kant would have called the 'aesthetic Quality' of politics. that is, the elements which are 'purely subjective in the representation of an object, i.e., what constitutes its reference to the subject, not to the object' .

our questioning solves your inevitability arguments

BLEIKER IN 2000 [Roland; Popular Dissent, Human Agency and Global Politics, p  281-2] 

Transversal forms of dissent cannot succeed overnight. An engagement with linguistically and discursively entrenched forms of domination works slowly and indirectly. The effects of such interferences are difficult to see or prove, especially if one approaches the question of evidence with a positivist understanding of knowledge. But transversal dissent is nevertheless real. It enters the social context in the form of what the East German poet Uwe Kolbe called 'a trace element'. 7 It does not directly cause particular events. It engenders human agency through a multi-layered and diffused process, through a gradual transformation of societal values. This process has no end. No matter how successful they are, discursive forms of dissent, even if they manage to transgress national boundaries, are never complete. There is no emancipatory peak to be climbed. Dissent is the very act of climbing, daily, doggedly, endlessly. It is not an event that happens once, a spectacular outburst of energy that overcomes the dark forces of oppression and lifts liberation into an superior state of perpetual triumph. 'Everything becomes and returns eternally', Nietzsche says. 'Escape is impossible!' 8 Even the most just social order excludes what does not fit into its view of the world. Inclusiveness lies in a constant process of disturbing language and rethinking meaning, rather than in a utopian final stage. If we are to gain and retain a viable understanding of human agency in global politics we must embrace the transversal and the transitional as inevitable aspects of life. Human agency not only engenders transition, it is itself transition. The role and potential of agency, its ability to open up new ways of perceiving global politics, can be appreciated once we accept, with Rilke, and as a permanent condition of life, that we always 'stand in the middle of a transition where we cannot remain standing'. A discursive notion of human agency is grounded precisely in this recognition that there is no end to circles of revealing and concealing, of opening and closing spaces to think and act. Revealing is always an act, not something that remains stable. 

A2: Bleiker – no agency
Realist conceptions of human nature allow for people to create concrete change that benefits society as a result of the possibility of conflict. 

Murray 97. Alastair J. H. (Professor of Politics at the University of Wales Swansea), Reconstructing Realism: Between Power Politics and Cosmopolitan Ethics p 74-75.

This raises the issue of the extent to which realism permits human freedom. We can explain the minor role that human choice appears to play in the theory presented in Politics among Nations on the grounds that such a theory must, by definition, address the necessary, for only the necessary is perennial and, therefore, easily generalisable, while the manifestations of choice are contingent and unique. Aside from being an unreliable indicator of results, 'motives are the most illusive of psychological data', such that 'a theory of foreign policy which aims at rationality must for the time being, as it were, abstract from these irrational elements'. Whilst it must acknowledge contingent factors, 'it shares with all social theory the need, for the sake of theoretical understanding, to stress the rational elements of political reality; for it is these rational elements that make reality intelligible for theory.' 16 Consequently, even if Morgenthau did emphasise the necessary in Politics among Nations, there is no evidence of any deterministic exclusion of human choice in it.17 He candidly acknowledged that the study of international events reveals, above all, 'the ambiguity of the facts of international politics'.18 Nevertheless, the articulation of constraint was undeniably central to realism as a whole. Man is, to paraphrase Niebuhr, a creature of necessity subject to 'limits of creatureliness which he cannot transcend and ... inexorable forces of nature which he cannot defy'.19 Whatever the apparent scope of human power, the realists were unanimous that all choices are constrained within the bounds of natural possibility, are directed by the flow of historical trends, and are conditioned by the historical context in which they exist. It is ultimately of the essence of realism that man is incapable of directing history according to some rational plan.20 Consequently, realism remains vulnerable to the criticism that it removes the possibility of anything more than token freedom, and thus eliminates anything more than a token moral perspective, making it necessary to consider more broadly the basis on which all realists relate human freedom and the constraints of necessity upon it, in order to determine the extent to which realist thought permits human freedom, and, in particular, the extent to which this level of freedom is sufficient to allow the attribution of moral responsibility and the possibility of moral action.
 The central problem in this respect is that the conception of 'necessity' which realism emphasises has a material basis such that the potential for conflictual relations is exogenously given to actors, independent of their specific practices. As Morgenthau famously asserted in Politics among Nations: 'politics, like society in general, is governed by objective laws that have their roots in human nature'.21 However, whilst human nature is not malleable in the realist conception, this applies only to its core components, a fundamental regard for self, juxtaposed to an awareness of duties beyond self.22 Whilst such a theory imposes constraints upon the scope of what is possible, it does not do so to any great extent. It indicates the prevalence of conflict, but does not say when it will arise, what form it will take, or what possibility there exists of a satisfactory resolution. Whilst realism is able, on the basis of extrapolation from this conception, to point to the importance of power in all political relations, to the likelihood of such features as a security dilemma and to the validity of mitigating strategies such as the balance of power, such components represent a constant background chorus, not immediate necessities. Furthermore, the presence in the realist conception of what amounts to a spiritual element implies that it does not cut itself off from the possibility of advance in the human condition. If the possibility of conflict remains a continual threat, this does not rule out the possibility of ideational developments which layer the benefits of civilisation upon the underlying realities of power.23

A2: der derian – virtuous war
Der Derian’s argument is false—threat construction isn’t used to justify wars to the public

Garofano, ’02 – Prof Poli Sci @ Harvard (Spring 2002, John, Political Science Quarterly Vol. 117 No. 1, pg. 138, Review of “Virtuous War: Mapping the Military-Industrial-Media-Entertainment Network”, JSTOR)

Der Derian argues that "the sanitization of violence" misleads publics and policy makers regarding the reality of war (p. xvi). In his view, this process be- gan with the Gulf War and then permeated Western approaches to communal wars around the globe. He also claims to strive for a "virtual theory" of military strategy and ethical issues surrounding the future of war. Specifically, he claims there is a wide chasm between the power of technology and the ethical ques- tions that it begs. Virtuous war seems to relate both to the recent uses of U.S. power to stop murderous regimes and to notions that war can indeed be virtu- ous. Der Derian thinks it cannot. The centerpiece of his case is simulation. In theory this is everything from movies about war to computer games that simulate it, but in practice he focuses on military exercises. Der Derian claims simulations such as those at the NTC distance the theory and planning of war from its real violence and chaos, reduc- ing "the ethnical question of killing to a matter of maximizing efficiency" (p. 14). Taken to the extreme, Der Derian argues, one may arrive at the genocidal mentality of a Slobodan Milosevic or a Timothy McVeigh. Genocide occurred before simulation and mass media, however, and is fre- quently carried out in societies least affected by technology. More to the point, U.S. military leaders and grunts alike appear to use technology effectively and to have a healthy respect for the reality of war. Also, NTC-like training was critical to success in the Gulf War, and peace enforcement exercises in Europe helped enormously in Bosnia and elsewhere. A host of simulations helped the United States to secure effective victories in the first stages of the Afghan War, as well as to get the humanitarian effort off the ground. Der Derian is at his best when relating fresh insights into the works of clas- sics by Bacon, Nietzsche, and Machiavelli. He moves with ease between these, the social critics, and a series of interviews with movers in the military and pol- icy worlds. For a post-modernist, Der Derian is a delightful writer with a sense of humor and self-irony. He also rejects the notion that critical thinkers should not tackle policy and hard issues.  In the end, however, the anecdotes and intellectual juxtapositions do not add up to a convincing argument about either the mimetic relationship between technology and war or its moral bankruptcy. Secretary of Defense William Co- hen's interest in simulation is reduced to the notion that "information plus tech- nology equals security" (p. 115). Research into the RMA is viewed merely as the means for creating threats. John Hamre is cited as an example of what hap- pens when mistaken notions about virtuous war are used on the homefront. Unfortunately, Hamre was warning in April 2000 that a terrorist attack might be "absolutely the most stressful thing to confront the country since the War of 1812" (p. 123). A sequel to this book might correct some of the hyperbole and highlight the more insightful connections that Der Derian makes during his intellectual travels, which are always stimulating and provocative. Otherwise one would be tempted to conclude that cyberwar's first casualty is truth. 

Policy key to transportation
Transportation collapse is imminent, policy focus is necessary
Rod Diridon 6/22 (Diridon, Rod, senior executive director of the Mineta Transportation Institute (U.S. must fund transportation infrastructure) June 30, 2012 SF Gate @ (http://www.sfgate.com/opinion/openforum/article/U-S-must-fund-transportation-infrastructure-3653903.php)-TF 

The country that moves product to the market and people to work most efficiently wins the international geo-economic competition. That's never been more threateningly true than now, as the aging and incomplete U.S. transportation systems fall into decline with dwindling hope of recovery. Major sections of President Dwight Eisenhower's interstate highway system, especially interchanges and lane widening, are incomplete. The overall system is poorly maintained, including bridges and pavement, except for those supported by our San Francisco Bay Area's bridge tolls, which have been increased recently. Our mass transit systems are well planned but incomplete. New, more efficient and sustainable modes, such as high-speed rail and automated guide-way transit that already support the rest of the world's economies, are not available in the United States. The 18.4 cent-per-gallon federal gas tax, the traditional funding source for transportation, was increased last in 1993 and is woefully inadequate to meet current and future needs. Remember, fuel prices are up drastically, which results in fewer miles being driven and stimulates the development of more efficient cars. All of that leads to less fuel purchased. The gas tax is per gallon - fewer miles and better economy equals fewer gallons consumed, which equals less fuel taxes collected for four out of the past five years. Yet our aging and obsolete infrastructure needs more funding, not less. Congress has been unable to find the funding or the votes to reauthorize the essential national surface transportation act. If that authorization lapses at the end of June, the national system will cease to function. The 2006 funding is being extended every three months or so at 2006 levels, which were inadequate then and even more so now. To replace the dwindling gas taxes, a significant portion of that funding now comes from the national general fund, which was not intended to support the transportation system. Yet no serious consideration is being given to increasing the traditional source of transportation funding, the gas tax. Another source of transportation funding, being tested in Oregon, is the environmental or sustainable fee that would be based on the amount of miles traveled and the fuel economy of a vehicle. Less fuel-efficient cars would pay higher fees. But even that very logical process is not receiving serious consideration at the federal level.

Must focus on passing legislation for transportation.

Janet Kavinoky 5/13 (Kavinoky, Janet, U.S. Chamber of Commerce) (Long-term funding needs to hit the road, Jack) July 2, 2012 POLITICO @(http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0512/76244.html)-TF

The two commissions created by Congress in the 2005 highway, transit and safety law reached a shared conclusion: The next transportation reauthorization bill needs to increase sources of revenue for the Highway Trust Fund and begin the transition to a sustainable and stable user-fee derived revenue source. The U.S. Chamber of Commerce is leading the charge to modernize and expand the nation’s transportation network because we believe that failing to properly invest in our infrastructure puts our potential for job growth and global competitiveness at risk. The longer we delay in addressing these issues, the more rapidly our transportation and infrastructure system deteriorates. Since 2007, the Chamber has been calling for a serious conversation on how to close the gap between infrastructure needs and available resources. Ideally, the current House-Senate conference committee for the highway-transit bill would produce legislation to address both the immediate federal funding crisis and long-term challenges. Unfortunately, that appears unlikely to happen, as Congress would have to formulate a new approach to collecting user-based revenue before June 30, when the current extension of highway and transit law expires. Although the latest effort to pass a highway, public transportation and safety bill is not going to solve the underlying transportation funding problem, it’s still critical to get that legislation in place now. Without a successful highway transit bill conference, we reach the end of the road in 2013 and will be unable to maintain transportation investment at current levels. In fact, if that were to occur, Congress would have to cut highway, transit and safety programs by nearly 60 percent, according to an analysis by the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials. Quite simply, that outcome is unacceptable. Although some members of Congress and pundits proclaim it’s time to “live within our means” when it comes to transportation funding, slashing investment by nearly two-thirds would immediately eliminate hundreds of thousands of jobs in construction and related industries and harm our fragile economy. Already, Titan America, a family-led concrete company in business since 1902, has cut its workforce by more than half because of inaction on a funding and reform bill. In April, a Standard & Poor’s article by credit analyst Jodi Hecht aptly titled, “U.S. Transportation Infrastructure Falls Into Disrepair While Washington Bickers Over Funding,” noted that the United States is now ranked 24th in the world in quality of overall infrastructure, which has a significant effect on growth of the gross domestic product. Draconian cuts to the budget are also dangerous and disruptive for transit systems in need of significant upgrade. A third of major roads in the United States are in poor or mediocre condition, and a quarter of bridges are structurally deficient or functionally obsolete. Nearly 25 percent of the track, tunnels and elevated structures of public transportation systems are in poor or marginal condition.

Policy focus needed now
Mike Guter 6/21 (Guter, Mike, Detroit Free Press guest writer) (Guest commentary: Jobs and safety depend on a new transportation funding bill) July 3, 2012 Detroit Free Press @ (http://www.freep.com/article/20120621/OPINION05/206210407/Guest-commentary-Jobs-and-safety-depend-on-a-new-transportation-funding-bill)-TF

With many of us planning to spend ample time on the roads this summer, we take for granted that while we may hit some traffic along the way, our roads and bridges will get us where we need to go and keep us safe. Going by at 60 m.p.h., we aren't likely to detect pavement cracks, discern a bridge's "structural deficiency" rating, or consider the safety of the intersection or freeway. Yet Michigan's aging transportation system is showing signs of serious damage and wear-and-tear, and may not meet current safety standards. There has been a lot of talk about state lawmakers trying to come to agreement on a way to raise the $1.4 billion we need for infrastructure. There is a similar debate going on in Washington, D.C., that will have a tremendous impact on Michigan's ability to address our transportation needs. The federal government provides a certain amount of funding to the states to maintain our roads and bridges. Quietly, the funding for this program expired over two years ago, and we have been living on a series of stopgap extensions ever since. U.S. Reps. Dave Camp, R-Midland, and Fred Upton, R-St. Joseph, are part of the select group of House and Senate members currently in negotiations on a final bill to provide multiyear funding for transportation. Unless the two sides come to an agreement, the previous extension will expire June 30, putting thousands of jobs and local projects at risk. Congress must pass a bill or the best we can hope for is our ninth short-term extension, instead of a solid plan. States like Michigan cannot move forward with much needed road and bridge projects with this level of uncertainty. Michigan has a bottleneck of jobs waiting for a bill that is in danger of collapse. The failure of Michigan and Washington to invest adequately in transportation infrastructure inflicts a double whammy on families; they see their household incomes fall and the cost of the products they need rise. A recent report from American Society of Civil Engineers found that in less than 10 years, deficient infrastructure will cost businesses an added $430 billion in transportation costs, driving up expenses, raising consumer prices and dampening hiring. This should serve as a much needed wake-up call. Failing to invest adequately in transportation infrastructure means economic growth is limited, and Michigan families have a lower standard of living. That's bad for families and bad for Michigan. Without funding from a long-term federal transportation bill, projects across our state will be in jeopardy, because they need guaranteed funding to move forward. Our state's projects should not be put on the backburner. It is critical for Congress to pass legislation that provides multiyear funding and guarantees reforms that can ensure projects are finished in a timely manner. Transportation should be an area where both parties can show they can work together to get things done.

A2: policymaking util
Current policymaking is tied to violent ontologies of war. War is the product of hegemonic forms of knowledge based on empiricism and rationality. Questioning presents the possibility of interrupting these forms of knowledge.

Burke, Anthony 2007 [“Ontologies of War: Violence, Existence and Reason” Theory & Event - Volume 10, Issue 2, 2007 ]

My argument here, whilst normatively sympathetic to Kant's moral demand for the eventual abolition of war, militates against excessive optimism.86 Even as I am arguing that war is not an enduring historical or anthropological feature, or a neutral and rational instrument of policy -- that it is rather the product of hegemonic forms of knowledge about political action and community -- my analysis does suggest some sobering conclusions about its power as an idea and formation. Neither the progressive flow of history nor the pacific tendencies of an international society of republican states will save us. The violent ontologies I have described here in fact dominate the conceptual and policy frameworks of modern republican states and have come, against everything Kant hoped for, to stand in for progress, modernity and reason. Indeed what Heidegger argues, I think with some credibility, is that the enframing world view has come to stand in for being itself. Enframing, argues Heidegger, 'does not simply endanger man in his relationship to himself and to everything that is...it drives out every other possibility of revealing...the rule of Enframing threatens man with the possibility that it could be denied to him to enter into a more original revealing and hence to experience the call of a more primal truth.'87 What I take from Heidegger's argument -- one that I have sought to extend by analysing the militaristic power of modern ontologies of political existence and security -- is a view that the challenge is posed not merely by a few varieties of weapon, government, technology or policy, but by an overarching system of thinking and understanding that lays claim to our entire space of truth and existence. Many of the most destructive features of contemporary modernity -- militarism, repression, coercive diplomacy, covert intervention, geopolitics, economic exploitation and ecological destruction -- derive not merely from particular choices by policymakers based on their particular interests, but from calculative, 'empirical' discourses of scientific and political truth rooted in powerful enlightenment images of being. Confined within such an epistemological and cultural universe, policymakers' choices become necessities, their actions become inevitabilities, and humans suffer and die. Viewed in this light, 'rationality' is the name we give the chain of reasoning which builds one structure of truth on another until a course of action, however violent or dangerous, becomes preordained through that reasoning's very operation and existence. It creates both discursive constraints -- available choices may simply not be seen as credible or legitimate -- and material constraints that derive from the mutually reinforcing cascade of discourses and events which then preordain militarism and violence as necessary policy responses, however ineffective, dysfunctional or chaotic. The force of my own and Heidegger's analysis does, admittedly, tend towards a deterministic fatalism. On my part this is quite deliberate; it is important to allow this possible conclusion to weigh on us. Large sections of modern societies -- especially parts of the media, political leaderships and national security institutions -- are utterly trapped within the Clausewitzian paradigm, within the instrumental utilitarianism of 'enframing' and the stark ontology of the friend and enemy. They are certainly tremendously aggressive and energetic in continually stating and reinstating its force.  But is there a way out? Is there no possibility of agency and choice? Is this not the key normative problem I raised at the outset, of how the modern ontologies of war efface agency, causality and responsibility from decision making; the responsibility that comes with having choices and making decisions, with exercising power? (In this I am much closer to Connolly than Foucault, in Connolly's insistence that, even in the face of the anonymous power of discourse to produce and limit subjects, selves remain capable of agency and thus incur responsibilities.88) There seems no point in following Heidegger in seeking a more 'primal truth' of being -- that is to reinstate ontology and obscure its worldly manifestations and consequences from critique. However we can, while refusing Heidegger's unworldly89 nostalgia, appreciate that he was searching for a way out of the modern system of calculation; that he was searching for a 'questioning', 'free relationship' to technology that would not be immediately recaptured by the strategic, calculating vision of enframing. Yet his path out is somewhat chimerical -- his faith in 'art' and the older Greek attitudes of 'responsibility and indebtedness' offer us valuable clues to the kind of sensibility needed, but little more.When we consider the problem of policy, the force of this analysis suggests that choice and agency can be all too often limited; they can remain confined (sometimes quite wilfully) within the overarching strategic and security paradigms. Or, more hopefully, policy choices could aim to bring into being a more enduringly inclusive, cosmopolitan and peaceful logic of the political. But this cannot be done without seizing alternatives from outside the space of enframing and utilitarian strategic thought, by being aware of its presence and weight and activating a very different concept of existence, security and action.90   This would seem to hinge upon 'questioning' as such -- on the questions we put to the real and our efforts to create and act into it. Do security and strategic policies seek to exploit and direct humans as material, as energy, or do they seek to protect and enlarge human dignity and autonomy? Do they seek to impose by force an unjust status quo (as in Palestine), or to remove one injustice only to replace it with others (the U.S. in Iraq or Afghanistan), or do so at an unacceptable human, economic, and environmental price? Do we see our actions within an instrumental, amoral framework (of 'interests') and a linear chain of causes and effects (the idea of force), or do we see them as folding into a complex interplay of languages, norms, events and consequences which are less predictable and controllable?91 And most fundamentally: Are we seeking to coerce or persuade? Are less violent and more sustainable choices available? Will our actions perpetuate or help to end the global rule of insecurity and violence? Will our thought?

Policymaking is not neutral – its structures privilege policing and domination
Martinot & Sexton 2003 [Steve & Jared, Steve is a lecturer at San Francisco State University in the Center for Interdisciplinary ProgramsJared is Associate Professor African American Studies School of Humanities Associate Professor, Film & Media Studies School of Humanities at UC Irvine Ph.D., University of California, Berkeley, Comparative Ethnic Studies, “The Avant-Garde of White Supremacy, Social Identities, Volume 9, Number 2, 2003 p.171-172] 

They prowl, categorising and profiling, often turning those profiles into murderous violence without (serious) fear of being called to account, all the while claiming impunity. What jars the imagination is not the fact of impunity itself, but the realisation that they are simply people working a job, a job they secured by making an application at the personnel office. In events such as the shooting of Amadou Diallo, the true excessiveness is not in the massiveness of the shooting, but in the fact that these cops were there on the street looking for this event in the first place, as a matter of routine business. This spectacular evil is encased in a more inarticulable evil of banality, namely, that the state assigns certain individuals to (well-paying) jobs as hunters of human beings, a furtive protocol for which this shooting is simply the effect. But they do more than prowl. They make problematic the whole notion of social responsibility such that we no longer know if the police are responsible to the judiciary and local administration or if the city is actually responsible to them, duty bound by impunity itself. To the extent to which the police are a law unto themselves, the latter would have to be the case. This unaccountable vector of inverted social responsibility would resonate in the operating procedures in upper levels of civil administration as well. That is, civil governmental structures would act in accordance with the paradigm of policing— wanton violence legitimised by strict conformity to procedural regulations. For instance, consider the recent case of a 12-year-old African-American boy sentenced to prison for life without parole for having killed a 6-year-old African-American girl while acting out the moves he had seen in professional wrestling matches on TV. In demanding this sentence, the prosecutor argued that the boy was a permanent menace to society and had killed the girl out of extreme malice and consciousness of what he was doing. A 12-year-old child, yet Lionel Tate was given life without parole. In the name of social sanctity, the judicial system successfully terrorised yet another human being, his friends, and relatives by carrying its proceduralism to the limit. The corporate media did the rest; several ‘commentators’ ridiculed Tate’s claim to have imitated wrestling moves, rewriting his statement as a disreputable excuse: ‘pro wrestling made me do it’ (San Francisco Chronicle, 25 March 2001). Thus, they transformed his naive awareness of bodies into intentional weaponry and cunning. One could surmise, with greater justification than surmising the malice of the child, that the prosecutor made a significant career step by getting this high-profile conviction. Beyond the promotion he would secure for a job well done, beyond the mechanical performance of official outrage and the cynicism exhibited in playing the role, what animus drove the prosecutor to demand such a sentence? In the face of the prosecution’s sanctimonious excess, those who bear witness to Tate’s suffering have only inarticulate outrage to offer as consolation. With recourse only to the usual rhetorical expletives about racism, the procedural ritualism of this white supremacist operation has confronted them with the absence of a real means of discerning the judiciary’s dissimulated machinations. The prosecutor was the banal functionary of a civil structure, a paradigmatic exercise of wanton violence that parades as moral rectitude but whose source is the paradigm of policing. All attempts to explain the malicious standard operating procedure of US white supremacy find themselves hamstrung by conceptual inadequacy; it remains describable, but not comprehensible. The story can be told, as the 41 bullets fired to slaughter Diallo can be counted, but the ethical meaning remains beyond the discursive resources of civil society, outside the framework for thinkable thought. It is, of course, possible to speak out against such white supremacist violence as immoral, as illegal, even unconstitutional. But the impossibility of thinking through to the ethical dimension has a hidden structural effect. For those who are  racially profiled or tortured when arrested, who are not tried and sentenced with the presumption of guilt, who are not shot reaching for their identification, all of this is imminently ignorable. Between the inability to see and the refusal to acknowledge, a mode of social organisation is being cultivated for which the paradigm of policing is the cutting edge. We shall have to look beyond racialised police violence to see its logic.The impunity of racist police violence is the first implication of its ignorability to white civil society. The ignorability of police impunity is what renders it inarticulable outside of that hegemonic formation. If ethics is possible for white civil society within its social discourses, it is rendered irrelevant to the systematic violence deployed against the outside precisely because it is ignorable. Indeed, that ignorability becomes the condition of possibility for the ethical coherence of the inside. The dichotomy between a white ethical dimension and its irrelevance to the violence of police profiling is the very structure of racialisation today. It is a twin structure, a regime of violence that operates in two registers, terror and the seduction into the fraudulent ethics of social order; a double economy of terror, structured by a ritual of incessant performance. And into the gap between them, common sense, which cannot account for the double register or twin structure of this ritual, disappears into incomprehensibility. The language of common sense, through which we bespeak our social world in the most common way, leaves us speechless before the enormity of the usual, of the business of civil procedures.

Cede the political
Governmental action is key

Raco, PhD, 3 (Mike, Ph.D Department of Geography, Royal Holloway, University of London, Reader in Human Geography, Lecturer in Urban Economic Development in the Department of Urban Studies, University of Glasgow, Lecturer in Economic Geography, Department of Geography, University of Reading, “Governmentality, Subject-Building, and the Discourses and Practices of Devolution in the UK, Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers Vol. 28 No. 1 (March 2003), Blackwell Publishing, The Royal Geographical Society with Institute of British Geographers, p.77)

This is not to say that Foucauldian, governmental-ist approaches have been without their critics and can and should be adopted by geographers without careful reflection. One recurring criticism of govern-mentalist approaches is that in adopting, often explicit, anti-foundationalist positions, its potential to establish alternative, critical political agendas is highly circumscribed. Frankel (1997), for example, argues that the plethora of discourse analyses and textual studies that characterize much of the work of governmental writers do not get to grips with the social, political and economic structures in and through which policy debates and practices are implemented. Moreover, despite its anti-totalitarian and anti-Marxist rhetoric, governmental writers are often 'close to appearing as new structural func-tionalists in their preoccupation with order and regulation... leaving little room for emphasising alternative political processes' (Frankel 1997, 85). Others, such as Harvey (1996 2000) express similar concerns, arguing that the inherent pessimism of anti-universalist approaches has helped to create a political vacuum in which those who are punitively disciplined by existing capitalist systems are left without the hope that their circumstances can be improved. Even proponents of governmentality accept that 'despite the clear potential for linking the governmentality approach to a critical politics, by and large it has not been realised' (O'Malley et al. 1997, 503). What is required is for a change in meth-odological focus towards the empirical practices of government and government programmes and less concern with abstract theorizations. 

This failure to engage the political process turns the affirmative into spectators who are powerless to produce real change.

Rorty 98 – professor emeritus of comparative literature and philosophy, by courtesy, at Stanford University (Richard, “ACHIEVING OUR COUNTRY: Leftist Thought in Twentieth-Century America”, 1998, Pg. 7-9)

Such people find pride in American citizenship impossi​ble, and vigorous participation in electoral politics pointless. They associate American patriotism with an endorsement of atrocities: the importation of African slaves, the slaughter of Native Americans, the rape of ancient forests, and the Viet​nam War. Many of them think of national pride as appropri​ate only for chauvinists: for the sort of American who re​joices that America can still orchestrate something like the Gulf War, can still bring deadly force to bear whenever and wherever it chooses. When young intellectuals watch John Wayne war movies after reading Heidegger, Foucault, Stephenson, or Silko, they often become convinced that they live in a violent, inhuman, corrupt country. They begin to think of themselves as a saving remnant-as the happy few who have the insight to see through nationalist rhetoric to the ghastly reality of contemporary America. But this insight does not move them to formulate a legislative program, to join a political movement, or to share in a national hope.  The contrast between national hope and national self​-mockery and self-disgust becomes vivid when one compares novels like Snow Crash and Almanac of the Dead with socialist novels of the first half of the century-books like The Jungle, An American Tragedy, and The Grapes of Wrath. The latter were written in the belief that the tone of the Gettysburg Address was absolutely right, but that our country would have to transform itself in order to fulfill Lincoln's hopes. Transfor​mation would be needed because the rise of industrial capi​talism had made the individualist rhetoric of America's first century obsolete. The authors of these novels thought that this rhetoric should be replaced by one in which America is destined to become the first cooperative commonwealth, the first class​less society. This America would be one in which income and wealth are equitably distributed, and in which the govern​ment ensures equality of opportunity as well as individual liberty. This new, quasi-communitarian rhetoric was at the heart of the Progressive Movement and the New Deal. It set the tone for the American Left during the first six decades of the twentieth century. Walt Whitman and John Dewey, as we shall see, did a great deal to shape this rhetoric.  The difference between early twentieth-century leftist in​tellectuals and the majority of their contemporary counter​parts is the difference between agents and spectators. In the early decades of this century, when an intellectual stepped back from his or her country's history and looked at it through skeptical eyes, the chances were that he or she was about to propose a new political initiative. Henry Adams was, of course, the great exception-the great abstainer from ·politics. But William James thought that Adams' diagnosis of the First Gilded Age as a symptom of irreversible moral and political decline was merely perverse. James's pragmatist theory of truth was in part a reaction against the sort of de​tached spectators hip which Adams affected. For James, disgust with American hypocrisy and self​-deception was pointless unless accompanied by an effort to give America reason to be proud of itself in the future. The kind of proto- Heideggerian cultural pessimism which Adams cultivated seemed, to James, decadent and cowardly. "Democracy," James wrote, "is a kind of religion, and we are bound not to admit its failure. Faiths and utopias are the no​blest exercise of human reason, and no one with a spark of reason in him will sit down fatalistically before the croaker's picture. "2 

Their strategy is not political - it is a strategy against politics which undermines the possibility of liberation.
Grossberg, 92 (Lawrence, Morris Davis Professor of Communication Studies at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, “We Gotta Get Out of this Place: Popular Conservatism and Postmodern Culture”, page 278-279)

Finally, the frontier itself is transformed. It is still partly defined by an attitude in which we are all implicated. In this sense, the frontier is in everyone—and with it, the possibility of evil. But now its popular/resonance is rearticulated to "activities" that have to be affectively and morally judged and policed. The enemy is not within people but in specific activities that construct the frontier over in the image of the new conservatism. The frontier becomes a seductive machine, seducing people not only into the need to invest, but ultimately into a series of temporary and mobile investments which locate them within a popular conservatism. The frontier's articula​tion by the logic of scandal marks a real break with older conserva​tisms built on some notion of tradition. Here politics is not a solution to problems, but a machine which organizes the population and its practices. What is on the "right" (in both senses) side of the frontier, on the other side of politics, is a purely affective morality (ie., one which leaves no space within which specific actions can be judged as anything other than scandalous). The new conservatism embodies, not a political rebellion but a rebellion against politics. It makes politics into an other, located on the other side of the frontier. Anyone who actually talks about serious problems and their solutions is a dreamer; anyone who celebrates the mood in which the problem is at once terrifying and boring is a realist. It is no longer believing too strongly that is dangerous, but actually thinking that one is supposed to make one's dreams come true. The failure of Earth Day cannot be explained by merely pointing to its status as a feel-good media event, nor by pointing out the increasingly hypocritical appropriation of "green politics" by corporate polluters. It is rather that ecology, like any "politics," has become a question of attitude and investment, as if investing in the "correct" ideological beliefs, even demonstrating it, was an adequate construction of the political. Within the new conservative articula​tion of the frontier, political positions only exist as entirely affective investments, separated from any ability to act.

Cede political Impact – War

Failure to engage in the political process will result in the takeover by the extreme right, leading to discrimination and war worldwide
Rorty 98 – professor emeritus of comparative literature and philosophy, by courtesy, at Stanford University (Richard, “ACHIEVING OUR COUNTRY: Leftist Thought in Twentieth-Century America”, 1998, pg. 89-94)
Many writers on socioeconomic policy have warned that the old industrialized democracies are heading into a Weimar-like period, one in which populist movements are likely to overturn constitutional governments. Edward Luttwak, for example, has suggested that fascism may be the American future. The point of his book The Endangered Ameri​can Dream is that members of labor unions, and unorganized unskilled workers, will sooner or later realize that their gov​ernment is not even trying to prevent wages from sinking or to prevent jobs from being exported. Around the same time, they will realize that suburban white-collar workers - themselves desperately afraid of being downsized - are not going to let themselves be taxed to provide social benefits for any​one else.  At that point, something will crack. The nonsuburban electorate will decide that the system has failed and start looking around for a strongman to vote for-someone willing to assure them that, once he is elected, the smug bureaucrats, tricky lawyers, overpaid bond salesmen, and postmodernist professors will no longer be calling the shots. A scenario like that of Sinclair Lewis’ novel It Can’t Happen Here may then be played out. For once such a strongman takes office, nobody can predict what will happen. In 1932, most of the predictions made about what would happen if Hindenburg named Hitler chancellor were wildly overoptimistic. One thing that is very likely to happen is that the gains made in the past forty years by black and brown Americans, and by homosexuals, will be wiped out. Jocular contempt for women will come back into fashion. The words "nigger" and "kike" will once again be heard in the workplace. All the sadism which the academic Left has tried to make unaccept​able to its students will come flooding back. All the resent​ment which badly educated Americans feel about having their manners dictated to them by college graduates will find an outlet.  But such a renewal of sadism will not alter the effects of selfishness. For after my imagined strongman takes charge, he will quickly make his peace with the international super​rich, just as Hitler made his with the German industrialists. He will invoke the glorious memory of the Gulf War to pro​voke military adventures which will generate short-term prosperity. He will be a disaster for the country and the world. People will wonder why there was so little resistance to his evitable rise. Where, they will ask, was the American Left? Why was it only rightists like Buchanan who spoke to the workers about the consequences of globalization? Why could not the Left channel the mounting rage of the newly dispossessed? It is often said that we Americans, at the end of the twenti​eth century, no longer have a Left. Since nobody denies the existence of what I have called the cultural Left, this amounts to an admission that that Left is unable to engage in national politics. It is not the sort of Left which can be asked to deal with the consequences of globalization. To get the country to deal with those consequences, the present cultural Left would have to transform itself by opening relations with the residue of the old reformist Left, and in particular with the labor unions. It would have to talk much more about money, even at the cost of talking less about stigma.  I have two suggestions about how to effect this transition. The first is that the Left should put a moratorium on theory. It should try to kick its philosophy habit. The second is that the Left should try to mobilize what remains of our pride in being Americans. It should ask the public to consider how the country of Lincoln and Whitman might be achieved.  In support of my first suggestion, let me cite a passage from Dewey's Reconstruction in Philosophy in which he ex​presses his exasperation with the sort of sterile debate now going on under the rubric of "individualism versus commu​nitarianism." Dewey thought that all discussions which took this dichotomy seriously suffer from a common defect. They are all committed to the logic of general notions under which specific situa​tions are to be brought. What we want is light upon this or that group of individuals, this or that concrete human being, this or that special institution or social arrangement. For such a logic of inquiry, the tradition​ally accepted logic substitutes discussion of the mean​ing of concepts and their dialectical relationships with one another.  Dewey was right to be exasperated by sociopolitical theory conducted at this level of abstraction. He was wrong when he went on to say that ascending to this level is typically a right​ist maneuver, one which supplies "the apparatus for intellec​tual justifications of the established order. "9 For such ascents are now more common on the Left than on the Right. The contemporary academic Left seems to think that the higher your level of abstraction, the more subversive of the estab​lished order you can be. The more sweeping and novel your conceptual apparatus, the more radical your critique.  When one of today's academic leftists says that some topic has been "inadequately theorized," you can be pretty certain that he or she is going to drag in either philosophy of lan​guage, or Lacanian psychoanalysis, or some neo-Marxist ver​sion of economic determinism. Theorists of the Left think that dissolving political agents into plays of differential sub​jectivity, or political initiatives into pursuits of Lacan's im​possible object of desire, helps to subvert the established order. Such subversion, they say, is accomplished by "problematizing familiar concepts." Recent attempts to subvert social institutions by prob​lematizing concepts have produced a few very good books. They have also produced many thousands of books which represent scholastic philosophizing at its worst. The authors of these purportedly "subversive" books honestly believe that they are serving human liberty. But it is almost impossi​ble to clamber back down from their books to a level of ab​straction on which one might discuss the merits of a law, a treaty, a candidate, or a political strategy. Even though what these authors "theorize" is often something very concrete and near at hand-a current TV show, a media celebrity, a re​cent scandal-they offer the most abstract and barren expla​nations imaginable. These futile attempts to philosophize one's way into polit​ical relevance are a symptom of what happens when a Left re​treats from activism and adopts a spectatorial approach to the problems of its country. Disengagement from practice pro​duces theoretical hallucinations. These result in an intellec​tual environment which is, as Mark Edmundson says in his book Nightmare on Main Street, Gothic. The cultural Left is haunted by ubiquitous specters, the most frightening of which is called "power." This is the name of what Edmund​son calls Foucault's "haunting agency, which is everywhere and nowhere, as evanescent and insistent as a resourceful spook."10
Cede political Impact – Kills Alt Solvency

Institutional approaches are the only way to avoid the collapse of all movements and effectively challenge the flawed state policies.
Grossberg, 92 (Lawrence, Morris Davis Professor of Communication Studies at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, “We Gotta Get Out of this Place: Popular Conservatism and Postmodern Culture”, page 388-389)
﻿The demand for moral and ideological purity often results in the rejection of any hierarchy or organization. The question-can the master's tools be used to tear down the master's house?-ignores both the contingency of the relation between such tools and the master's power and, even more importantly, the fact that there may be no other tools available. Institutionalization is seen as a repressive impurity within the body politic rather than as a strategic and tactical, even empowering, necessity. It sometimes seems as if every progressive organization is condemned to recapitulate the same arguments and crisis, often leading to their collapse. 54 For example, Minkowitz has described a crisis in Act Up over the need for efficiency and organization, professionalization and even hierarchy,55 as if these inherently contradicted its commitment to democracy. This is particularly unfortunate since Act Up, whatever its limitations, has proven itself an effective and imaginative political strategist. The problems are obviously magnified with success, as membership, finances and activities grow.  This refusal of efficient operation and the moment of organization is intimately connected with the Left's appropriation and privileging of the local (as the site of democracy and resistance). This is yet another reason why structures of alliance are inadequate, since they often assume that an effective movement can be organized and sustained without such structuring. The Left needs to recognize the necessity of institutionalization and of systems of hierarchy, without falling back into its own authoritarianism. It needs to find reasonably democratic structures of institutionalization, even if they are impure and compromised.  
Predictions Good

Predictions are necessary – even if they could be wrong, scenario planning helps reduce uncertainty and the alternative is policy paralysis
Whitt 2009 (Richard, Washington Telecom and Media Counsel at Google, “Adaptive Policymaking: Evolving and Applying Emergent Solutions for U.S. Communications Policy”, Federal Communications Law Journal, vol. 61, issue 3, Questia)
Emergence Economics tells us that prognostication and planning are difficult, if not impossible, to get right. The inevitable personal limitations of information, perception, and cognition, coupled with a dynamic and unpredictable environment, makes failure far more common than success. Attempting long-range planning can also clash with the adaptive principle of making contextual, evidence-based decisions. Still, appreciating this reality should not lead to decisional paralysis. Those making public policy must do what they can to peer into the fog and discern some patterns that can help shape analysis. There are a number of possible ways to project into the present and future, using a mix of reason and imagination, to solve problems. I will briefly touch on three that are based more on policy option scenarios rather than outfight predictions. Peter Schwartz has devised what he calls "the art of the long view," which is premised on developing and using scenarios to help cabin uncertainty and improve decision making. (332) This multi-stage process involves (1) identifying a focal decision, (2) listing the key factors influencing the success or failure of that decision, (3) listing the driving forces (social, economic, political, environmental, and technological) that influence the key factors, (4) ranking the key factors and driving forces based on relative importance and degree of uncertainty, (5) selecting the potential scenarios along a matrix, (6) fleshing out the scenarios, (7) assessing the implications, and (8) selecting leading indicators and signposts. (333) An important takeaway here is that the use of scenarios can help identify the various environmental forces that can affect implementation of a policy decision, reducing to some degree the uncertainty that otherwise surrounds that process. Closer to the near-term, Richard Ogle talks about utilizing "the idea-spaces of the extended mind," which he identifies as including qualities like imagination, intuition, and insight. (334) As Ogle sees it, reason proceeds cautiously and looks backward, while the imagination and its allied capacities look more boldly forward. (335) More specifically, the Cartesian model of thinking is based on continuity, because logical and probabilistic reasoning cannot abide gaps. (336) By contrast, creative breakthroughs typically involve leaps into the unknown. (337) Because the imagination is the mind's supreme faculty for dealing with the future, and it reaches places where reason cannot go, Ogle suggests ways to harness the imagination to improve one's decision-making abilities. (338) As Ogle quotes Einstein, "Logic will get you from A to B, imagination will take you everywhere." (339) Finally, Thomas Homer-Dixon argues for the necessity to develop a "prospective mind ... comfortable with constant change, radical surprise, and even breakdown." (340) He sees each of these as inevitable features of our world, requiring us constantly to anticipate a wide variety of futures. "We need to exercise our imaginations so that we can challenge the unchallengeable and conceive the inconceivable." (341) He also argues: "Precise prediction is impossible because our complex and nonlinear world is full of unknown unknowns--things we do not know that we do not know." (342) But a mind open to numerous possibilities is better equipped to anticipate and deal with change than a mind closed off to such possibilities.
Predictions avoid a state of permanent emergency. They allow us to reclaim our agency from passivity.
Bindé ’00  (Jérôme, Dir. Analysis and Forecasting Office – UNESCO, Public Culture, “Toward an Ethics of the Future”, 12:1, Project Muse)
An ethics of the future is not an ethics in the future. If tomorrow is always too late, then today is often already very late. The disparities between North and South, and increasingly between North and North and between South and South, the growing rift within the very heart of societies, population growth, the threat of an ecological crisis on a planetary scale, and the way societies have lost control and surrendered to the hands of "anonymous masters" all call for a new paradoxical form of emergency, the emergency of the long term. To adopt, as quickly as possible, a constructive and preventive attitude means preserving future generations from the fever of immediacy, from reactive passivity, from refuge in artificial or virtual illusory paradises, and from omnipotent emergency. Through a forward-looking approach, we can be in a position to offer generations to come what we are deprived of today--a future.  Institutions have the power to forecast or not to forecast. This is an awesome responsibility. By choosing not to forecast, they choose to postpone indefinitely their much needed long-term action for the sake of short-term emergency: They condemn themselves, literally, to passivity, dependency, and, ultimately, to obsolescence and nonexistence. By choosing to forecast and by refusing to become purely reactive agents, they will not only preserve their institutional independence but also send a strong message to other policymakers and decisionmakers worldwide that the first object of policy, and its first responsibility, is the future. Max Weber justly warned that "the proper business of the politician is the future and his responsibility before the future." The failure to use foresight, in other words, is not just a benign failure of intelligence: It is a culpable neglect of future generations.   Is it not therefore surprising that, once foresight has been applied, once an issue has been recognised as a policy priority by all parties concerned, once international instruments have been signed that declare the commitment to act on this [End Page 56] foresight, we should fail so miserably to take the appropriate measures? Take development aid: In 1974, developed countries solemnly agreed to dedicate 0.7 percent of their GDP to development aid; nearly a quarter of a century later, in 1997, they contribute 0.22 percent of their GDP to development aid, and one superpower dedicates only 0.09 percent to it. 5  Take the issue of the global environment: Seven years after the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio, Agenda 21 remains, for the greater part, a dead letter, and the promising but timid advances made at the Kyoto Summit have since been all but forgotten. In both instances, foresight was exerted and solemn oaths taken to act on this foresight, in order to remedy pressing problems. In both instances, action has been delayed, and problems have been allowed to become more pressing. How long can we afford the luxury of inactivity? An ethics of the future, if it remains an ethics in the future, is an injustice committed against all generations, present and future. To paraphrase a common saying, the future delayed is the future denied.
rejecting strategic predictions of threats makes them inevitable—decisionmakers will rely on preconceived conceptions of threat rather than the more qualified predictions of analysts
Fitzsimmons, 07  (Michael, Washington DC defense analyst, “The Problem of Uncertainty in Strategic Planning”, Survival, Winter 06-07, online)
But handling even this weaker form of uncertainty is still quite challeng-  ing. If not sufficiently bounded, a high degree of variability in planning factors  can exact a significant price on planning. The complexity presented by great  variability strains the cognitive abilities of even the most sophisticated decision-  makers.15 And even a robust decision-making process sensitive to cognitive  limitations necessarily sacrifices depth of analysis for breadth as variability and  complexity grows. It should follow, then, that in planning under conditions of  risk, variability in strategic calculation should be carefully tailored to available  analytic and decision processes.  Why is this important? What harm can an imbalance between complexity  and cognitive or analytic capacity in strategic planning bring? Stated simply,  where analysis is silent or inadequate, the personal beliefs of decision-makers  fill the void. As political scientist Richard Betts found in a study of strategic sur-  prise, in ‘an environment that lacks clarity, abounds with conflicting data, and  allows no time for rigorous assessment of sources and validity, ambiguity allows  intuition or wishfulness to drive interpretation ... The greater the ambiguity, the  greater the impact of preconceptions.’16 The decision-making environment that  Betts describes here is one of political-military crisis, not long-term strategic  planning. But a strategist who sees uncertainty as the central fact of his environ-  ment brings upon himself some of the pathologies of crisis decision-making.  He invites ambiguity, takes conflicting data for granted and substitutes a priori  scepticism about the validity of prediction for time pressure as a rationale for  discounting the importance of analytic rigour.  It is important not to exaggerate the extent to which data and ‘rigorous  assessment’ can illuminate strategic choices. Ambiguity is a fact of life, and  scepticism of analysis is necessary. Accordingly, the intuition and judgement of  decision-makers will always be vital to strategy, and attempting to subordinate  those factors to some formulaic, deterministic decision-making model would be  both undesirable and unrealistic. All the same, there is danger in the opposite  extreme as well. Without careful analysis of what is relatively likely and what  is relatively unlikely, what will be the possible bases for strategic choices? A  decision-maker with no faith in prediction is left with little more than a set of  worst-case scenarios and his existing beliefs about the world to confront the  choices before him. Those beliefs may be more or less well founded, but if they  are not made explicit and subject to analysis and debate regarding their application to particular strategic contexts, they remain only beliefs and premises, rather than rational judgements. Even at their best, such decisions are likely to  be poorly understood by the organisations charged with their implementation.  At their worst, such decisions may be poorly understood by the decision-makers  themselves. 
Predictions are feasible. They can be made logically from empirical evidence.
Chernoff ‘9  (Fred, Prof. IR and Dir. IR – Colgate U., European Journal of International Relations, “Conventionalism as an Adequate Basis for Policy-Relevant IR Theory”, 15:1, Sage)
For these and other reasons, many social theorists and social scientists have come to the conclusion that prediction is impossible. Well-known IR reflexivists like Rick Ashley, Robert Cox, Rob Walker and Alex Wendt have attacked naturalism by emphasizing the interpretive nature of social theory. Ashley is explicit in his critique of prediction, as is Cox, who says quite simply, ‘It is impossible to predict the future’ (Ashley, 1986: 283; Cox, 1987: 139, cf. also 1987: 393). More recently, Heikki Patomäki has argued that ‘qualitative changes and emergence are possible, but predictions are not’ defective and that the latter two presuppose an unjustifiably narrow notion of ‘prediction’.14 A determined prediction sceptic may continue to hold that there is too great a degree of complexity of social relationships (which comprise ‘open systems’) to allow any prediction whatsoever. Two very simple examples may circumscribe and help to refute a radical variety of scepticism. First, we all make reliable social predictions and do so with great frequency. We can predict with high probability that a spouse, child or parent will react to certain well-known stimuli that we might supply, based on extensive past experience. More to the point of IR prediction – scepticism, we can imagine a young child in the UK who (perhaps at the cinema) (1) picks up a bit of 19th-century British imperial lore thus gaining a sense of the power of the crown, without knowing anything of current balances of power, (2) hears some stories about the US–UK invasion of Iraq in the context of the aim of advancing democracy, and (3) hears a bit about communist China and democratic Taiwan. Although the specific term ‘preventative strike’ might not enter into her lexicon, it is possible to imagine the child, whose knowledge is thus limited, thinking that if democratic Taiwan were threatened by China, the UK would (possibly or probably) launch a strike on China to protect it, much as the UK had done to help democracy in Iraq. In contrast to the child, readers of this journal and scholars who study the world more thoroughly have factual information (e.g. about the relative military and economic capabilities of the UK and China) and hold some cause-and-effect principles (such as that states do not usually initiate actions that leaders understand will have an extremely high probability of undercutting their power with almost no chances of success). Anyone who has adequate knowledge of world politics would predict that the UK will not launch a preventive attack against China. In the real world, China knows that for the next decade and well beyond the UK will not intervene militarily in its affairs. While Chinese leaders have to plan for many likely — and even a few somewhat unlikely — future possibilities, they do not have to plan for various implausible contingencies: they do not have to structure forces geared to defend against specifically UK forces and do not have to conduct diplomacy with the UK in a way that would be required if such an attack were a real possibility. Any rational decision-maker in China may use some cause-and-effect (probabilistic) principles along with knowledge of specific facts relating to the Sino-British relationship to predict (P2) that the UK will not land its forces on Chinese territory — even in the event of a war over Taiwan (that is, the probability is very close to zero). The statement P2 qualifies as a prediction based on DEF above and counts as knowledge for Chinese political and military decision-makers. A Chinese diplomat or military planner who would deny that theory-based prediction would have no basis to rule out extremely implausible predictions like P2 and would thus have to prepare for such unlikely contingencies as UK action against China. A reflexivist theorist sceptical of ‘prediction’ in IR might argue that the China example distorts the notion by using a trivial prediction and treating it as a meaningful one. But the critic’s temptation to dismiss its value stems precisely from the fact that it is so obviously true. The value to China of knowing that the UK is not a military threat is significant. The fact that, under current conditions, any plausible cause-and-effect understanding of IR that one might adopt would yield P2, that the ‘UK will not attack China’, does not diminish the value to China of knowing the UK does not pose a military threat. A critic might also argue that DEF and the China example allow non-scientific claims to count as predictions. But we note that while physics and chemistry offer precise ‘point predictions’, other natural sciences, such as seismology, genetics or meteorology, produce predictions that are often much less specific; that is, they describe the predicted ‘events’ in broader time frame and typically in probabilistic terms. We often find predictions about the probability, for example, of a seismic event in the form ‘some time in the next three years’ rather than ‘two years from next Monday at 11:17 am’. DEF includes approximate and probabilistic propositions as predictions and is thus able to catagorize as a prediction the former sort of statement, which is of a type that is often of great value to policy-makers. With the help of these ‘non-point predictions’ coming from the natural and the social sciences, leaders are able to choose the courses of action (e.g. more stringent earthquake-safety building codes, or procuring an additional carrier battle group) that are most likely to accomplish the leaders’ desired ends. So while ‘point predictions’ are not what political leaders require in most decision-making situations, critics of IR predictiveness often attack the predictive capacity of IR theory for its inability to deliver them. The critics thus commit the straw man fallacy by requiring a sort of prediction in IR (1) that few, if any, theorists claim to be able to offer, (2) that are not required by policy-makers for theory-based predictions to be valuable, and (3) that are not possible even in some natural sciences.15 The range of theorists included in ‘reflexivists’ here is very wide and it is possible to dissent from some of the general descriptions. From the point of view of the central argument of this article, there are two important features that should be rendered accurately. One is that reflexivists reject explanation–prediction symmetry, which allows them to pursue causal (or constitutive) explanation without any commitment to prediction. The second is that almost all share clear opposition to predictive social science.16 The reflexivist commitment to both of these conclusions should be evident from the foregoing discussion.
Predictions bad

The notion of predictions are antithetical to human agency – it assigns us to react in ways that shapes and creates those scenarios
Roland Bleiker in 2000; Cambridge University Press, Popular Dissent, Human Agency and Global Politic, p48-49 2000. 
The very notion of prediction does, by its own logic, annihilate human agency. To assert that international relations is a domain of political dynamics whose future should be predictable through a convincing set of theoretical propositions is to assume that the course of global politics is to a certain extent predetermined. From such a vantage-point there is no more room for interference and human agency, no more possibility for politics to overtake theory. A predictive approach thus runs the risk of ending up in a form of inquiry that imposes a static image upon a far more complex set of transversal political practices. The point of a theoretical inquiry, however, is not to ignore the constantly changing domain of international relations. Rather, the main objective must consist of facilitating an understand- ing of transversal struggles that can grapple with those moments when people walk through walls precisely when nobody expects them to do so. Prediction is a problematic assessment tool even if a theory is able to anticipate future events. Important theories, such as realist interpretations of international politics, may well predict certain events only because their theoretical premises have become so objectivised that they have started to shape decision makers and political dynamics. Dissent, in this case, is the process that reshapes these entrenched perceptions and the ensuing political practices. 
apocalyptic representations take out their predictions arguments – their author concludes neg
Kurasawa ‘04, [Fuyuki, Assistant Prof. of Sociology @ York University, Cautionary Tales, Constellations Vol. 11, No. 4, Blackwell Synergy]
In a word, then, procrastination makes little sense for three principal reasons: it exponentially raises the costs of eventual future action; it reduces preventive options; and it erodes their effectiveness. With the foreclosing of long-range alternatives, later generations may be left with a single course of action, namely, that of merely reacting to large-scale emergencies as they arise. We need only think of how it gradually becomes more difficult to control climate change, let alone reverse it, or to halt mass atrocities once they are underway. Preventive foresight is grounded in the opposite logic, whereby the decision to work through perils today greatly enhances both the subsequent room for maneuver and the chances of success. Humanitarian, environmental, and techno-scientific activists have convincingly shown that we cannot afford not to engage in preventive labor. Moreover, I would contend that farsighted cosmopolitanism is not as remote or idealistic a prospect as it appears to some, for as Falk writes, “[g]lobal justice between temporal communities, however, actually seems to be increasing, as evidenced by various expressions of greater sensitivity to past injustices and future dangers.”36 Global civil society may well be helping a new generational self-conception take root, according to which we view ourselves as the provisional caretakers of our planetary commons. Out of our sense of responsibility for the well-being of those who will follow us, we come to be more concerned about the here and now. IV. Towards an Autonomous Future Up to this point, I have tried to demonstrate that transnational socio-political relations are nurturing a thriving culture and infrastructure of prevention from below, which challenges presumptions about the inscrutability of the future (II) and a stance of indifference toward it (III). Nonetheless, unless and until it is substantively ‘filled in,’ the argument is vulnerable to misappropriation since farsightedness does not in and of itself ensure emancipatory outcomes. Therefore, this section proposes to specify normative criteria and participatory procedures through which citizens can determine the ‘reasonableness,’ legitimacy, and effectiveness of competing dystopian visions in order to arrive at a socially self-instituting future. Foremost among the possible distortions of farsightedness is alarmism, the manufacturing of unwarranted and unfounded doomsday scenarios. State and market institutions may seek to produce a culture of fear by deliberately stretching interpretations of reality beyond the limits of the plausible so as to exaggerate the prospects of impending catastrophes, or yet again, by intentionally promoting certain prognoses over others for instrumental purposes. Accordingly, regressive dystopias can operate as Trojan horses advancing political agendas or commercial interests that would otherwise be susceptible to public scrutiny and opposition. Instances of this kind of manipulation of the dystopian imaginary are plentiful: the invasion of Iraq in the name of fighting terrorism and an imminent threat of use of ‘weapons of mass destruction’; the severe curtailing of American civil liberties amidst fears of a collapse of ‘homeland security’; the neoliberal dismantling of the welfare state as the only remedy for an ideologically constructed fiscal crisis; the conservative expansion of policing and incarceration due to supposedly spiraling crime waves; and so forth. Alarmism constructs and codes the future in particular ways, producing or reinforcing certain crisis narratives, belief structures, and rhetorical conventions. As much as alarmist ideas beget a culture of fear, the reverse is no less true. If fear-mongering is a misappropriation of preventive foresight, resignation about the future represents a problematic outgrowth of the popular acknowledgment of global perils. Some believe that the world to come is so uncertain and dangerous that we should not attempt to modify the course of history; the future will look after itself for better or worse, regardless of what we do or wish. One version of this argument consists in a complacent optimism perceiving the future as fated to be better than either the past or the present. Frequently accompanying it is a self-deluding denial of what is plausible (‘the world will not be so bad after all’), or a naively Panglossian pragmatism (‘things will work themselves out in spite of everything, because humankind always finds ways to survive’).37 Much more common, however, is the opposite reaction, a fatalistic pessimism reconciled to the idea that the future will be necessarily worse than what preceded it. This is sustained by a tragic chronological framework according to which humanity is doomed to decay, or a cyclical one of the endless repetition of the mistakes of the past. On top of their dubious assessments of what is to come, alarmism and resignation would, if widely accepted, undermine a viable practice of farsightedness. Indeed, both of them encourage public disengagement from deliberation about scenarios for the future, a process that appears to be dangerous, pointless, or unnecessary. The resulting ‘depublicization’ of debate leaves dominant groups and institutions (the state, the market, techno-science) in charge of sorting out the future for the rest of us, thus effectively producing a heteronomous social order. How, then, can we support a democratic process of prevention from below? The answer, I think, lies in cultivating the public capacity for critical judgment and deliberation, so that participants in global civil society subject all claims about potential catastrophes to examination, evaluation, and contestation. Two normative concepts are particularly well suited to grounding these tasks: the precautionary principle and global justice.
We have know knowledge of the future – impossible to predict
BROBJER IN 03 [Thomas, The Journal of Nietzsche Studies 26 (2003) 64-78]
Let me begin by summarizing Nietzsche's profound critique of morality. One of the most common dichotomies made in respect to moral judgments is that they must be based on either the consequences of an act or the intentions of the acting person. Nietzsche rejects both these possibilities. We have no knowledge of the future, and hence we can never know the consequences of an act. Perhaps we can know the immediate consequences, but the chain of causality never ends, and that which at first appears as a good result may well in the long run turn out to have negative consequences: "any action at all, it is and remains impenetrable; that our opinions about 'good' and 'noble' and 'great' can never be proved true by our actions because every action is unknowable." 1 Those who emphasize that morality is based on the intentions of the acting person are not bounded by the consequences of the act. However, Nietzsche denies that we can ever know the intentions of any other human being. In fact, Nietzsche emphasizes the relative unimportance of conscious thinking, "consciousness is a surface," 2 in favor of subconscious thinking and instincts. Hence, Nietzsche argues, not only can we not know the motives of other individuals, we cannot even know our own motives. This is a frequent theme in Nietzsche's writings, for example, "the most common lie is the lie one tells to oneself; lying to others is relatively the exception." 3 [End Page 64] Furthermore, Nietzsche claims that we have no free will 4 and hence we have no moral responsibility. Closely associated to this argument is his view that man is an animal and part of the natural world in which there is no morality. In his genealogical discussions Nietzsche often attempts to show that the original reasons for many of our moral values were different (and often had a nonmoral origin) than they are today. Moral principles, even relativistic moral principles, assume or presuppose moral opposites, presuppose good and evil things, thoughts and deeds. Nietzsche, however, rejects the belief in moral opposites. "Between good and evil actions there is no difference in kind, but at the most one of degree. Good actions are sublimated evil ones; evil actions are coarsened, brutalized good ones." 5 Nietzsche does not only reject moral opposites as opposites, but he also claims that that which is conventionally regarded as good and evil in fact belongs together and cannot be separated. Both good and evil are necessary in the development of personality and in the development of whole cultures: there is a personal necessity for misfortune; that terror, want, impoverishment, midnight watches, adventures, hazards and mistakes are as necessary to me and to you as their opposites [. . .] for happiness and misfortune are brother and sister, and twins, who grows tall together, or, as with you, remain small together! 6 I have mentioned above a number of aspects of Nietzsche's thinking that are contrary to many of the assumptions and presuppositions of morality. I have referred to his claim that we cannot know the consequences of actions, or the motives behind those actions, his denial of free will, his denial of moral opposites and his belief that man is part of nature, and that in the natural world there is no morality. Nietzsche not only rejects specific presuppositions of morality, but frequently he also rejects the whole concept of morality as being an error, a fatal error. "Thus I deny morality as I deny alchemy, that is, I deny their premises" 7 and Nietzsche calls Zarathustra "the annihilator of morality." 8 In Götzen-Dämmerung, Nietzsche summarizes much of what he has stated previously about morality: One knows my demand of philosophers that they place themselves beyond good and evil—that they have the illusion of moral judgement beneath them. This demand follows from an insight first formulated by me: that there are no moral facts whatever. Moral judgement has this in common with religious judgement that it believes in realities which do not exist. Morality is only an interpretation of certain phenomena, more precisely a misinterpretation. 9 Apart from the frequent rejection of morality as such, Nietzsche often calls himself an immoralist. 10 [End Page 65] Nietzsche furthermore denies the applicability of general principles, abstractions, and the unconditional. General principles are necessarily, like consciousness and rationality, merely surface interpretations and abstractions. Nietzsche's interest and emphasis goes deeper, to the instinctual and the nonintentional and nonrational. Hence, much of Nietzsche's critique of morality goes outside what is conventionally regarded as morality and he questions even the possibility of generalizations. After such an extreme critique and rejection of morality and the presuppositions of morality, can Nietzsche be anything other than a nihilist? Can he possibly have an affirmative morality? However, Nietzsche rejects nihilism, 11 and he emphasizes the importance of values. He regards values and evaluating as the ultimate nature of man: "the problems of morality [. . .] there seems to be nothing more worth taking seriously" 12 and "no people could live without evaluating [. . .] 'Man,' that is: the evaluator. Evaluation is creation: hear it, you creative men! Valuating is itself the value and jewel of all valued things. Only through evaluation is there value: and without evaluation the nut of existence would be hollow." 13 Nietzsche's demand of the philosophers of the future is not that they should destroy values but that they create new values. Nietzsche's project is not that of a nihilist, not a rejection of all values, but rather a revaluation of all values. Much of this revaluation is concerned with a rejection of Christian values, and of unconditional values, and with an affirmation of ancient Greek values. Nietzsche does have an alternative affirmative morality, but it differs profoundly from that of conventional morality as it has been understood during the past two hundred years, in being almost indifferent to acts and instead emphasizing persons. The fundamental aspect of Nietzsche's moral judgment and thinking is his concern and emphasis of personality and character. Not principles, but personality and character are the determining criteria of value according to this morality. I call this aspect an ethics of character, but it could also be called an ethics of virtue. We will see below how this central tenet of Nietzsche's ethics to a large degree is able to bring together the different aspects of Nietzsche's morality to some sort of consistent whole. 
The refusal of immediate choice is precisely what gives the critique the power to force us to question the nature of the political.  
Brown 05 (Edgework: Critical Essays on Knowledge and Politics, Wendy, Professor of Poli Sci, UC Berkeley] 
On the one hand, critical theory cannot let itself be bound by political exigency; indeed, it has something of an obligation to refuse such exigency. While there are always decisive choices to be made in the political realm (whom to vote for, what policies to support or oppose, what action to take or defer), these very delimitations of choice are often themselves the material of critical theory. Here we might remind ourselves that prying apart immediate political constraints from intellectual ones is one path to being "governed a little less" in Foucault's sense. Yet allowing thinking its wildness beyond the immediate in order to reset the possibilities of the immediate is also how this degoverning rearticulates critical theory and politics after disarticulating them; critical theory comes back to politics offering a different sense of the times and a different sense of time. It is also important to remember that the "immediate choices" are just that and often last no longer than a political season (exemplified by the fact that the political conundrums with which this essay opened will be dated if not forgotten by the time this book is published). Nor is the argument convincing that critical theory threatens the possibility of holding back the political dark. It is difficult to name a single instance in which critical theory has killed off a progressive political project. Critical theory is not what makes progressive political projects fail; at worst it might give them bad conscience, at best it renews their imaginative reach and vigor.
The refusal to be guided by the crisis of the time is exactly what allows the critique to disrupt the political order.  
Brown 05 (Edgework: Critical Essays on Knowledge and Politics, Wendy, Professor of Poli Sci, UC Berkeley]
The rebuff of critical theory as untimely provides the core matter of the affirmative case for it. Critical theory is essential in dark times not for the sake of sustaining utopian hopes, making flamboyant interventions, or staging irreverent protests, but rather to contest the very senses of time invoked to declare critique untimely. If the charge of untimeliness inevitably also fixes time, then disrupting this fixity is crucial to keeping the times from closing in on us. It is a way of reclaiming the present from the conservative hold on it that is borne by the charge of untimeliness. To insist on the value of untimely political critique is not, then, to refuse the problem of time or timing in politics but rather to contest settled accounts of what time it is, what the times are, and what political tempo and temporality we should hew to in political life. Untimeliness deployed as an effective intellectual and political strategy, far from being a gesture of indifference to time, is a bid to reset time. Intellectual and political strategies of successful untimeliness therefore depend on a close engagement with time in every sense of the word. They are concerned with timing and tempo. They involve efforts to grasp the times by thinking against the times. They attempt, as Nietzsche put it, to "overcome the present" by puncturing the present's "overvaluation of itself," an overcoming whose aim is to breathe new possibility into the age. If our times are dark, what could be more important?
***FRAMES
Language/representations first

Discourse is intimately bound to the production and constitution of reality – we cannot wish away these questions
Doty 1996 (Arizona State Assistant Political Science Professor, Imperial Encounter, pp. 5-6]
This study begins with the premise that representation is an inherent and important aspect of global political life and therefore a critical and legitimate area of inquiry  International relations are in​extricably bound up with discursive practices that put into circula​tion representations that are taken as "truth." The goal of analyz​ing these practices is not to reveal essential truths that have been" obscured, but rather to examine how certain representations under​lie the production of knowledge and identities and how these repre​sentations make various courses of action possible. As Said (1979; 2.1) notes, there is no such thing as a delivered presence, but there is re-presence, or representation. Such an assertion does not deny the existence of the material world, but rather suggests that material objects and subjects are constituted as such within discourse. So, for example, when U.S. troops march into Grenada, this is certainly "real," though the march of troops across a piece of geographic space is in itself singularly uninteresting and socially irrelevant out​side of the representations that produce meaning. It is only when "American" is attached to the troops and "Grenada" to the geo​graphic space that meaning is created. What the physical behavior itself is, though, is still far .from certain until discursive practices constitute it as an "invasion," a "show of force," a "training exercise," a "rescue," and so on. What is "really" going on in such a situation is inextricably linked to the discourse within which it is located. To attempt a neat separation between discursive and non-discursive practices, understanding the former as purely linguistic, assumes a series of dichotomies—thought/reality, appearance/essence, mind/matter, word/world, subjective/objective—-that a critical genealogy calls into question . Against this, the perspective taken here affirms the material and performative nature of discourse. In suggesting that global politics, and specifically the aspect that has to do with relations between the North and the South, is linked to representational practices I am suggesting that the issues and con​cerns that constitute these relations occur within a "reality" whose content has for the most part been defined by the representational practices of the "first world." Focusing on discursive practices enables one to examine how the processes that produce "truth" and “knowledge" work and how they are articulated with the exercise of political, military, and economic power.
Communication is not neutral— their linguistic focus determines and drives responses. 
 Williams 03 (Michael, Professor of International Politics at the University of Wales, ―Words, Images, Enemies: Securitization and International Politics,International Studies Quarterly, 47(4), p. 526-527) 
 First, as Ronald Deibert insightfully illustrated, to understand the importance of this shift in communicative action it is necessary to understand it as a shift of medium.40 Different mediums (speech, print, and electronic, or—as Deibert terms it—―hypermedia‘‘) are not neutral in their communicative impact. The conditions of the production and reception of communicative acts are influenced fundamentally by the medium through which they are transmitted. In the aftermath of the extraordinary images of September 11, this point is obvious to the point of banality, but it raises complex questions of explanation. How, for example, is it possible to assess the events following September 11 without an appraisal of the impact that the extraordinary (and repeated) images of that event had on reactions to it? Similarly, how has the role of images—particularly the desire to avoid images of mass destruction and civilian casualties, and the representation of the goals of the military campaign—been involved in structuring understandings of the ‗‗appropriate‘‘ response? Analogously, in an area of long-standing concern to the Copenhagen School, the rise of migration on the ‗‗security‘‘ agenda in Europe must be viewed in the context of how migration is ‗‗experienced‘‘ by relevant publics. This experience is inevitably constructed in part by the images (and discussions based around them) of televisual media: nightly images of shadowy figures attempting to jump on trains through the Channel Tunnel between France and the UK, for example, or of lines of ‗‗asylum seekers‘‘ waiting to be picked up for a day‘s illicit labor (both common on UK television), have—whatever the voiceover—an impact that must be assessed in their own terms, constituting as they do a key element of the experience of many people on the issue of immigration and its status as a ‗‗threat.‘‘ Clearly, the issues involved here are beyond the scope of this treatment. But it seems clear that any theory that is premised on the social impact of communicative action must assess the impact that different mediums of communication have on the acts, their impacts, and their influence on the processes of securitization. 
Examining the ways in which communications shape actors is key 
 Williams 03 (Michael, Professor of International Politics at the University of Wales, ―Words, Images, Enemies: Securitization and International Politics, International Studies Quarterly, 47(4), p. 527) 
 This shift in communicative structures—In the medium of communication at the center of visual media—represents a key challenge for securitization theory. Most straightforwardly, this would entail a focus on how speech-acts are framed within visual imagery. As the linguistic and the image are reconfigured within performative action in an age of electronic media, a broader understanding of the rhetorics of securitization is required.41 More complexly, it also requires an examination of the ways in which images themselves may function as communicative acts, an analysis of how meaning is conveyed by images, as well as an assessment of how images interact with more familiar forms of verbal rhetoric. Finally, it also calls for a focus on how televisual communications—often broadcast and received well beyond the political borders and cultural boundaries of their production42—Impact on different audiences, and the securitizing consequences that may follow from this fact. 
Language/Representations not first

A focus on discourse substitutes philosophical musing for material politics. 
Taft-Kaufman, 95 - Professor, Department of Speech Communication And Dramatic Arts, Central Michigan University – 1995 (Jill, “Other ways: Postmodernism and performance praxis,”  The Southern Communication Journal, Vol.60, Iss. 3;  pg. 222)
In its elevation of language to the primary analysis of social life and its relegation of the de-centered subject to a set of language positions, postmodernism ignores the way real people make their way in the world. While the notion of decentering does much to remedy the idea of an essential, unchanging self, it also presents problems. According to Clarke (1991): Having established the material quality of ideology, everything else we had hitherto thought of as material has disappeared. There is nothing outside of ideology (or discourse). Where Althusser was concerned with ideology as the imaginary relations of subjects to the real relations of their existence, the connective quality of this view of ideology has been dissolved because it lays claim to an outside, a real, an extra-discursive for which there exists no epistemological warrant without lapsing back into the bad old ways of empiricism or metaphysics. (pp. 25-26) Clarke explains how the same disconnection between the discursive and the extra-discursive has been performed in semiological analysis: Where it used to contain a relation between the signifier (the representation) and the signified (the referent), antiempiricism has taken the formal arbitrariness of the connection between the signifier and signified and replaced it with the abolition of the signified (there can be no real objects out there, because there is no out there for real objects to be). (p. 26) To the postmodernist, then, real objects have vanished. So, too, have real people. Smith (1988) suggests that postmodernism has canonized doubt about the availability of the referent to the point that "the real often disappears from consideration" (p. 159). Real individuals become abstractions. Subject positions rather than subjects are the focus. The emphasis on subject positions or construction of the discursive self engenders an accompanying critical sense of irony which recognizes that "all conceptualizations are limited" (Fischer, 1986, p. 224). This postmodern position evokes what Connor (1989) calls "an absolute weightlessness in which anything is imaginatively possible because nothing really matters" (p. 227). Clarke (1991) dubs it a "playfulness that produces emotional and/or political disinvestment: a refusal to be engaged" (p. 103). The luxury of being able to muse about what constitutes the self is a posture in keeping with a critical venue that divorces language from material objects and bodily subjects.

Placing representations and discourse first trades off with concrete political change and makes no difference to those engaged in political struggles. 
Taft-Kaufman, 95 Jill Speech prof @ CMU, Southern Comm. Journal, Spring, v. 60, Iss. 3, “Other Ways”, p pq
The postmodern passwords of "polyvocality," "Otherness," and "difference," unsupported by substantial analysis of the concrete contexts of subjects, creates a solipsistic quagmire. The political sympathies of the new cultural critics, with their ostensible concern for the lack of power experienced by marginalized people, aligns them with the political left. Yet, despite their adversarial posture and talk of opposition, their discourses on intertextuality and inter-referentiality isolate them from and ignore the conditions that have produced leftist politics--conflict, racism, poverty, and injustice. In short, as Clarke (1991) asserts, postmodern emphasis on new subjects conceals the old subjects, those who have limited access to good jobs, food, housing, health care, and transportation, as well as to the media that depict them. Merod (1987) decries this situation as one which leaves no vision, will, or commitment to activism. He notes that academic lip service to the oppositional is underscored by the absence of focused collective or politically active intellectual communities. Provoked by the academic manifestations of this problem Di Leonardo (1990) echoes Merod and laments:  Has there ever been a historical era characterized by as little radical analysis or activism and as much radical-chic writing as ours? Maundering on about Otherness: phallocentrism or Eurocentric tropes has become a lazy academic substitute for actual engagement with the detailed histories and contemporary realities of Western racial minorities, white women, or any Third World population. (p. 530) Clarke's assessment of the postmodern elevation of language to the "sine qua non" of critical discussion is an even stronger indictment against the trend. Clarke examines Lyotard's (1984) The Postmodern Condition in which Lyotard maintains that virtually all social relations are linguistic, and, therefore, it is through the coercion that threatens speech that we enter the "realm of terror" and society falls apart. To this assertion, Clarke replies:  I can think of few more striking indicators of the political and intellectual impoverishment of a view of society that can only recognize the discursive. If the worst terror we can envisage is the threat not to be allowed to speak, we are appallingly ignorant of terror in its elaborate contemporary forms. It may be the intellectual's conception of terror (what else do we do but speak?), but its projection onto the rest of the world would be calamitous....(pp. 2-27) The realm of the discursive is derived from the requisites for human life, which are in the physical world, rather than in a world of ideas or symbols.(4) Nutrition, shelter, and protection are basic human needs that require collective activity for their fulfillment. Postmodern emphasis on the discursive without an accompanying analysis of how the discursive emerges from material circumstances hides the complex task of envisioning and working towards concrete social goals (Merod, 1987). Although the material conditions that create the situation of marginality escape the purview of the postmodernist, the situation and its consequences are not overlooked by scholars from marginalized groups. Robinson (1990) for example, argues that "the justice that working people deserve is economic, not just textual" (p. 571). Lopez (1992) states that "the starting point for organizing the program content of education or political action must be the present existential, concrete situation" (p. 299). West (1988) asserts that borrowing French post-structuralist discourses about "Otherness" blinds us to realities of American difference going on in front of us (p. 170). Unlike postmodern "textual radicals" who Rabinow (1986) acknowledges are "fuzzy about power and the realities of socioeconomic constraints" (p. 255), most writers from marginalized groups are clear about how discourse interweaves with the concrete circumstances that create lived experience. People whose lives form the material for postmodern counter-hegemonic discourse do not share the optimism over the new recognition of their discursive subjectivities, because such an acknowledgment does not address sufficiently their collective historical and current struggles against racism, sexism, homophobia, and economic injustice. They do not appreciate being told they are living in a world in which there are no more real subjects. Ideas have consequences. Emphasizing the discursive self when a person is hungry and homeless represents both a cultural and humane failure. 
Combining a focus on discursive power with political practice is the only way to ensure that the critique engages with the real world.  
Giroux, 6. Henry (Penn State Chair of Education and Cultural Studies), Dirty Democracy and States of Terrorism: The Politics of the New Authoritarianism in the United States in Comparative Studies of South Asia Volume 26 Number 6, p 176-177. 
Abstracted from the ideal of public commitment, the new authoritarianism represents a political and economic practice and form of militarism that loosen the connections among substantive democracy, critical agency, and critical education. In opposition to the rising tide of authoritarianism, educators across the globe must make a case for linking learning to progressive social change while struggling to pluralize and critically engage the diverse sites where public pedagogy takes place. In part, this suggests forming alliances that can make sure every sphere of social life is recognized as an important site of the political, social, and cultural struggle that is so crucial to any attempt to forge the knowledge, identifications, effective investments, and social relations that constitute political subjects and social agents capable of energizing and spreading the basis for a substantive global democracy. Such circumstances require that pedagogy be embraced as a moral and political practice, one that is directive and not dogmatic, an outgrowth of struggles designed to resist the increasing depoliticization of political culture that is the hallmark of the current Bush revolution. Education is the terrain where consciousness is shaped, needs are constructed, and the capacity for individual self-reflection and broad social change is nurtured and produced. Education has assumed an unparalleled significance in shaping the language, values, and ideologies that legitimize the structures and organizations that support the imperatives of global capitalism. Efforts to reduce it to a technique or methodology set aside, education remains a crucial site for the production and struggle over those pedagogical and political conditions that provide the possibilities for people to develop forms of agency that enable them individually and collectively to intervene in the processes through which the material relations of power shape the meaning and practices of their everyday lives. Within the current historical context, struggles over power take on a symbolic and discursive as well as a material and institutional form. The struggle over education is about more than the struggle over meaning and identity; it is also about how meaning, knowledge, and values are produced, authorized, and made operational within economic and structural relations of power. Education is not at odds with politics; it is an important and crucial element in any definition of the political and offers not only the theoretical tools for a systematic critique of authoritarianism but also a language of possibility for creating actual movements for democratic social change and a new biopolitics that affirms life rather than death, shared responsibility rather than shared fears, and engaged citizenship rather than the stripped-down values of consumerism. At stake here is combining symbolic forms and processes conducive to democratization with broader social contexts and the institutional formations of power itself. The key point here is to understand and engage educational and pedagogical practices from the point of view of how they are bound up with larger relations of power. Educators, students, and parents need to be clearer about how power works through and in texts, representations, and discourses, while at the same time recognizing that power cannot be limited to the study of representations and discourses, even at the level of public policy. Changing consciousness is not the same as altering the institutional basis of oppression; at the same time, institutional reform cannot take place without a change in consciousness capable of recognizing not only injustice but also the very possibility for reform, the capacity to reinvent the conditions and practices that make a more just future possible. In addition, it is crucial to raise questions about the relationship between pedagogy and civic culture, on the one hand, and what it takes for individuals and social groups to believe that they have any responsibility whatsoever even to address the realities of class, race, gender, and other specific forms of domination, on the other hand. For too long, the progressives have ignored that the strategic dimension of politics is inextricably connected to questions of critical education and pedagogy, to what it means to acknowledge that education is always tangled up with power, ideologies, values, and the acquisition of both particular forms of agency and specific visions of the future. The primacy of critical pedagogy to politics, social change, and the radical imagination in such dark times is dramatically captured by the internationally renowned sociologist Zygmunt Bauman. He writes, Adverse odds may be overwhelming, and yet a democratic (or, as Cornelius Castoriadis would say, an autonomous) society knows of no substitute for education and self-education as a means to influence the turn of events that can be squared with its own nature, while that nature cannot be preserved for long without "critical pedagogy"—an education sharpening its critical edge, "making society feel guilty" and "stirring things up" through stirring human consciences. The fates of freedom, of democracy that makes it possible while being made possible by it, and of education that breeds dissatisfaction with the level of both freedom and democracy achieved thus far, are inextricably connected and not to be detached from one another. One may view that intimate connection as another specimen of a vicious circle—but it is within that circle that human hopes and the chances of humanity are inscribed, and can be nowhere else.
Critiques of methodology and representations can access the political, but only through compromise- This means that the alternative cannot succeed on its own – Modern politics is transformative when approached under a political framework
Lepgold and Nincic 2K1 (Joesph, associate professor of Government at Georgetown and Miroslav professor of Poly Sci at UC-Davis, Beyond the Ivory Tower: International Relations Theory and the Issue of Policy Relevance pg. 6-7) (SIR = Scholastic International Relations, the term for thinkers who discuss the theory behind real world processes) CS
One might deal with this problem by assuming that even though officials will not read the scholarly article, let alone the book, they might read an op-ed piece or a Foreign Affairs article that digests it and highlights the policy- relevant implications. Along with his work in scholarly journals, Mearshei- mer produced a steady stream of opinion pieces during the 1990s in The New York Times, mainly on such front-page topics as the Balkans conflict. Along with an intriguing but distinctively “academic” version of an argument linking the probability of war to the process of democratization, Edward Mansfield and Jack Snyder produced a shorter, more accessible version of the same material for Foreign Affairs.46 Even if busy officials cannot read the more user-friendly versions, their staffs might do so, and future officials will be more likely to absorb the ideas if they are presented in accessible forms and outlets. When asked, policymakers tend to be forthright about what they find useful from SIR. “The simple, well-founded empirical proposition”47 is one such contribution. For example, the link between democratization and the incidence of conflict has been influential because it is intuitive: it accords with common sense and can be explained easily to almost any audience. Of course, few SIR generalizations are as straightforward and well-supported as this one. Still, decades of empirical work have yielded more of them than is often realized. We now understand reasonably well how cooperative and more coercive strategies can be used to maximize the likelihood of coop- eration, when deterrence is likeliest to fail, the conditions under which eco- nomic sanctions seem to work, and the causes and effects of nuclear prolif- eration. If it were presented in digestible forms, such research might be more useful to policymakers than it now seems to be. Another such contribution consists of “models of strategy”48—proposi- tions that link various tools of statecraft to foreign policy objectives. Alex- ander George’s influential book Bridging the Gap argues that such models, along with the case studies that show how the various strategic options have performed, constitute the IR theorist’s most effective contribution to better policymaking.49 George’s suggestion is buttressed by the organization of the IR field, especially in the United States. Most scholarly work in IR either consists either of “issue-specific” puzzles that examine empirical or theo- retical problems in generic causal terms or more detailed, less generalizable case studies, often dealing with these same issues. Some of the most endur- ing, important IR puzzles include those mentioned or implied in the pre- vious paragraph: Are economic sanctions useful? If so, when and for what? When is accommodating an adversary likely to avert war, and when is such a strategy likely to induce it? These are precisely the kinds of issues policy- makers must deal with and the questions they want answered. IR scholars have produced a wide body of empirical literature that might, if appropriately packaged, provide them with guidance.
Focus on ontology bad
Privileging ontology over ethics is a means to secure individual autonomy—this results in violence and oppression
Child et al 95 (Mark, PhD Candidate in Instructional Psychology @ BYU, "Autonomy or Heteronomy?
Levinas's Challenge to Modernism and Postmodernism," http://www.ed.uiuc.edu/EPS/Educational-Theory/Contents/45_2_Child_etal.asp)
If violence and oppression are to be avoided, the work of securing autonomy must itself be called into question; in other words, the autonomy of the "I," the very act of freedom, must be called into question and shown to be unjust. While the ontology of situatedness does indeed mark, name, and argue for the conditions of possibility for "difference" or "otherness," it does not call the freedom of the I into question ethically; does not refer to the shame that the I feels in seeing its use of freedom to be murderous and usurpatory. Of course, there is a sense in which the ontology of situatedness does call the freedom of the I into question. By articulating the limits of situated existence it questions the I existentially. But this actually works to secure freedom rather than call it into question. Knowing the ontological limits becomes itself a freedom; it enables self-rule. That is, "knowing" places the knower in a position both to comprehend the ontological limits of Being (and thus beings, which renders others comprehensible in these terms) and to take up resolutely that which is afforded, disclosed, or given within one's own situation. In other words, "knowing" places one in a position to take up resolutely and attenuate one's autonomy. The appeal to situatedness articulates the limits and possibilities of Being. But this ontology cannot account for the calling into question ethically of the very " cans" and I/cannots," the very freedoms, of Being. This issue is at the heart of the criticism Levinas made of Martin Heidegger, perhaps the most influential "postmodern" philosopher of this century. In his monumental work, Being and Time, Heidegger "calls attention to the forgetting of Being," and attempts to (re)establish the "preeminence of ontology over metaphysics" (PII, p. 53).11 Heidegger argues that in seeking the metaphysical we have forgotten the here and now, earthly existence; we have forgotten Being. What is needed, he contends, is an interrogation and recovery of the meaning of Being.12 Thus he takes up the question: What is the meaning of Being?13 His response to this question is to reformulate our thinking in terms of the verbal form of "Be-ing" rather than the nominative form "Being." This enables him to interpret "Being" as always already relating; always already interpreting; always already "there," Be-ing. Heidegger's work brilliantly illuminates and renders intelligible what situated existence might mean. Dasein (literally, "Being-there") is Heidegger's way of referring to human existence as located, or situated, within and as a horizon. One's location as "Being-there" affords possibilities, or freedoms; it reveals and conceals. The freedom in "Being-there" consists in that which is afforded by one's place. in other words, the autonomy of Dasein is extended and maintained by taking up resolutely that which is afforded within the limits of Being-there. Heidegger's work exactingly and profoundly describes and analyzes many important aspects of what Levinas refers to as the self(same), or the play of earthly, sensuous existence (though the same and Dasein are not strictly synonymous). Levinas's criticism of Heidegger's work is that his phenomenology illuminates the freedom of the self(same) in terms of Dasein, but does not refer to the possibility of the self(same) having its freedom called into question in other than ontological terms. Levinas argues that the ontology of situated, temporal, embodied existence does not concern itself with the experience of having one's freedom, the freedom of the 1, put into question such that one's actions, or potential actions, are shown to be unjust, violent, or evil. In other words, it overlooks the experience where one may, ontologically speaking, choose to commit violence, but where one concomitantly " knows" that doing so would be unjust; where one is therefore awakened to a shame in regard to one's acts or potential acts. In Heidegger the focus remains on articulating the freedom of Being, and in resolutely taking up the freedom which is disclosed within the limits of Dasein. Thus, argues Levinas, he continues the work of securing and extending autonomy: When [Heideggerl sees man possessed by freedom rather than possessing freedom, he puts over man a neuter term [the freedom in Be-ing] which illuminates freedom without putting it in question. And thus he is not destroying, but summing up a whole current of Western philosophy (PII, p. 51). The tendency, then, in postmodernism to place highest priority on ontology is problematic to the degree that it tends to "illuminate freedom without putting it in question" ethically. The problem is not with ontology per se, but with the work of making ontology preeminent; of subsuming ethics in ontology. That is, we can make an ontological argument for ethics such as, a teacher cannot justify her teaching practices by appealing to a universal notion of what constitutes real learning because such universals are illusions. But an appeal to the ontology of situatedness does not account, for instance, for the teacher who, in her concrete relations with a particular child, finds her "project" deeply questioned and feels she ought not, in spite of her own good reasons to the contrary, do what she has the "authority" to do and the freedom to do. Moreover, it does not help us to get a sense for what might be happening when the teacher, who decides in fact to go ahead and do what she feels she ought not do, feels a need to justify her actions. The ontology of situatedness is only suited to giving an account of ethics in terms of ontological, but not ethical, affordances and constraints. That is, ideas such as justice, goodness, and peace are argued for by showing, for instance, how our place in the web of Being is one in which we are always already related and relating to the world around us. Thus, being situated means being interdependent. Understanding our interdependence should render us more concerned about living peaceably within our respective situations. But what does "peaceably" mean? If we are seeking the "truth" of this word in the direction of autonomy, then we will seek to know what living peaceably "is" ontologically so that we may then know how to live. But, as we have argued, the work of securing autonomy by means of ontology can lead to violence and oppression. 
Pragmatic political action to prevent nuclear war is a prerequisite to ontological investigations 
Santoni 85 - Maria Theresa Barney Chair Emeritus of Philosophy at Denison University (Ronald, “Nuclear War: Philosophical Perspectives” p 156-157)
To be sure, Fox sees the need for our undergoing “certain fundamental changes” in our “thinking, beliefs, attitudes, values” and Zimmerman calls for a “paradigm shift” in our thinking about ourselves, other, and the Earth.  But it is not clear that what either offers as suggestions for what we can, must, or should do in the face of a runaway arms race are sufficient to “wind down” the arms race before it leads to omnicide.  In spite of the importance of Fox’s analysis and reminders it is not clear that “admitting our (nuclear) fear and anxiety” to ourselves and “identifying the mechanisms that dull or mask our emotional and other responses” represent much more than examples of basic, often. stated principles of psychotherapy. Being aware of the psychological maneuvers that keep us numb to nuclear reality may well be the road to transcending them but it must only be a “first step” (as Fox acknowledges), during which we Simultaneously act to eliminate nuclear threats, break our complicity with the ams race, get rid of arsenals of genocidal weaponry, and create conditions for international goodwill, mutual trust, and creative interdependence.  Similarly, in respect to Zimmerman: in spite of the challenging Heideggerian insights he brings out regarding what motivates the arms race, many questions may be raised about his prescribed “solutions.”  Given our need for a paradigm shift in our (distorted) understanding of ourselves and the rest of being, are we merely left “to prepare for a possible shift in our self-understanding? (italics mine)?  Is this all we can do?  Is it necessarily the case that such a shift “cannot come as a result of our own will?” – and work – but only from “a destiny outside our control?”  Does this mean we leave to God the matter of bringing about a paradigm shift?  Granted our fears and the importance of not being controlled by fears, as well as our “anthropocentric leanings,” should we be as cautious as Zimmerman suggests about out disposition “to want to do something” or “to act decisively in the face of the current threat?”  In spite of the importance of our taking on the anxiety of our finitude and our present limitation, does it follow that “we should be willing for the worst (i.e. an all-out nuclear war) to occur”?  Zimmerman wrongly, I contend, equates “resistance” with “denial” when he says that “as long as we resist and deny the possibility of nuclear war, that possibility will persist and grow stronger.”  He also wrongly perceives “resistance” as presupposing a clinging to the “order of things that now prevails.” Resistance connotes opposing, and striving to defeat a prevailing state of affairs that would allow or encourage the “worst to occur.”  I submit, against Zimmerman, that we should not, in any sense, be willing for nuclear war or omnicide to occur.  (This is not to suggest that we should be numb to the possibility of its occurrence.)  Despite Zimmerman’s elaborations and refinements his Heideggerian notion of “letting beings be” continues to be too permissive in this regard.  In my judgment, an individual’s decision not to act against and resist his or her government’s preparations for nuclear holocaust is, as I have argued elsewhere, to be an early accomplice to the most horrendous crime against life imaginable – its annihilation.  The Nuremburg tradition calls not only for a new way of thinking, a “new internationalism” in which we all become co-nurturers of the whole planet, but for resolute actions that will sever our complicity with nuclear criminality and the genocidal arms race, and work to achieve a future which we can no longer assume. We must not only “come face to face with the unthinkable in image and thought” (Fox) but must act now - with a “new consciousness” and conscience - to prevent the unthinkable, by cleansing the earth of nuclear weaponry. Only when that is achieved will ultimate violence be removed as the final arbiter of our planet’s fate.  
Extinction outweighs ontology. Scratch Zimmerman, reverse it.
Jonas ’96  (Hans, Former Alvin Johnson Prof. Phil. – New School for Social Research and Former Eric Voegelin Visiting Prof. – U. Munich, “Morality and Mortality: A Search for the Good After Auschwitz”, p. 111-112)
With this look ahead at an ethics for the future, we are touching at the same time upon the question of the future of freedom. The unavoidable discussion of this question seems to give rise to misunderstandings. My dire prognosis that not only our material standard of living but also our democratic freedoms would fall victim to the growing pressure of a worldwide ecological crisis, until finally there would remain only some form of tyranny that would try to save the situation, has led to the accusation that I am defending dictatorship as a solution to our problems. I shall ignore here what is a confusion between warning and recommendation. But I have indeed said that such a tyranny would still be better than total ruin; thus, I have ethically accepted it as an alternative. I must now defend this standpoint, which I continue to support, before the court that I myself have created with the main argument of this essay. For are we not contradicting ourselves in prizing physical survival at the price of freedom? Did we not say that freedom was the condition of our capacity for responsibility—and that this capacity was a reason for the survival of humankind?; By tolerating tyranny as an alternative to physical annihilation are we not violating the principle we established: that the How of existence must not take precedence over its Why? Yet we can make a terrible concession to the primacy of physical survival in the conviction that the ontological capacity for freedom, inseparable as it is from man's being, cannot really be extinguished, only temporarily banished from the public realm. This conviction can be supported by experience we are all familiar with. We have seen that even in the most totalitarian societies the urge for freedom on the part of some individuals cannot be extinguished, and this renews our faith in human beings. Given this faith, we have reason to hope that, as long as there are human beings who survive, the image of God will continue to exist along with them and will wait in concealment for its new hour. With that hope—which in this particular case takes precedence over fear—it is permissible, for the sake of physical survival, to accept if need be a temporary absence of freedom in the external affairs of humanity. This is, I want to emphasize, a worst-case scenario, and it is the foremost task of responsibility at this particular moment in world history to prevent it from happening. This is in fact one of the noblest of duties (and at the same time one concerning self-preservation), on the part of the imperative of responsibility to avert future coercion that would lead to lack of freedom by acting freely in the present, thus preserving as much as possible the ability of future generations to assume responsibility. But more than that is involved. At stake is the preservation of Earth's entire miracle of creation, of which our human existence is a part and before which man reverently bows, even without philosophical "grounding." Here too faith may precede and reason follow; it is faith that longs for this preservation of the Earth (fides quaerens intellectum), and reason comes as best it can to faith's aid with arguments, not knowing or even asking how much depends on its success or failure in determining what action to take. With this confession of faith we come to the end of our essay on ontology.
Focus on ontology good
Questions of ontology are a pre-requisite of any mode of thought, every decision made is based in ontology and it shapes everything  
Dillon 1996 [Michael, in Campbell and shapiro 96 (David Campbell and Michael J. Shapiro. Professor of Cultural and Political Geography in the Department of Geography at Durham University in the UK. Professor of Political Science at the University of Hawaiʻi at Mānoa. He also serves as Associate Director for the Durham Centre for Advanced Photography Studies.  eds., Moral Spaces: Rethinking Ethics and World Politics Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, pg. 96 Published 1996. http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=zgQhA-HBNuwC&oi=fnd&pg=PR7&dq=Moral+Spaces:+Rethinking+Ethics+and+World+Politics+&ots=o8_b1f6HBr&sig=C9Pt47j62UCc9rczacY50Y2FC9g#v=onepage&q=ontology&f=false accessed, 6-30-12 CS)
As Heidegger—himself an especially revealing figure of the deep and mutual implication of the philosophical and the political4 — never tired of pointing out, the relevance of ontology to all other kinds of thinking is fundamental and inescapable. For one cannot say anything about anything that is, without always already having made assumptions about the is as such. Any mode of thought, in short, always already carries an ontology sequestered within it. What this ontological turn does to other—regional—modes of thought is to challenge the ontology within which they operate. The implications of that review reverberate throughout the entire mode of thought, demanding a reappraisal as fundamental as the reappraisal ontology has demanded of philosophy. With ontology at issue, the entire foundations or underpinnings of any mode of thought are rendered problematic. This applies as much to any modern discipline of thought as it does to the question of modernity as such, with the exception, it seems, of science, which, having long ago given up the ontological questioning of when it called itself natural philosophy, appears now, in its industrialized and corporatized form. to be invulnerable to ontological perturbation. With its foundations at issue, the very authority of a mode of thought and the ways in which it characterizes the critical issues of freedom and judgment (of what kind of universe human beings inhabit, how they inhabit it, and what counts as reliable knowledge for them in it) is also put in question. The very ways in which Nietzsche, Heidegger, and other continental philosophers challenged Western ontology, simultaneously, therefore reposed the fundamental and inescapable difficulty, or aporia, for human being of decision and judgment. In other words, whatever ontology you subscribe to, knowingly or unknowingly, as a human being you still have to act. Whether or not you know or acknowledge it, the ontology you subscribe to will construe the problem of action for you in one way rather than another. You may think ontology is some arcane question of philosophy, but Nietzsche and Heidegger showed that it intimately shapes not only a way of thinking, but a way of being, a form of life. Decision, a fortiori political decision, in short, is no mere technique. It is instead a way of being that bears an understanding of Being, and of the fundaments of the human way of being within it. This applies, indeed applies most, to those mock-innocent political slaves who claim only to be technocrats of decision making. While certain continental thinkers like Blumenberg and Lowith, for example, were prompted to interrogate or challenge the modern's claim to being distinctively "modern," and others such as Adorno questioned its enlightened credentials, philosophers like Derrida and Levinas pursued the metaphysical implications (or rather the implications for metaphysics) of the thinking initiated by Kierkegaard, as well as by Nietzsche and Heidegger. The violence of metaphysics, together with another way of thinking about the question of the ethical, emerged as the defining theme of their work.5 Others, notably Foucault, Deleuze, Lyotard, Bau-drillard, and Bataille turned the thinking of Nietzsche and Heidegger into a novel kind of social and political critique of both the regimes and the effects of power that have come to distinguish late modern times; they concentrated, in detail, upon how the violence identified by these other thinkers manifested itself not only in the mundane practices of modern life, but also in those areas that claimed to be most free of it, especially the freedom and security of the subject as well as its allied will to truth and knowledge. Questioning the appeal to the secure self- grounding common to both its epistemic structures and its political imagination, and in the course of reinterrogating both the political character of the modern and the modern character of the political, this problematization of modernity has begun to prompt an ontopolitically driven reappraisal of modern political thought. This means that the ontological constitution of politics itself—its legislating categories of time, space, understanding, and action, and of what it is to be — prompted by the politics of the specific (ontological) constitutional order of political modernity, has begun to come under sustained scrutiny.
Politics is a byproduct of philosophical quesitoning
Boyer feb 2001
(Amalia Boyer, Dr. Amalia Boyer, Universidad Javeriana, Colombia. Ontological materialism and the Problem of Politics. Published 2001. http://www.scribd.com/doc/97016906/Ontological-Materialism-and-the-Problem-of-Politics Accessed 7-4-12 CS)
Politics always appears as the most obvious of consequences for philosophy: is it not simply a matter of putting a doctrine into practice? The first response to this question is to think about the image of thought itself, which is perhaps the very definition of what it is to do philosophy. In Difference et Rc;petition, Deleuze both characterises and critiques a dogllwtic image of thought. 2 According to this image of thought the affinity between truth and thought itself is formally presupposed and, as Deleuze tells us, 'it is in terms of this image that everybody knows and is presumed, to know what it means to think.,3 This is not itself a philosophical thought, but an image of thought that a certain kind of philosophy presupposes as its necessary condition. Within its own boundaries this image of thought, although it can be refined upon, remains unquestioned. 4 For Deleuze therefore, to think in a different way is first of all to attack this image of thought. It is not enough to have different thoughts or images of thought. It is a maller of not having any image of thought whatsoever.
Exclusive focus on ontology is good today - our criticism focuses on ontology to make a better form of politics possible
Spanos, William V. 2000 America's shadow : an anatomy of empire p 3-4]
Such an undertaking does not presume to provide a completely ad​equate answer to the vexing question of imperialism. Nor, despite my reservations about their focus, is it intended to proffer an alternative to existing poststructural or postcolonial or post-Marxist or postfeminist discourses of resistance. It is, rather, meant to be an Auseinanderset​zung — an antagonistic dialogue with them,2 one that would disclose crucial aspects of actually existing imperialism that these allegedly more historical and more practical critical discourses are blind to. By retrieving the question of being (die Seinsfrage), in other words, I am not implying the recuperation of the Summum Ens (Being) that is endemic to the ontotheological tradition, the disciplinary category that has contributed fundamentally to the colonizing operations of its discourses and practices. My intention is to bring into focus the indissoluble lateral continuum that includes being as such, the subject, the ecos, gender, culture, race, economy, and the national and international socius. I mean, more specifically, the relay of sites that is always uneven because it always undergoes asymmetrical transformation in history.3 This is what is crucial. A particular historical conjuncture will overdetermine one or more "domains" of this relay over the others. Given the depth to which the arbitrary compartmentalization of being is inscribed in the Occidental consciousness — of even those who would resist its disci-plinary/classificatory imperatives — the historically produced imbalance in the relay evokes the disabling illusion that the overdetermined site (or sites) is separate from and constitutes a universal and determining base to the other (epiphenomenal) superstructural sites. This seductive characteristic of the historical "destiny" of being, for example, explains Marx and Engels's tendency to represent the means of production as a foundational category in the middle of the nineteenth century, which bore witness to the rise and overdetermination of capital. It also, in a far more vulgar and misleading way, explains Fukuyama's representation of the underlying ontological principle of liberal capitalist democracy as a determining base at the end of the twentieth century.In the years following the advent of "theory," the prevailing, praxis- oriented oppositional discourses have become indifferent or even hostile to the question of being. And this indifference or hostility is, admittedly, understandable, given the political impotence of the discourses of such "early" theorists as Heidegger, Derrida, and Lyotard, which have privileged ontological questions. Nevertheless, the abandonment of the question of being by recent oppositional discourses, I submit, has been disabling for criticism. In thinking the question of the imperial, I will therefore overdetermine the site of ontology. But this is not to imply that I am attributing this site with privileged ontological status. Rather, I want to compensatorily put back into play a crucial category of the imperial project. But it should be remembered, in keeping with what I have called the indissoluble continuum of being, that the ontological representation of being is polyvalent in essence. When, that is, I am re¬ferring to ontological categories such as Identity and difference, I am implicitly, however asymmetrically, referring to all the other sites on this continuous lateral relay.
catastrophic images good

Apocalyptic scenario planning is good: Even if the predictions are off, the process remedies powerlessness and does help mobilize against real danger.  
Bruce Tonn – Department of Political Science, University of Tennessee, and Jenna Tonn, Department of the History of Science, Harvard University – Futures 41 (2009) 760–765 – obtained via Science Direct
As we have seen, human extinction scenarios today fit into a long secular and religious history of writing about the apocalypse. The question then becomes: what makes people use the narrative model of the apocalypse as seen in the Old and New Testaments to tell their own stories? A number have scholars have discussed this question. David Ketterer, who studies the apocalyptic mode in American literature, believes that ‘‘apocalyptic literature is concerned with the creation of other worlds which exist, on the literal level, in a credible relationship (whether on the basis of rational extrapolation and analogy or of religious belief) with the ‘real’ world, thereby causing a metaphorical destruction of that ‘real’ world in the reader’s head’’. Furthermore, W. Warren Wagar, a historian and futures scholar who published many books including A Short History of the Future, wrote ‘‘that eschatological fictions help us cope with the fear of death and compensate us for our powerlessness’’. Wagar’s work on the apocalypse relates closely to the subject of MWS’s novel. He argued ‘‘The last man, or one of a handful of last men, is a figure of immeasurable power and importance’’ [18]. David Seed, the editor of an anthology of articles on apocalypse theory, cites Frank Kermode’s The Sense of an Ending in his discussion of the usefulness of apocalypse narratives. According to Seed, Kermode believes that the ‘‘apocalypse depends on a concord of imaginatively recorded past and imaginatively predicted future, achieved on behalf of us, who remain ‘in the middest’’’. Kermode’s ‘‘central insight’’ into apocalypse theory is that the ‘‘apocalypse [is] a narrative, one of the fictions which we employ to make sense of our present’’.  Furthermore, ‘‘there is a necessary relation between the fictions by which we order our world and the increasing complexity of what we take to be the ‘real’ history of the world’’ Relating to this point, Lois Parkinson Zamora writes that ‘‘the apocalyptist assigns to event after event a place in a pattern of historical relationships that. . .presses steadily towards culmination’’ [19]. Thus, the apocalypse is a literary device that humans turn to both to comprehend more fully their place in the world and to impress upon others the conditions of the ‘‘real’’ world which must be changed to ensure the future of humanity.  
-- Future-oriented politics are key to prevent extinction from technology. Even if technological power is the cause we should explicitly plan and expose possibilities for human extinction.
Jonas ’96  (Hans, Former Alvin Johnson Prof. Phil. – New School for Social Research and Former Eric Voegelin Visiting Prof. – U. Munich, “Morality and Mortality: A Search for the Good After Auschwitz”, p. 108-110)
But to return to our subject: Modern megatechnology contains both of the threats we have named—that of physical annihilation and that of existential impoverishment: the former by means of its unquestionably negative potential for catastrophe (such as atomic war), the latter by means of its positive potential for manipulation. Examples of this manipulation, which can lead to our ethical powerlessness, are the automation of all work, psychological and biological behavior control, various forms of totalitarianism, and—probably most dangerous of all—the genetic reshaping of our nature. Finally, as far as environmental destruction is concerned—i.e., not a sudden nuclear apocalypse but a gradual one by means of a completely peaceful technology in the service of humanity— the physical threat itself becomes an existential one if the end result is global misery that allows only for an imperative of naked survival devoid of all feeling of ethical responsibility. With this, we return to the other desideratum for the grounding of an ethics for the future in a technological age: the factual knowledge afforded by "futurology." We said earlier that this knowledge must awaken the right feelings in us in order to motivate us to act with responsibility. A few words are appropriate here about this emotional side of a vision of the future called for by ethics. If we first think, as we cannot help but do, of the fate man has imposed on the planet, a fate staring at us out of the future, then we are right to feel a mixture of fear and guilt: fear because what we see ahead is something terrible; guilt because we are conscious of our own causal role in bringing it about. But can something frightful, which will not affect us but those who come much later, frighten us? Even watching a tragedy on the stage can do this, as we know. This analogy adds to our "fear" and anticipatory "pity" for later generations damned in advance, yet we do not have the consolation afforded by a stage drama that this is mere fiction; the reality of futurology's warning denies us that. Above all, however, its accusation that future generations are our victims makes the selfish distancing of our feelings, which something remote otherwise permits, morally impossible for us. Our horror at what the future holds cries out to us: "That must not be! We must not permit that! We must not bring that about!" An unselfish fear of what will eventuate long after us, anticipatory remorse on its account, and shame on our own account overcome us as sheer reflexes triggered by decency and by solidarity with our species. Here no metaphysical sanction is even necessary, yet it is anticipated in these reflexes and finds in those spontaneous feelings a natural ally for its demands. For this very reason the dismal conclusions of scientific futurology ought to be widely disseminated. In the end, then, it is the "ontological imperative," discussed earlier, of man's "ought-to-be," whether clearly recognized or dimly perceived, which absolutely forbids us to have the contemptible attitude of "after us the deluge." Given the validity of this imperative (which many surely can agree upon without any philosophical substantiation), the responsibility we bear because of our power becomes a compelling law. The role of power in this entire context is complicated and in part paradoxical. On the one hand, it is the cause of the catastrophe we fear; on the other, the sole means of its possible prevention. This prophylaxis demands massive application of the same knowledge which is the source of our fateful power. By struggling against the effects of this power, we are strengthening its roots. Fear of our power has taken the place of the natural euphoria that once accompanied its possession, its enjoyment, and above all its self-engendered growth. It is no longer nature, as formerly, but our power over it which now fills us with fear— for the sake of nature and for our own sakes. Our power has become our master instead of our servant. We must now gain control over it. We have not yet done so, even though our power is entirely the result of our knowledge and our will. Knowledge, will, and power are collective, and therefore control of them must also be collective: it can come only from forces within the public sector. In other words, it must be political, and that requires in the long run a broad, grass-roots consensus.''
-- Doing nothing denies life, internal link turning the K -- Action to stop apocalypse motivates change and reaffirms life.
Keaney, '6 (Anarchist & Grad Student, http://brisbaneanarchy.org/node/86)
We can begin with his position that we should not take an interest in, and so not write, apocalyptic literature. Apocalyptic literature is an ancient biblical genre that describes the end of the world, often in lurid terms. The Book of Revelations is probably the best-known example of this genre. Bey argues that interest in, and the writing of, apocalyptic literature is life negative. This means that instead of encouraging the virtues of joy de vive and free-spiritedness, life negativity encourages the kind of death fixation that leads to such vices as warmongery, Puritanism and mindless, life wasting work. The position on apocalyptic literature was risible even before Bey’s rise to fame. Mainly this is because it seems that if we took Bey’s advice, we would condone the nuclear weapons issue being swept under the mat as it has been since the staged and premature celebrations surrounding the collapse of the Berlin Wall. Further Bey’s position on apocalyptic literature also laughably suggests we should eschew speculation about the effects of space-based weapons and realistic global warming scenarios. Though it is odd to suggest these topics can really make anything, including Hakim Bey, seem funny, the reason Bey’s position on apocalypse takes on the air of the ridiculous is because nothing seems more negative to life than to ignore imminent threat to that life. Let us then consider other assumptions Bey’s work, in order to find out how he may otherwise justify his strange position. Now we would usually think apocalyptic literature can use fear and dread to encourage people to change the world because it might come TRUE. For Bey this motivation is obviously problematic, and I would suggest the reason why is a way of thinking associated with the term “post-modernism.” Bey himself gestures in this direction. For this way of thinking it does not matter so much (or at all) if something is true or not. Rather we should be more interested in what the agenda of the writer or speaker might be, or how a piece of writing or a genre can be cross referenced to some other discourse. This severely limits the way a text (or what have you) might be used. In contrast to this position, more traditionally it has been thought that by making good arguments a text can lay claim to being true (even if the claim the text makes should be up for contest by other good arguments) and therefore can change people’s minds and the world. Bey does not give us a decent reason to reject this traditional position (in fact I am yet to read one anywhere); but he is happy enough to jump on the band wagon of assuming it is false. This leaves Bey’s position on apocalyptic literature unsupported. Of course apocalyptic literature does not have to be convincing. Outside a few occult freaks, the odd fundamentalist Christian and some characters in horror movies, (all of whom may well be life negative) no-one seriously believes that The Book of Revelations will come true. But contemporary devastation scenarios are different. For instance a nuclear exchange can, and some point probably will, occur unless we abolish nuclear weapons. Literature that gets at truths like this should not be dismissed on post modern grounds, but encouraged, written, praised for honesty, and critiqued where it pulls punches or justifies the unjustifiable. 
-- Rhetoric of fear is necessary to mobilize preventative action against catastrophe – AIDS proves. 
Giddens, ‘2k (Anthony; served as Director of the London School of Economics and Political Science (LSE) from 1997 to 2003. Previously a Fellow and Professor of Sociology at King's College, Cambridge. “Runaway world : how globalization is reshaping our lives” 2000; pg 47-49)
In these circumstances, there is a new moral climate of politics, marked by a push and pull between accusations of scaremongering the one hand, and of cover-ups on the other. If anyone -government official, scientific expert or researcher -takes a given risk seriously, he or she must proclaim it. It must be widely publicised because people must be persuaded that the risk is real-a fuss must be made about it. Yet if a fuss is indeed created and the risk turns out to be minimal, those involved will be accused of scaremongering. Suppose, however, that the authorities initially decide that the risk is not very great, as the British government did in the case of contaminated beef. In this instance, the government first of all said: we've got the backing  of scientists here; there isn't a significant risk, and anyone who wants to can continue eating beef without any worries. In such situations, if events turn out otherwise -as in fact they did -the authorities will be accused of a cover-up-as indeed they were. Things are even more complex than these examples suggest. Paradoxically, scaremongering may be necessary to reduce risks we face -yet if it is successful, it appears as just that, scaremongering. The case of AIDS is an example. Governments and experts made great public play with the risks associated with unsafe sex, to get people to change their sexual behaviour. Partly as a consequence, in the developed countries, AIDS did not spread as much as was originally predicted. Then the response was: why were you scaring everyone like that? Yet as we know from its continuing global spread, they were -and are -entirely right to do so.  This sort of paradox becomes routine in contemporary society, but there is no easily available way of dealing with it. For as I mentioned earlier, in most situations of manufactured risk, even whether there are risks at all is likely to be disputed. We cannot know beforehand when we are actually scaremongering and when we are not 
Fear over extinction is a rational fear that incites action -- prevents inevitable catastrophe and solves paralysis.
Wink, '1 (Professor at Auburn Theological Seminary, New York City, http://www.religion-online.org/showarticle.asp?title=2208)
The apocalyptic situation dwarfs our human capacity and reduces us to powerlessness. The negative response is passivity and despair; the positive is a superhuman effort and assault on the impossible. The negative version of apocalyptic leaves us feeling that we are smaller than ourselves, incapable of the required response. Positive apocalyptic, by contrast, calls on our every power to avert what seems inevitable. "Nothing can save us that is possible," the poet W H. Auden intoned over the madness of the nuclear crisis; "we who must die demand a miracle." And the miracle we got came about because people like the physician Helen Caldicott refused to accept nuclear annihilation. But she did it by forcing her hearers to visualize the consequences of their inaction.  Imagination, says Anders, is the sole organ capable of conveying a truth so overwhelming that we cannot take it in. Hence the bizarre imagery that always accompanies apocalyptic. Optimists want to believe that reason will save us. They wait to prevent us from becoming really afraid. The anti-apocalyptist, on the contrary, insists that it is our capacity to fear which is too small and which does not correspond to the magnitude of the present danger. Therefore, says Anders, the anti-apocalyptist attempts to increase our capacity to fear. "Don’t fear fear, have the courage to be frightened, and to frighten others too. Frighten thy neighbor as thyself." This is no ordinary fear, however; it is a fearless fear, since it dares at last to face the real magnitude of the danger. And it is a loving fear, since it embraces fear in order to save the generations to come. That is why everything the anti-apocalyptist says is said in order not to become true.  If we do not stubbornly keep in mind how probable the disaster is and if we do not act accordingly, we will not be able to prevent the warnings from becoming true. There is nothing more frightening than to be right. And if some amongst you, paralyzed by the gloomy likelihood of the catastrophe, should already have lost their courage, they, too, still have the chance to prove their love of man by heeding the cynical maxim: "Let’s go on working as though we had the right to hope. Our despair is none of our business."
nuclear war images good

-- Images of a specific nuclear threat crucial to preventing complacency, mobilizing action, and averting apocalypse. 
Grinspoon, ‘86 (Lester, Associate Professor of Psychiatry Harvard Medical School, “Introduction” The Long Darkness: Psychological and Moral Perspectives on Nuclear Winter pg. 3-6)
The late Archibald MacLeish wrote, "Knowledge without feelings is not knowledge, and can only lead to public irresponsibility and indifference, conceivably to ruin. . . . [When 1 the fact is dissociated from the feel of the fact. . . that people, that civilization is in danger" (Atlantic Monthly 203 [1959]:40-46). Many people repress their fear, anger, and rebelliousness in response to the nuclear threat; instead they anesthetize themselves. They avoid acquiring information that would make vague fears specific enough to require decisive action; they contrive to ignore the implications of the information they do allow to get through; they resign their responsibilities to leaders and experts; they treat the accelerating nuclear arms race as simply none of their business and convince themselves that there is nothing they can do about it. Just as some dangers are too slight to arouse concern, this one is, paradoxically, too vast to arouse concern. It is not an easy task to help people grasp affectively as well as cognitively the immensity of the danger. This is not just because we are all so psychologically well equipped to defend ourselves against anxiety that might threaten to overwhelm, but also because the horror itself is so abstract. Physicians, even though their work is often pressured and stressful, continue to be the professional group that smokes the least, and among physicians, thoracic surgeons have the lowest prevalence of smoking. Clearly, direct exposure to the consequences of smoking makes it difficult to deny them. Similarly, physicians have been in the vanguard of the movement to arouse the consciousness of the populace to the dangers of nuclear war. Working in the emergency room makes suffering from blast, fire, cold, radiation sickness, starvation, and infectious disease less of an abstraction. People who have or have had such experience are less likely to suffer from this failure of imagination. We have to confront the truth in this unprecedented situation. We must rouse ourselves from complacency and passivity and assume responsibility. We need the courage to be afraid and to make our friends, neighbors, and colleagues afraid-with a fear that is not neurotic and panicky but thoughtful, a fear not so much for ourselves as for our children, for civilization, and for this precious world. A problem for anyone who fully assimilates a consciousness of the nuclear threat is that it requires us to redirect our  thoughts and change our lives in certain ways- a demand that many people understandably prefer to avoid. It means taking some time that we would like to devote to insteresting, self-fulfilling work with obvious rewards and devoting. It instead to what seems a frustrating, unfulfilling struggle with few intrinsic rewards and an uncertain chance of success. It does not even bring the pleasure of correcting a visible injustice or relieving visible suffering. In fact, like some techniques of psychotherapy, it heightens suffering in the short run for everyone who is shaken out of numbness or self-delusion and into confrontation of the reality. Psychiatrists have an important role in developing more understanding of how to make these truths available to everyone. Psychotherapy itself is a model for the process of allowing people to deal constructively with disturbing truths. And as psychiatrists we should be strongly impelled to help others confront this unparalleled threat, because our experience makes us acutely aware of both aspects of the situation: the human potential for irrational and self-destructive acts, and also the enormous human capacity for altruism, adaptation, and creative solutions to the most difficult of problems. We know now that the nuclear danger is even more terrible than we have supposed. The reader may recall that at one point in the Stanley Kubrick movie Dr. Strangelove, the title character asks the Soviet ambassador, "You mean you built a doomsday machine and you didn't tell anybody?" The question was meant to be ludicrous and the doomsday machine a fantasy, but in the December 23, 1983, Issue of Science, Dr. Sagan and a group of fellow scientists reported an astonishing discovery: the superpowers have inadvertently built a doomsday machine, and it is operational at this very moment. As in the film, the governments of the superpowers are not telling anybody. They behave as though they do not believe it themselves, let alone feel any obligation to let the inhabitants of the planet know of this threat to their survival. Until great numbers of people come to genuinely appreciate the magnitude of this danger to themselves and future generations and demand of their governments that they reverse the arms race, the risk of setting off the doomsday machine will increase. The Austrian poet and satirist Karl Kraus wrote in 1917, during the darkest days of World War I, "If we still had imagination, we would no longer wage war." If the people of Europe had been able to conceive the horrors of trench warfare, they would not have acquiesced in the policies that made it inevitable, Nuclear war is infinitely more horrible and more difficult to imagine, and most people, including many in high office, do not attempt to imagine it. The authors of this book are contributing to a struggle against unimaginativeness and insensibility either imposed by circumstances or deliberately cultivated. Dr. Sagan will describe the consequences of a nuclear war; the other authors will explain how we have become trapped into risking these consequences and how political use of the nuclear threat affects our lives. H. G. Wells once pointed out that human history has become more and more a race between education and catastrophe; the race has become even more desperate since then. A terrible thought is that our education might be provided by catastrophe itself, by nuclear destruction short of nuclear war-a nuclear weapon detonated by mechanical error or human error or madness-an accident more devastating by orders of magnitude than the one at Three Mile Island that helped so much to educate us about industrial nuclear power. That would be learning the hardest way of all. We present this book in the hope that a better kind of education is still possible, that if we allow ourselves to learn and think about what is being prepared for us, and in our name, we will reject it and make it our business to work for a change. 
-- Fear of nuclear war causes cultural transformations that delegitimize the bomb.
Futterman, ‘94 (J.A.H., former US nuclear weapons scientist, ““Obscenity and Peace: Meditation on the Bomb” http://www.dogchurch.org/scriptorium/nuke.html [accessed 08/12/09])
But the inhibitory effect of reliable nuclear weapons goes deeper than Shirer's deterrence of adventurer-conquerors. It changes the way we think individually and culturally, preparing us for a future we cannot now imagine. Jungian psychiatrist Anthony J. Stevens states, [15] "History would indicate that people cannot rise above their narrow sectarian concerns without some overwhelming paroxysm. It took the War of Independence and the Civil War to forge the United States, World War I to create the League of Nations, World War II to create the United Nations Organization and the European Economic Community. Only catastrophe, it seems, forces people to take the wider view. Or what about fear? Can the horror which we all experience when we contemplate the possibility of nuclear extinction mobilize in us sufficient libidinal energy to resist the archetypes of war? Certainly, the moment we become blasé about the possibility of holocaust we are lost. As long as horror of nuclear exchange remains uppermost we can recognize that nothing is worth it. War becomes the impossible option. Perhaps horror, the experience of horror, the consciousness of horror, is our only hope. Perhaps horror alone will enable us to overcome the otherwise invincible attraction of war." Thus I also continue engaging in nuclear weapons work to help fire that world-historical warning shot I mentioned above, namely, that as our beneficial technologies become more powerful, so will our weapons technologies, unless genuine peace precludes it. We must build a future more peaceful than our past, if we are to have a future at all, with or without nuclear weapons — a fact we had better learn before worse things than nuclear weapons are invented. If you're a philosopher, this means that I regard the nature of humankind as mutable rather than fixed, but that I think most people welcome change in their personalities and cultures with all the enthusiasm that they welcome death — thus, the fear of nuclear annihilation of ourselves and all our values may be what we require in order to become peaceful enough to survive our future technological breakthroughs.[16] 
-- Nuclear war imagery challenges nuclearism – averting extinction.
Lifton, ‘86 (Robert F., professor of psychiatry and psychology at City University of NY, “Imagining the Real” The Long Darkness: Psychological and Moral Perspectives on Nuclear Winter pg. 97-98)
I am struck by the possibility of transformation away from nuclearism. That transformation is enhanced by confronting end-of-the-world imagery. Eugene Rabinowitz provides a very good example of just this possibility when he writes about the circumstances in which he and other nuclear scientists drafted one of the earliest petitions against the use of a nuclear weapon: In the summer of 1945, some of us walked the streets of Chicago vividly imagining the sky suddenly lit up by a giant fireball, the steel skeleton of skyscrapers bending into grotesque shapes and their masonry raining into the streets below, until a great cloud of dust rose and settled onto the crumbling city. (Rabinowitz, 1963, p. 156) This image of the "end of the world" inspired him to urge his colleagues to return quickly to their work on the Franck Report, which he, Franck, Szilard, and a number of others in Chicago were instrumental in creating. To be sure, the report's recommendation that the atomic weapon not be used on a human population without warning was not heeded. But it has become a central document in our contemporary struggle to imagine the end of the world in order to preserve the world. Similar, efforts of restitution, which restore symbols of human continuity to our numbed imaginations, are needed by the rest of us as well. Nuclear winter becomes an important imaginative resource here. Just as we know that we must imagine our own death in order to live more fully, so must we now imagine the end of the world in order to take steps to maintain human existence.
-- Advocating a plan to address harms of nuclear war overcomes impact of numbing.
Sandman and Valenti 86 (Peter and JoAnn, Professor of Human Ecology at Rutgers and Preeminent Risk Communications Expert published over 80 articles and books on various aspects of risk communication, Scared stiff — or scared into action, , Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, January 1986, pp. 12–16, http://www.psandman.com/articles/scarstif.htm)
WHEN THE MOVEMENT against nuclear weapons celebrates its heroes, a place of honor is reserved for Helen Caldicott, the Australian pediatrician who revived Physicians for Social Responsibility (PSR) in 1978 and made it the vehicle for her impassioned antinuclear crusade. In countless communities since then, Caldicott has briskly narrated the devastation that would result if a small nuclear warhead exploded right here and now. Thousands of activists trace their movement beginnings to a Helen Caldicott speech, wondering if it wouldn't help reverse the arms race just to make everyone sit through that speech — and each week hundreds of activists do their best to give the speech themselves. Nonetheless, PSR Executive Director Jane Wales, while acknowledging a huge debt to Caldicott, said in 1984 that the time for the “bombing runs” (as insiders call the speech) was past. “We knew it was past when someone interrupted the speech one evening, actually interrupted it, and said, ’We know all that, but what can we do?’” In a 1985 newsletter, similarly, Sanford Gottlieb of United Campuses to Prevent Nuclear War warned that many students were “being numbed by the emphasis on nuclear blast, fire and radiation” in courses on nuclear war and were therefore “feeling more impotent and depressed than before the class began.”(1) Perhaps the first broad awareness that shock therapy may not be the best therapy came, ironically, in 1983 in the weeks preceding the broadcast of the television film The Day After, when Educators for Social Responsibility and others worried that the program might do children more harm than good. The Day After turned out to be less frightening than expected, but other films (Threads, Testament, and Caldicott’s own The Last Epidemic) raise the same worry — and not just for children. In the following analysis of the fear of nuclear Armageddon and its implications for antinuclear advocacy, we will argue that most people are neither apathetic about nuclear war nor actively terrified of it but rather, in Robert Jay Lifton’s evocative phrase, “psychically numbed”; that it is ineffective to frighten audiences who have found a refuge from their fears in numbness; and that there exist more effective keys to unlocking such paralysis. THE CENTRAL ENIGMA of antinuclear activism is why everyone is not working to prevent nuclear war. Activists who can understand those who disagree about what should be done are bewildered and frustrated by those who do nothing. Such inaction is objectively irrational; as Caldicott asked in a 1982 cover article in Family Weekly, “Why make sure kids clean their teeth and eat healthy food if they’re not going to survive?”(2) Advocates of all causes chafe at their neighbors’ lack of interest. When the issue is something like saving whales or wheelchair access to public buildings, the problem is usually diagnosed as apathy. Psychiatrist Robert Winer argues that the same is true of the nuclear threat, which most of us experience as remote, impersonal, and vague. For Winer, “one of the genuinely tragic aspects of the nuclear situation is that immediacy may be given to us only once and then it will be too late to learn.”(3) There is obviously some truth to this view. When asked to describe their images of nuclear war, people do tend to come up with abstractions — and those with more concrete, immediate images are likely to be antinuclear activists.(4)
war images good

-- Depiction of war and conflict do not cause fear, but instead cause anger at those institutions – this is the fuel for social change through all of history
Adams, UNESCO Project Director, 86 [http://www.culture-of-peace.info/psychophysiology/page4.html, [sic]]
There is an important difference between the findings of Averill and those I am reporting here: whereas his subjects spoke only about anger at individuals, the peace activists report that their anger is directed at institutions and social systems and their elected or assumed representatives. Whereas Averill's subjects catalog angry episodes related to individual injustice, our peace activists become angry with more general social injustice. Here is where we can begin to see how physiology and history intersect. In a dialectical view of history, the role of the individual actor may be seen in terms of [his] response to historical contradictions. In this case we may speak of the contradiction of war and peace. The contemporary peace activist is raised in an educational, religious political system that claims to oppose war. Having acquired and adopted these values, the peace activist reacts with anger when he or she perceives the nation and its leaders are engaging in practices that threaten to provoke or maintain a policy of war. The individual activist, in his moral reactions, reflects the historical contradiction. Evidence suggests that it is precisely those members of a society who have most strongly acquired the moral values of the society who become the most angry and active to resolve the contradictions. And further, we may suppose that the more the society tries to suppress [his] activity, the more the activist is confirmed in [his] outrage against the society's injustice. Repression may, at least in some cases, feed the flames of discontent. In the historical context, anger may be characterized as the personal fuel in the social motor that resolves the institutional contradictions that arise in the course of history. Perhaps the best known illustration of this in our own cultural history is the anger of Jesus and the Old Testament prophets. The prophets, like the peace activists of our own day, point to moral standards which they learned from the society and condemn the practices of the society in the light of those standards. 
-- Representations of war are the only way to conceptualize its impacts. 
Martin, 2. Brian (Professor of Social Sciences in the School of Social Sciences, Media and Communication at the University of Wollongong), September 3, “Activism After Nuclear War?,” http://www.uow.edu.au/arts/sts/bmartin/pubs/02tff.html.
If worst comes to worst and nuclear weapons cause physical effects close to home, then survival becomes a priority. It makes sense to know the basics about the effects of nuclear war - blast, heat, radiation - and how to protect. Knowing basic first aid is important too. There is plenty of information on what to do in the event of nuclear war, but most social activists have avoided even thinking about it on the grounds that preparation makes nuclear war more likely. I disagree. If activists are seen to be ready, this makes nuclear war less likely. Nuclear weapons are severely stigmatised largely due to the efforts of peace activists. Governments have been reluctant to use nuclear weapons because they realise there will be an enormous political backlash. From the 1940s on, US leaders have considered using nuclear weapons on quite a number of occasions - such as during the Vietnam war - but always refrained, largely due to the fear of a backlash. If, despite this, nuclear weapons are used, it is vital that social activists capitalise on the widespread revulsion that will occur. To do this, activists need to be prepared. Otherwise, the next nuclear war will be only the beginning of a series of nuclear wars. A further implication is that activists need to be psychologically prepared for nuclear war. For decades, many people have thought of nuclear war as "the end": as extinction or the end of civilisation. But limited nuclear war has always been possible and even a major nuclear war could leave billions of people alive. Therefore it makes sense to think through the implications and make suitable preparations. Nuclear war is almost bound to be a disaster, not only in human and environmental terms but as well in terms of political prospects for achieving a better world. Activists are doing what they can to prevent nuclear war, but they are not the ones who design and produce the weapons and prepare to use them. Given that nuclear weapons may be used despite the best efforts of peace activists, it makes sense to be prepared for the aftermath. That means preparing organisationally and psychologically. 
***SPECIFICS

Environmental management good

Management is inevitable- it’s only a question of what kind of intervention is used. Past interventions will result in extinction unless actively reversed
Levy 99- PhD @ Centre for Critical Theory at Monash, Neil, “Discourses of the Environment,” ed: Eric Darier, p. 215
If the ‘technological fix’ is unlikely to be more successful than strategies of limitation of our use of resources, we are, nevertheless unable simply to leave the environment as it is. There is a real and pressing need for space, and more accurate, technical and scientific information about the non-human world. For we are faced with a situation in which the processes we have already set in train will continue to impact upon that world, and therefore us for centuries. It is therefore necessary, not only to stop cutting down the rain forests, but to develop real, concrete proposals for action, to reverse or at least limit the effects of our previous interventions. Moreover, there is another reason why our behavior towards the non-human cannot simply be a matter of leaving it as it is, at least in so far as our goals are not only environmental but also involve social justice. For if we simply preserve what remains to us of wilderness, of the countryside and of park land, we also preserve patterns of very unequal access to their resources and their consolations (Soper 1995: 207).in fact, we risk exacerbating these inequalities. It is not us, but the poor of Brazil, who will bear the brunt of the misery which would result from a strictly enforced policy of leaving the Amazonian rain forest untouched, in the absence of alternative means of providing for their livelihood. It is the development of policies to provide such ecologically sustainable alternatives which we require, as well as the development of technical means for replacing our current greenhouse gas-emitting sources of energy. Such policies and proposals for concrete action must be formulated by ecologists, environmentalists, people with expertise concerning the functioning of ecosystems and the impact which our actions have upon them. Such proposals are, therefore, very much the province of Foucault’s specific intellectual, the one who works ‘within specific sectors, at the precise points where their own conditions of life or work situate them’ (Foucault 1980g: 126). For who could be more fittingly described as ‘the strategists of life and death’ than these environmentalists? After the end of the Cold War, it is in this sphere, more than any other, that man’s ‘politics places his existence as a living being in question’ (Foucault 1976: 143). For it is in facing the consequences of our intervention in the non-human world that the hate of our species, and of those with whom we share this planet, will be decided?
A2: Luke/Management – Luke Votes Aff

Luke concludes that institutional change is necessary to stop extinction – their alternative fails
Luke, 97 – professor of political science at Virginia polytechnic
Timothy, “Ecocritique: Contesting the Politics of Nature, Economy, and Culture”, pg 126-127
It may be true that “the actions of those now living will determine the future and possibly the very survival of the species”, but it is, in fact, mostly a mystification. Only the actions of a very small handful of the humans who are now living, namely, those in significant positions of decisive managerial power in business or central executive authority in government, can truly do something to determine the future. Hollander’s belief that thousands of his readers, who will replace their light bulbs, water heaters, automobiles, or toilets with ecologically improved alternatives, can decisively affect the survival of the species is pure ideology. It may sell new kinds of toilets, cars, appliances, and light bulbs, but it does not guarantee planetary survival. Hollander does not stop here. He even asserts that everyone on the planet, not merely the average consumers in affluent societies, is to blame for the ecological crisis. Therefore, he maintains, rightly and wrongly, that “no attempt to protect the environment will be successful in the long run unless ordinary people—the California executive, the Mexican peasant, the Soviet [sic] factory worker, the Chinese farmer—are willing to adjust their life-styles and values. Our wasteful, careless ways must become a thing of the past.” The wasteful, careless ways of the California executive plainly must be ecologically reconstituted, but the impoverished practices of Mexican peasants and Chinese farmers, short of what many others would see as their presumed contributions to “overpopulation,” are probably already at levels of consumption that Hollander happily would ratify as ecologically sustainable if the California executive could only attain and abide by them. As Hollander asserts, “every aspect of our lives has some environmental impact,” and, in some sense, everyone he claims, “must acknowledge the responsibility we were all given as citizens of the planet and act on the hundreds of opportunities to save our planet that present themselves every day.” Nevertheless, the typical consumer does not control the critical aspects of his or her existence in ways that have any major environmental impact. Nor do we all encounter hundreds of opportunities every day to do much to save the planet. The absurd claim that average consumers only need to shop, bicycle, or garden their way to an ecological failure merely moves most of the responsibility and much of the blame away from the institutional center of power whose decisions actually maintain the wasteful, careless ways of material exchange that Hollander would end by having everyone recycle all their soda cans. 
Rejection of managerialism is just as dangerous – their author
Luke, 97 – professor of political science at Virginia polytechnic
Timothy, “Ecocritique: Contesting the Politics of Nature, Economy, and Culture”, pg. 80
Although resource managerialism can be criticized on many levels, it has provisionally guaranteed some measure of limited protection to wilderness areas, animal species, and watercourses in the United States. And, whatever its flaws, the attempt to extend the scope of its oversight to other regions of the world probably could have a similar impact. Resource managerialism directly confronts the existing cultural, economic, and social regime of transnational corporate capitalism with the fact that millions of Americans, as well as billions of other human beings, must be provisioned from the living things populating Earth’s biosphere (the situation of all these other living things, of course, is usually ignored or reduced to an aesthetic question). And, if they are left unregulated, as history as shown, the existing corporate circuits of commodity production will degrade the biosphere to the point that all living things will not be able to renew themselves. Other ecological activists can fault resource managerialism, but few, if any, of them face these present-day realities as forthrightly in actual practice, largely because the prevailing regimes of state and corporate power, now assuming the forms of the “wise-use” movement often regard even this limited challenge as far too radical. Still, this record of “success” is not a license to ignore the flawed working of resource managerialism. In fact, this forthright engagement with resource realities raises very serious questions, as the global tactics of such agencies as the Worldwatch Institute reveal. 
Anti-management results in mass extinctions
Soule 95  - Professor of Environmental Studies
Michael E., Professor and Chair of Environmental Studies, UC-Santa Cruz, REINVITING NATURE? RESPONSES TO POSTMODERN DECONSTRUCTION, Eds: Michael E. Soule and Gary Lease, p. 159-160
Should We Actively Manage Wildlands and Wild Waters? The decision has already been made in most places. Some of the ecological myths discussed here contain, either explicitly or implicitly, the idea that nature is self-regulating and capable of caring for itself. This notion leads to the theory of management known as benign neglect – nature will do fine, thank you, if human beings just leave it alone. Indeed, a century ago, a hands-off policy was the best policy. Now it is not. Given natures`s current fragmented and stressed condition, neglect will result in an accelerating spiral of deterioration. Once people create large gaps in forests, isolate and disturb habitats, pollute, overexploit, and introduce species from other continents, the viability of many ecosystems and native species is compromised, resiliency dissipates, and diversity can collapse. When artificial disturbance reaches a certain threshold, even small changes can produce large effects, and these will be compounded by climate change. For example, a storm that would be considered normal and beneficial may, following widespread clearcutting, cause disastrous blow-downs, landslides, and erosion. If global warming occurs, tropical storms are predicted to have greater force than now. Homeostasis, balance, and Gaia are dangerous models when applied at the wrong spatial and temporal scales. Even fifty years ago, neglect might have been the best medicine, but that was a world with a lot more big, unhumanized, connected spaces, a world with one-third the number of people, and a world largely unaffected by chain saws, bulldozers, pesticides, and exotic, weedy species. The alternative to neglect is active caring – in today`s parlance, an affirmative approach to wildlands: to maintain and restore them, to become stewards, accepting all the domineering baggage that word carries. Until humans are able to control their numbers and their technologies, management is the only viable alternative to massive attrition of living nature. But management activities are variable in intensity, something that antimanagement purists ignore. In general, the greater the disturbance and the smaller the habitat remnant, the more intense the management must be. So if we must manage, where do we look for ethical guidance? 
Updated virilio answers

Speed is good—we must accelerate warfare to win the war on terrorism and reduce casualties on both sides
PETERS 2006 (Ralph, fmr US intelligence officer and best-selling author, Never Quit the Fight, 154-156)
Real atrocities aren’t required.  Everything American soldiers do is portrayed as an atrocity.  World opinion is outraged, no matter how judiciously we fight.  With each passing day—sometimes with each hour—the pressure builds on our government to halt combat operations, to offer the enemy a pause, to negotiate…in essence, to give up.  We saw it in Fallujah, where slow-paced tactical success led only to cease-fires that comforted the enemy and gave the global media time to pound us even harder.  Those cease-fires were worrisomely reminiscent of the bombing halts during the Vietnam War—except that everything happens faster now.  Even in Operation Desert Strom, the effect of images trumped reality and purpose.  The exaggerated carnage of the “highway of death” north from Kuwait City led us to stop the war before we had sufficiently punished the truly guilty—Saddam’s Republican Guard and the regime’s leadership.  We’re still paying for that mistake.  In Fallujah, we allowed a bonanza of hundreds of terrorists and insurgents to escape us—despite promising that we would bring them to justice.  We stopped because we were worried about what already hostile populations might think of us.  The global media disrupted the U.S. and Coalition chains of command.  Foreign media reporting even sparked bureaucratic infighting within our own government.  The result was a disintegration of our will—first from decisive commitment to worsening hesitation, then to a “compromise” that returned Sunni-Arab Ba’athist officers to power.  That deal not only horrified Iraq’s Kurds and Shi’a Arabs, it inspired expanded attacks by Muqtada al Sadr’s Shi’a thugs hoping to rival the success of the Sunni-Arab murderers at Fallujah.  We could have won militarily.  Instead, we surrendered politically and called it a success.  Our enemies won the information war.  We literally didn’t know what hit us.  The implication for tactical combat—war at the bayonet level—is clear: We must direct our doctrine, training, equipment, organization, and plans toward winning low-level fights much faster—before the global media can do what enemy forces cannot do and stop us short.  We can still win the big campaigns.  But we’re apt to lose thereafter, in the dirty end-game fights.  We have to speed the kill.  For two decades, our military has concentrated on deploying forces swiftly around the world, as well as on fighting fast-paced conventional wars—with the positive results we saw during Operation Iraqi Freedom.  But at the infantry level, we’ve lagged behind—despite the unrivaled quality of our troops.  We’ve concentrated on critical soldier skills but ignored the emerging requirements of battle.  We’ve worked on almost everything except accelerating urban combat—because increasing the pace is dangerous and very hard to do.  Now we have no choice.  We must learn to strike much faster at the ground-truth level, to accomplish the tough tactical missions at speeds an order of magnitude faster than in past conflicts.  If we can’t win the Fallujahs of the future swiftly, we will lose them.  Our military must rise to its responsibility to reduce the pressure on the National Command Authority—in essence, the president—by rapidly and effectively executing orders to root out enemy resistance or nests of terrorists.  To do so, we must develop the capabilities to fight within the “media cycle,” before journalists sympathetic to terrorists and murderers can twist the facts and portray us as the villains.  Before the combat encounter is politicized globally.  Before allied leaders panic.  And before such reporting exacerbates bureaucratic rivalries within our own system.  Fighting faster at the dirty-boots level is going to be tough. As we develop new techniques, we’ll initially see higher casualties in the short term, perhaps on both sides.  But we should have learned long ago, if we are not willing to face up to casualties sooner, the cumulative tally will be much, much higher later.  We’re bleeding in Iraq now because a year ago we were unwilling even to shed the blood of our enemies.  The Global War on Terror is going to be a decades-long struggle.  The military will not always be the appropriate tool to apply.  But when a situation demands a military response, our forces must bring to bear such focused, hyperfast power that our enemies are overwhelmed and destroyed before hostile cameras can defeat us.  If we do not learn to kill very, very swiftly, we will continue to lose slowly.
Critiquing the social forces around technology encourages Luddism and rejection of progress—they throw out the good with the bad
HUGHES 2006 (James, Ph.D., Public Policy Studies at Trinity College, “Democratic Transhumanism 2.0,” Last Mod Jan 26, http://www.changesurfer.com/Acad/DemocraticTranshumanism.htm)
First, left Luddism inappropriately equates technologies with the power relations around those technologies. Technologies do not determine power relations, they merely create new terrains for organizing and struggle. Most new technologies open up new possibilities for both expanded liberty and equality, just as they open new opportunities for oppression and exploitation. Since the technologies will most likely not be stopped, democrats need to engage with them, articulate policies that maximize social benefits from the technologies, and find liberatory uses for the technologies. If biotechnology is to be rejected simply because it is a product of capitalism, adopted in class society, then every technology must be rejected. The mission of the Left is to assert democratic control and priorities over the development and implementation of technology. But establishing democratic control over technological innovation is not the same as Luddism. In fact, to the extent that advocates for the democratic control of technology do not guarantee benefits from technology, and attempt to suppress technology altogether, they will lose public support.
Technological advancement solves its own impact—accelerated progress will make us more likely to prevent accidents
BOSTROM 2003 (Nick, Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University, “Transhumanism FAQ,” October,  
http://www.transhumanism.org/index.php/WTA/faq21/68/)
Superintelligence is an example of a technology that seems especially worth promoting because it can help reduce a broad range of threats. Superintelligent systems could advise us on policy and make the progress curve for nanotechnology steeper, thus shortening the period of vulnerability between the development of dangerous nanoreplicators and the deployment of effective defenses. If we have a choice, it seems preferable that superintelligence be developed before advanced nanotechnology, as superintelligence could help reduce the risks of nanotechnology but not vice versa. Other technologies that have wide risk-reducing uses include intelligence augmentation, information technology, and surveillance. These can make us smarter individually and collectively or make enforcement of necessary regulation more feasible. A strong prima facie case therefore exists for pursuing these technologies as vigorously as possible. Needless to say, we should also promote non-technological developments that are beneficial in almost all scenarios, such as peace and international cooperation.
We have already developed maximum capacity for destruction—further progress can only be good
WALKER 2009 (Mark, assistant professor at New Mexico State University and holds the Richard L. Hedden Chair of Advanced Philosophical Studies, “Ship of Fools: Why Transhumanism is the Best Bet to Prevent the Extinction of Civilization ,” The Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10682/Default.aspx)
This line of thinking is further reinforced when we consider that there is a limit to the downside of creating posthumans, at least relatively speaking. That is, one of the traditional concerns about increasing knowledge is that it seems to always imply an associated risk for greater destructive capacity. One way this point is made is in terms of ‘killing capacity’: muskets are a more powerful technology than a bow and arrow, and tanks more powerful than muskets, and atomic bombs even more destructive than tanks. The knowledge that made possible these technical advancements brought a concomitant increase in capacity for evil. Interestingly, we have almost hit the wall in our capacity for evil: once you have civilization destroying weapons there is not much worse you can do. There is a point in which the one-upmanship for evil comes to an end—when everyone is dead. If you will forgive the somewhat graphic analogy, it hardly matters to Kennedy if his head is blown off with a rifle or a cannon. Likewise, if A has a weapon that can kill every last person there is little difference between that and B’s weapon which is twice as powerful. Posthumans probably won’t have much more capacity for evil than we have, or are likely to have shortly. So, at least in terms of how many persons can be killed, posthumans will not outstrip us in this capacity. This is not to say that there are no new worries with the creation of posthumans, but the greatest evil, the destruction of civilization, is something which we now, or will soon, have. In other words, the most significant aspect that we should focus on with contemplating the creation of posthumans is their upside. They are not likely to distinguish themselves in their capacity for evil, since we have already pretty much hit the wall on that, but for their capacity for good.
Speed is good—every minute of technological delay kills a million people
BOSTROM 2003 (Nick, Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University, “Transhumanism FAQ,” October,  http://www.transhumanism.org/index.php/WTA/faq21/72/)
From this perspective, an improvement to the human condition is a change that gives increased opportunity for individuals to shape themselves and their lives according to their informed wishes. Notice the word “informed”. It is important that people be aware of what they choose between. Education, discussion, public debate, critical thinking, artistic exploration, and, potentially, cognitive enhancers are means that can help people make more informed choices. Transhumanists hold that people are not disposable. Saving lives (of those who want to live) is ethically important. It would be wrong to unnecessarily let existing people die in order to replace them with some new “better” people. Healthspan-extension and cryonics are therefore high on the transhumanist list of priorities. The transhumanist goal is not to replace existing humans with a new breed of super-beings, but rather to give human beings (those existing today and those who will be born in the future) the option of developing into posthuman persons. The non-disposability of persons partially accounts for a certain sense of urgency that is common among transhumanists. On average, 150,000 men, women, and children die every day, often in miserable conditions. In order to give as many people as possible the chance of a posthuman existence – or even just a decent human existence – it is paramount that technological development, in at least some fields, is pursued with maximal speed. When it comes to life-extension and its various enabling technologies, a delay of a single week equals one million avoidable premature deaths – a weighty fact which those who argue for bans or moratoria would do well to consider carefully. (The further fact that universal access will likely lag initial availability only adds to the reason for trying to hurry things along.)
Speed is good—every day of technological progress we lose denies perfection to 150,000 people
BOSTROM 2005 (Nick, Oxford University, Faculty of Philosophy, “Transhumanist Values,” Last Mod Sept 17, http://www.nickbostrom.com/ethics/values.html)
Wide access. It is not enough that the posthuman realm be explored by someone. The full realization of the core transhumanist value requires that, ideally, everybody should have the opportunity to become posthuman. It would be sub-optimal if the opportunity to become posthuman were restricted to a tiny elite. There are many reasons for supporting wide access: to reduce inequality; because it would be a fairer arrangement; to express solidarity and respect for fellow humans; to help gain support for the transhumanist project; to increase the chances that you will get the opportunity to become posthuman; to increase the chances that those you care about can become posthuman; because it might increase the range of the posthuman realm that gets explored; and to alleviate human suffering on as wide a scale as possible. The wide access requirement underlies the moral urgency of the transhumanist vision. Wide access does not argue for holding back. On the contrary, other things being equal, it is an argument for moving forward as quickly as possible. 150,000 human beings on our planet die every day, without having had any access to the anticipated enhancement technologies that will make it possible to become posthuman. The sooner this technology develops, the fewer people will have died without access. Consider a hypothetical case in which there is a choice between (a) allowing the current human population to continue to exist, and (b) having it instantaneously and painlessly killed and replaced by six billion new human beings who are very similar but non-identical to the people that exist today. Such a replacement ought to be strongly resisted on moral grounds, for it would entail the involuntary death of six billion people. The fact that they would be replaced by six billion newly created similar people does not make the substitution acceptable. Human beings are not disposable. For analogous reasons, it is important that the opportunity be become posthuman is made available to as many humans as possible, rather than having the existing population merely supplemented (or worse, replaced) by a new set of posthuman people. The transhumanist ideal will be maximally realized only if the benefits of technologies are widely shared and if they are made available as soon as possible, preferably within our lifetime.
Links - Marx K of Genealogy

Foucault’s theories of difference reject the coherence and static nature of any concept.  This fractured resistance is no different than the rampant individualism that has allowed capitalism to expand rapidly-only members of the upper class benefit from such resistance, as they are already in a position of privilege.
Zavarzadeh in 95 [Mas’ud, prolific writer and expert on class ideology, post-ality: Marxism and postmodernism, post-ality the (dis)simulations of cybercapitalism
Similarly Daniel Bell, who draws upon the traditional sociological protocols and research programs, opposes "totality" as vociferously, in his positivist idiom, as Derrida, Lyotard and postmarxists. Moreover, the pop theorists of cybercapitalism, Alvin Toffler and Heidi Toffler, have reproduced and widely disseminated the theo​ries of differance in such books as the Future Shock, The third Wave, Powershift, Creating a New Civilization, and through their popular pedagogy of congeniality and anecdotes—especially influencing the corporate elite, their petit bourgeois allies and the Republican Party apparatchiks (whose main function has historically been to build an alliance between the ruling class and petit bourgeoisie by suturing their conflicting economic interests through stabilizing cultural values). In other words, differance not only underlies the postmarxist notion of "radical democ​racy" put forth by Laclau and Mouffe in their adaptation of Derridean deconstruction (and popularized in the knowledge industry by Stanley Aronowitz), but it is also the founding concept of the new aggressive cult of the individual and entrepre​neurship that marks both the new "wave" (to use Toffler's metaphor for historical change) conservativism of the 1990's and the rejection of representative democ​racy by the Tofflers, who would like to replace it with a more or less direct self-representational electronic democracy. The Tofflers' notion that representational democracy is the residue of the Enlightenment and cannot serve the "Third Wave" civil society (Powershift 235-369) is rooted in the same philosophical/ideological theories of the sign that has led such ludic- theories as Gilles Deleuze and Michel Foucault (in their own rhizomatic versions of difference) to denounce the possibility of any representation and instead advocate self-representation. No one, ac​cording to this end-of-representation theory, can speak for the other (Foucault, Language, Counter-Memory 206)--each must speak for him or herself. This post-al representation is the informing principle of both the Foucault-Laclau​ Mouffe notion of radical democracy and the Tofflers' idea of direct democracy based on the electronic plebiscite. Deleuze and Guattari's rhizomatic democracy of differance is the same as the Tofflers' electronic activism (Powers/rift 356-358): both are "rooted" in a post-majoritarian hegemonic democracy of pulsations and lines of flights and "traces" of individual energies. Electronic activism provides the ideological effects needed by cybercapitalism because it substitutes direct, experiential, affective democracy for a rational critique-al democracy: it is politics without concepts. The rejection of critique (shared by the left postmodernists such as Fredric Jameson and right-wing Third Wavists like Newt Gingrich) serves the purpose of this post-al plebiscitary democ​racy of direct "reactions," Far from being a "radical" and avant-garde view that definitely marks the "outdatedness" of collectivity, the "war on totality," is the dominant ideology of cybercapitalism in its war against the working class the collective subject of labor and revolution; the builder of democratic  centralism. The anti-totality differance, in short, which grounds the political theories of Derrida, Lyotard, Laclau, Mouffe . , . Toftlers, is the theory of decentralization, privatization and devolution of any collectivity that attempts to provide for the common "needs"- putting in its place the self-articulating "desires" of those whose needs have already been met through class exploitation. There is, thus, a direct connec​tion between the notion of hegemonic coalition and electronic plebiscitary de​mocracy; between Ernesto Laclau and Newt Gingrich in their attempts to render the economic interests of an old ruling class as the radically new interests of an emerging cyber civil society. 
FOUCAULT DOES NOT CONSIDER THE RISE OF GLOBALIZATION. CAPITALISM IS NO LONGER LOGOCENTRIC, YOUR DECONSTRUCTIVE METHOD FAILS TO ADDRESS CAPITAL.
Jeffrey T. Nealon IN 2006 is Professor of English at Penn State University, Post-Deconstructive? Negri, Derrida, and the Present State of Theory, symploke 14.1/2 (2006) 68-80] 
As a related example of Negri's argument concerning the anti-logocentric theoretical climate of the Parisian Latin Quarter in the 50s, think for a moment of Foucault's work, and its relation to the present. Foucault of course never could have envisioned, much less analyzed, what we call "globalization" as a mode of power. In fact, Foucault expended most of his political and theoretical energy smoking out the hidden indignities of a form of governmental power that's largely lost hegemony in the decades since his death: namely, the welfare state. One of the primary upshots of Foucault's mammoth studies of the madhouse, the prison, and sexuality is to show how the "helping hand" of modern welfare governments is a continuation and intensification of another mode of power (the chopping off of hands and the other "sovereign" modes of early Modern power that so vividly open Foucault's Discipline and Punish). The vast panoptic society that Foucault envisions may or may not have come to full fruition in the so-called [End Page 73] first world under the dictates of a global Fordism from the 1920s through the 1970s; but, one way or the other, we'd have to admit that the totalizing, logocentric Fordist assembly line ("the factory") is no longer the dominant mechanism for explaining or harnessing social, economic, and cultural production in the West. Though one would have to admit with alacrity (and with Negri) that the Marshall-plan Keynesian Fordism of the 1950s, the petrie dish in which Ecole normale thinking of the 1950s grew, was thoroughly logocentric. As even deconstruction's proponents (people like me) will admit, not a whole helluva lot has changed about the methodological aspects of Derrida's work since its inception in the early 1960s. Certainly the topics have changed considerably over the years, from the early double readings of philosophy proper, to a fascination with the powers of literature "before" philosophy, the Levinasian turn to ethics, an increasingly recognizable engagement with politics (apartheid, Marx, the New Europe, terrorism), to the later work's obsession with messianism and a "religion without religion." Of course, such periodizing is difficult for such a monumentally prolific and wide-ranging thinker (who's also made crucial interventions on autobiography, painting, video, gender studies, linguistics, and psychoanalysis, not to mention his reinvigoration of the epicedium as a postmodern form); and one could easily demonstrate that the supposedly "late" Derridean interests in politics, ethics, and religion are written all over the "early" work, and vice versa. In any case, there's a remarkable methodological consistency in Derrida's work, a consistency that is the hallmark of any towering philosophical figure: the initial Derridean insistence on deconstructing binary oppositions (and emphasis on the necessarily co-founding status of so-called excluded term) has proven enormously productive in its nomadic migrations from a neo-Saussurean point about the signified and its reliance on the signifier, into politics, culture, ethics, sexuality, and a thousand other tiny socio-philosophical discourses. Following Negri's line of inquiry, one could push a bit harder on the historical fact that this emphasis on "binary oppositions" is a figure native to the Cold War and to the normative, Fordist economic imperatives of the post-WWII nation-state that so negatively conditioned the climate of 1950s and 60s French intellectuals. With the hindsight of history, for example, one can easily see the influence of the Cold War nation-state and its Fordist economic imperatives in Althusser's work on Ideological State Apparatuses, where he argues that schools and other superstructural or cultural apparatuses function largely as factories for the Fordist reproduction of the dominant ideology.3 Likewise, Deleuze's work on the incessant quality of escape and lines of flight seems clearly [End Page 74] rooted in resistance to stifling "present" of mid-century global Fordism and the norms of the Cold-War nation state. Trapped between American consumerism on one side and Russian communism on the other, it's not surprising that most continental political theory of the mid- to late-twentieth century found itself trying to find a kind of "third way" between the structuring binary oppositions of the Cold War: inside/outside, self/other, public/private, system/lifeworld, aesthetics/ politics, ethics/morality, writing/reading, nature/culture, totalization/ fragmentation, rationality/irrationality. All of these oppositions in some sense boil down to this master binary: open/closed. Are there, in short, ways to keep "open" the inherently totalizing, exclusionary drift of socio-political power? There are of course lots of ways of dealing with this question within recent political theory, but Negri's genealogical point is that there's also a great deal of shared ground in mid- to late-twentieth century continental philosophy on this point: Take, for example, Habermas and Derrida. On the one hand, you have the Habermasian legacy of critical theory, which would want to emphasize the importance of norms; on the other, a deconstructive emphasis on subversion of norms. But both Derrida's deconstruction and Habermas's communicative rationality perform their political work in the name of a greater openness, in the service of expanding the "open" end of the "open/closed" binary opposition. Whether openness is all about norms, or all about their subversion, both ends of this debate would seem to harness virtually all of their political energy from staving off the spectre of "binary" or "instrumental" totalization: openness or possibility versus its dampening on a rigid, inflexible, univocal standard of value or right.4 
ATTEMPTS TO STOP NORMALIZATION DON’T ADDRESS CONTEMPORARY TRANSFORMATION OF BIOPOLITICS AND CAPITALISM. TOTALIZATION IS NO LONGER THE TACTIC OF CAPITALISM, IT USES OPENNESS, FLUIDITY, AND DECONSTRUCTION TO ADVANCE ITSELF. THIS MEANS YOUR ALT FAILS
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Put most simply, Negri's argument or critique is that a binary notion of "normalization" is not the primary problem with contemporary capitalist culture, or at least it's not the same problem it was at mid-century for someone like Adorno. There are myriad social and political dangers lurking in the neo-liberal truisms of accelerated finance capital, but the banalizing normalization of bipolitical forms (the narrowing of acceptable or proper "lifestyle options" for people in the so-called first world) isn't paramount among them. To take only the most obvious example, it's not global capitalism that's at the forefront of discrimination against gays and lesbians—IBM, Xerox, BankOne, Prudential and Intel have all long offered same-sex partner benefits; my blue-state university only recently began offering them, over the objections of the legislature. So, one might say, the weapons of deconstructive critique have remained more or less similar from the 1950s to today, but the dominant [End Page 75] socio-economic forces (one of the prime targets of that critique) have changed radically. As Negri sums up the economic changes of the past half-century, The juridico-constitutional system based on the Fordist compromise, strengthened by the constituent agreement between the national bourgeoisie and the industrial working class, and overdetermined by the conflict between the Soviet and US superpowers . . . has thus run out its time. There is no longer a long-term war between two power blocs at the international level, within which the civil war between classes might be cooled down by means of immersion in the Fordist constitution and/or in the organizations of the Welfare State . . . . The whole scenario is now radically changed. In short, then, Negri's "historical" critique of deconstruction is that, like most poststructuralist theory, it "pushes against an open door" when it insists on the critical potential of openness, fluidity, and the hidden or uncharted possibilities buried within a binary or logocentric essentialism. "Global capitalism" is likewise a sworn enemy of essentialism, and a big backer of multiple ways of proceeding (the famous "flexible specialization"). In short, Negri argues that the regimes of hyper-flexible advanced finance capital are in fact immune from a certain kind of demystifying "deconstruction," precisely because these supple and mobile economic formulations don't primarily desire or produce binary totalizing effects. Or, to put it somewhat more precisely, contemporary global capitalism produces its effects—totalizing or otherwise—only through embracing the event of dispersion, differentiation and singularization, rather than fighting endlessly against this open-ended state of affairs. Postmodern materialism, of Negri's neo-Deleuzean variety, is it seems to me based on an implicit critique of this whole "binary" mode of thinking: to wit, global capitalism of the advanced type doesn't want to totalize anything at all—other than this sense of fluid openness. Negri is, of course, quick to remind us that contemporary capitalism also produces untold misery and oppression throughout the globe; however, it does so in the name of "open" and "free" markets, rather than primarily in terms of an overt discourse of containment or control. Post-Cold-War capital, in other words, produces its (very efficient) effects of containment and control precisely through these "open" means. So maybe the stake of considering Derrida around the topics of globalization or contemporary capitalism has less to do with seeing whether Derrida does or doesn't have anything helpful or compelling to say about these topics—of course he does, or he doesn't, depending [End Page 76] on what you already bring to your reading of Derrida, and how you feel about deconstruction. Nobody comes to deconstruction without an angle of approach. Maybe the most interesting question concerning deconstruction and the contemporary moment is less what deconstruction has to say about "today" (very interesting questions concerning how one might "deconstruct" the claims or ideologies of global capitalism, foremost among them right now the so-called "war on terror"), but to look more obliquely, what "today" has to say to deconstruction. This is Negri's approach in "The Specter's Smile": "the question 'whither Marxism?' is inextricable from the question 'whither deconstruction?', and both presuppose a 'whither capitalism'?" (6). The historical project of deconstruction is perhaps most accurately described as the deconstruction of totalization, including (one might say, especially) capitalist totalization (the presence-fetishizing required by clock- and work-time, the reduction of all human and non-human relations to market relations, etc.). But with a mutation in the dominant mode of "totalization" in our world, whither deconstruction, a discourse dedicated to the exposure and overturning of an "essentialist" mode of power that's certainly not disappeared by any means, but is no longer dominant? What happens to the critical discourse "deconstruction" when capitalism in practice assumes the role of "deconstructor" par excellence? Capital may have fought the critical, norm-busting force of deconstruction throughout much of its history. "But now," Negri asks, "in the face of the total subsumption of society and the complete multi-nationalization of the productive processes, what alternative does it [capitalism] have left? Directly, today, the innovative process destructures, deconstructs capital . . . . Deconstruction is the broken line which leads across the transformations of the form of value" (1996, 159). To his credit, Derrida was fond of coining other historical names for deconstruction—recall that he was happy to rename deconstruction as "perestroika" in the early 1990s. Perhaps we should add "global capitalism" to the list of alternate names for deconstruction? I take this to be Negri's genealogical question. 
