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Answers to Nietzsche

Impact – Turn – Action

We give suffering meaning through action

Nehamas, (Philosophy professor at Princeton University) 94 (Alexander, “The Genealogy of genealogy interpretation in Nietzsche’s Second Untimely Meditation and in On the Genealogy of Morals,” found in Nietzsche, Genealogy, Morality: Essays on Nietzsche's Genealogy of Morals. pg 63-64.)

I agree with Danto that Nietzsche believes that suffering has no meaning, it has after all, only causes social or physiological. But this is a view to the effect that no one has already given suffering a meaning, a point (say, as punishment for sin) which is the same for everyone and there for us to discover and live with. In itself, suffering has no meaning in itself, as we have seen in connection with everything in itself, it just stands there, stupid to all eternity. But the consequence that follows from this is not necessarily the idea that since in reality there is no meaning, we should give up the goal of trying to create meaning altogether. This would be the view of The Birth of Tragedy and of the Second untimely mediation minus Nietzsche’s insistence that we should still try to accomplish something with our lives despite the knowledge that nothing is thereby accomplished. It would be to hold the metaphysics of those works without the aesthetic justification of life they demand. But what separates these works from the genealogy is Nietzsche’s realization that the fact that suffering or history is meaningless in itself does not force the conclusion that any attempt to give it a meaning would necessarily falsify it. Instead, it implies that in themselves both suffering and history are irrelevant to us. And this is precisely what allows the conclusion that if one were to succeed in making something out of one’s own suffering or one’s own history (and, on my reading, Nietzsche offers himself as his favorite example) then the suffering that individual life, like every life , is bound to have contained will also thereby have acquired a meaning. This meaning will be its contribution to the whole of which it will have then become a part, and this is true, in my opinion, not only of life but of all meaning, particularly of the meaning of texts. In this way, if a life has had a point, if it has made a difference, if it has changed something, then everything in it, everything that happens or has happened to the person whose life it is becomes significant. It becomes part of a work whose author is the person in question and, as we should have expected, it becomes something we can describe in international terms. It becomes something for which one is willing, “a posteriori,” to accept responsibility, something that one in a very serious sense of the term is. This idea that events in our past can in this manner become things we did and therefore things we are, becomes explicit in Thus Spoke Zarathustra, where it is applied specifically to suffering and punishment:” No deed can be annihilated: how could it be undone by punishment? This, this is what is eternal in the punishment called existence, that existence must eternally become deed and guilt again. Unless the will should at last redeem itself and willing should become not willing.” {This is the aim of asceticism} But my brothers, you know this fable of madness. I led you away from this madness when I taught you, “The will is a creator.” All “it was” is a fragment, a riddle, a dreadful accident (it is meaningless) until the creative will says to it: “But thus I willed it” Until the creative will says to it, “But thus I will it; thus I shall will it.”

Only aff has moral ground—it’s ethical to save future generations
Matheny, (Future of Humanity Institute) 2007 (Jason, “Reducing the Risk of Human Extinction”, Risk Analysis. (Subscription required) Volume 27, Number 5, 2007, http://www.upmc-biosecurity.org/website/resources/publications/2007_orig-articles/2007-10-15-reducingrisk.html):

An extinction event today could cause the loss of thousands of generations. This matters to the extent we value future lives. Society places some value on future lives when it accepts the costs of long-term environmental policies or hazardous waste storage. Individuals place some value on future lives when they adopt measures, such as screening for genetic diseases, to ensure the health of children who do not yet exist. Disagreement, then, does not center on whether future lives matter, but on how much they matter.6 Valuing future lives less than current ones (“intergenerational discounting”) has been justified by arguments about time preference, growth in consumption, uncertainty about future existence, and opportunity costs. I will argue that none of these justifications applies to the benefits of delaying human extinction.  Under time preference, a good enjoyed in the future is worth less, intrinsically, than a good enjoyed now. The typical justification for time preference is descriptive—most people make decisions that suggest that they value current goods more than future ones. However, it may be that people’s time preference applies only to instrumental goods, like money, whose value predictably decreases in time. In fact, it would be difficult to design an experiment in which time preference for an intrinsic good (like happiness), rather than an instrumental good (like money), is separated from the other forms of discounting discussed below. But even supposing individuals exhibit time preference within their own lives, it is not clear how this would ethically justify discounting across different lives and generations (Frederick, 2006; Schelling, 2000).  In practice, discounting the value of future lives would lead to results few of us would accept as being ethical. For instance, if we discounted lives at a 5% annual rate, a life today would have greater intrinsic value than a billion lives 400 years hence (Cowen & Parfit, 1992). Broome (1994) suggests most economists and philosophers recognize that this preference for ourselves over our descendents is unjustifiable and agree that ethical impartiality requires setting the intergenerational discount rate to zero. After all, if we reject spatial discounting and assign equal value to contemporary human lives, whatever their physical distance from us, we have similar reasons to reject temporal discounting, and assign equal value to human lives, whatever their temporal distance from us. I Parfit (1984), Cowen (1992), and Blackorby et al. (1995) have similarly argued that time preference across generations is not ethically defensible.7  There could still be other reasons to discount future generations. A common justification for discounting economic goods is that their abundance generally increases with time. Because there is diminishing marginal utility from consumption, future generations may gain less satisfaction from a dollar than we will (Schelling, 2000). This principle makes sense for intergenerational transfers of most economic goods but not for intergenerational transfers of existence. There is no diminishing marginal utility from having ever existed. There is no reason to believe existence matters less to a person 1,000 years hence than it does to a person 10 years hence.  Discounting could be justified by our uncertainty about future generations’ existence. If we knew for certain that we would all die in 10 years, it would not make sense for us to spend money on asteroid defense. It would make more sense to live it up, until we become extinct. A discount scheme would be justified that devalued (to zero) anything beyond 10 years.  Dasgupta and Heal (1979, pp. 261–262) defend discounting on these grounds—we are uncertain about humanity’s long-term survival, so planning too far ahead is imprudent.8 Discounting is an approximate way to account for our uncertainty about survival (Ponthiere, 2003). But it is unnecessary—an analysis of extinction risk should equate the value of averting extinction at any given time with the expected value of humanity’s future from that moment forward, which includes the probabilities of extinction in all subsequent periods (Ng, 2005). If we discounted the expected value of humanity’s future, we would count future extinction risks twice—once in the discount rate and once in the undiscounted expected value—and underestimate the value of reducing current risks.  In any case, Dasgupta and Heal’s argument does not justify traditional discounting at a constant rate, as the probability of human extinction is unlikely to be uniform in time.9 Because of nuclear and biological weapons, the probability of human extinction could be higher today than it was a century ago; and if humanity colonizes other planets, the probability of human extinction could be lower then than it is today.  Even Rees’s (2003) pessimistic 50-50 odds on human extinction by 2100 would be equivalent to an annual discount rate under 1% for this century. (If we are 100% certain of a good’s existence in 2007 but only 50% certain of a good’s existence in 2100, then the expected value of the good decreases by 50% over 94 years, which corresponds to an annual discount rate of 0.75%.) As Ng (1989) has pointed out, a constant annual discount rate of 1% implies that we are more than 99.99% certain of not surviving the next 1,000 years. Such pessimism seems unwarranted.  A last argument for intergenerational discounting is from opportunity costs: without discounting, we would always invest our money rather than spend it now on important projects (Broome, 1994). For instance, if we invest our money now in a stock market with an average 5% real annual return, in a century we will have 130 times more money to spend on extinction countermeasures (assuming we survive the century). This reasoning could be extended indefinitely (as long as we survive). This could be an argument for investing in stocks rather than extinction countermeasures if: the rate of return on capital is exogenous to the rate of social savings, the average rate of return on capital is higher than the rate of technological change in extinction countermeasures, and the marginal cost effectiveness of extinction countermeasures does not decrease at a rate equal to or greater than the return on capital.  First, the assumption of exogeneity can be rejected. Funding extinction countermeasures would require spending large sums; if, instead, we invested those sums in the stock market, they would affect the average market rate of return (Cowen & Parfit, 1992). Second, some spending on countermeasures, such as research on biodefense, has its own rate of return, since learning tends to accelerate as a knowledge base expands. This rate could be higher than the average rate of return on capital. Third, if the probability of human extinction significantly decreases after space colonization, there may be a small window of reducible risk: the period of maximum marginal cost effectiveness may be limited to the next few centuries.  Discounting would be a crude way of accounting for opportunity costs, as cost effectiveness is probably not constant. A more precise approach would identify the optimal invest-and-spend path based on estimates of current and future extinction risks, the cost effectiveness of countermeasures, and market returns.  In summary, there are good reasons not to discount the benefits of extinction countermeasures. Time preference is not justifiable in intergenerational problems, there is no diminishing marginal utility from having ever existed, and uncertainties about human existence should be represented by expected values. I thus assume that the value of future lives cannot be discounted. Since this position is controversial, I later show how acceptance of discounting would affect our conclusions. 
Alt Cannot Solve
Concept of fatalism is not a point of radical beginning—alt doesn’t solve the aff its try or die

Ferry and Renault, Philosophy Professor University of Casen and Political Science professor Sorbonee) 1997
(Luc and Alain, Why we are not Nietzscheans, pg 101-103,)

A complex relation indeed, for Nietzsche rules out the idea that the response to modernity should lie in the will to bring about a pure and simple return to a pre-modern phase of humanity’s destiny. To convince ourselves of this we need only refer to the next in Twilight of the Idols (Skirmishes of an Untimely Man,”) entitled, significantly, “Whispered to the Conservatives,” because what Nietzsche warns the “conservatives” about is that “a reversion, a return in any sense or degree is simply not possible”: we can only advance “step by step further into decadence,” let, that is, “modern progress” work itself out, perhaps “checking this development,” but it is out of the question that we could “be a crab” and “walk backwards.” A position that, in its attitude towards the appearance of democratic rationality, mutatis mutandis evokes that of Tocqueville: whatever one may think of what is taking place (and Nietzsche is a lot more severe than Tocqueville is towards “modern progress”), it remains true that the process is irreversible, and that there are now certain “achievements” of modernity that are going to have to be taken into account. A lengthy analysis could be carried out here to determine what induces Nietzsche to represent history as a destiny the key, we shall merely point out, is no doubt to be found in a text like this one: “How I fulfill fatalism: (I) through the Eternal recurrence and preexistence, (2) through the elimination of the concept “will”.  More clearly put: the doctrine of the Eternal Recurrence is, in effect, “the extremist form of fatalism,” since it implies that everything that happens has already happened an infinite number of times and will happen again, in the same way, an infinite number of times: it therefore excludes the possibility of a radical beginning of creation; in this, it implies the “elimination of the concept of will,” since freedom of the will, a key ingredient of the mythology inherent in the idea of “subject,” makes sense only as the capacity radically to inaugurate a serious of events which is prohibited b y the notion of Eternal Recurrence. Quite obviously, within, such a perspective, in which , as the demon of section 341 of The Gay Science warns us, we have to learn to accept “living once more and innumerable times more . . . all in the same succession and sequence,” the voluntarism project of canceling any stage of becoming is devoid of any meaning: if what has been must return, if pre-Socratic Greece is fated to be included in our future because it belonged to the past, it is not due to our will to return to I; it is, rather, through pursuing and carrying out what has emerged since then (in this case, the Modern’s democratic rationality) that the conditions for a “new beginning” will be put into place. Therefore neither “conservatism” strict sense nor what Nietzsche aims at under the name, that is to say the spirit of “reaction,” animated as they are by the will, the former to petrify the future, the latter to cancel it out by walking backwards, has understood the true meaning of the present or of the passing instant: that this present “ carries along after it all future thing.” Through this notion, the complexity of Nietzsche’ relation to the traditional universe should become clear. Naturally the values he depends on in his opposition to democratic rationality and to the ethics of argumentation are singularly evocative of societies structured by tradition. This is particularly true of that essential component of the traditional universe, the intrinsically anti-modern principle of hierarchy whose importance in the definition of the aristocratic ideal that Nietzsche opposes to modern democracy is familiar, even unto the most outrageous provocation.  

The plan is a move toward democratic openness. This move, despite its risks of failure, is infinitely more courageous and life-affirming than the alternative’s defeated docility.

Hatab (PhD. in Philosophy from the University of Calgary) 2002
(Lawrence, “Prospects for a Democratic Agon: Why We Can Still Be Nietzscheans,” The Journal of Nietzsche Studies 24 (2002) p132-147, project muse).
Appel insists that a radical agonistics is a significant threat to democratic ideals and principles. Although he does little to develop how and why this may be so, the charge raises important questions facing postmodern, and particularly Nietzschean, approaches to democratic politics. In my work I have tried to face this question, admit the difficulty, and suggest a "tragic" model of democratic openness, to borrow from Nietzsche's interest in tragedy. 27  Many democratic theorists insist that politics must be grounded in secure principles, which themselves are incontestable, so as to rule out anti-democratic voices from having their day and possibly undermining democratic procedures or results. A radically agonistic, open conception of democracy that simply invites any and all parties to compete for favor seems utterly decisionist, with no justification beyond its contingent enactment. But from a historical perspective, despite metaphysical pretenses in some quarters, democratic foundings have in fact emerged out of the "abyss" of conventions and decisional moments. 28  And with the prospect of a constitutional convention in our system, it is evident from a performative standpoint that any results are  actually possible in a democracy, even anti-democratic outcomes (not likely, but surely possible). The "tragedy" is that democracy could die at its own hands. Foundationalists would call such an outcome contradictory, but a tragic conception would see it as a possibility intrinsic to the openness of democratic practice.  Can there be more than a simply negative register in such a tragic conception? I think so. Just as, for Nietzsche, the tragic allows us to be sensitized and energized for the fragile meanings of existence, thus enhancing life, a tragic politics could wean us from false comforts in foundations and open us to the urgent finite conditions of political life in an enhanced way. And even if one conceded the existence of foundational self-evident political principles, would the force of such principles by themselves necessarily be able to prevent non-democratic outcomes? If not, the force of such principles [End Page 144] would be restricted to the solace of intellectual rectitude that can comfort theorists while the walls are coming down. The nonexistence of foundational guarantees surely does not prevent one from living and fighting for democratic ideals. What is to be said of someone who, in the absence of a guarantee, would hesitate to act or be obstructed from acting or see action as tainted or less than authentic? Nietzsche would take this as weakness. The most profound element in Nietzsche's conceptions of will to power, agonistics, and eternal recurrence, in my view, can be put in the following way. For Nietzsche, to act in the world is always to act in the midst of otherness, of resistances or obstacles. Hence to dream of action without otherness is to annul action. To affirm one's Other as necessarily constitutive of oneself is not only to affirm the full field of action (which is the sense of eternal recurrence), but also to affirm action as action, that is to say, a real move in life amidst real resistances, as opposed to the fantasy of self-sufficient, fully free, uncontested occurrences born in Western conceptions of divine perfection and continued in various philosophical models of demonstrative certainty and theoretical governance. The irony of a tragically open, agonistic politics is that it need not "infect" political life but in fact spur it toward the existential environment of it enactment. And as radically open, an agonistic politics has the virtue of precluding the silencing of any voice, something especially important when even purportedly democratic dispositions are comfortable with exclusions (frustrated by citizens who will not come around to being impartial enough, rational enough, secular enough, deliberative enough, communal enough, virtuous enough, and so on), thereby becoming susceptible to the most ironic and insidious form of tyranny done in democracy's name.

The alternative links back to the criticism

Zeitlin, Professor Emeritus of Sociology at the University of Toronto, Canada, 1994 (Nietzsche: A Re-examination)

The prophet knows that he must brace himself for his great destiny, which has never yet been an individual’s destiny – to teach the eternal recurrence, that all things recur eternally and have already existed an eternal number of times.  The hourglass turns ceaselessly over and over and over again.  The soul is no less mortal than the body, and the web of causes, in which every individual is enmeshed, will recur and create him or her again.  Like everyone else, the prophet, too, belongs to the causes of the eternal recurrence and he comes again not to a new life, better life or similar life, but to this self-same life, to proclaim the superman. But Zarathustra’s audience, myself included, finds this doctrine difficult to understand and perplexing.  If the universe is Accident and Chance, we ask, and if all of us will come again to this self-same life, what is the point of proclaiming the superman?  It follows from the prophet’s doctrine that the supermen of the past – whether Shakespeare, Beethoven, Caesar, or Napoleon – were the product of accident, not proclamation.  Will they simply recur?  And if there is no such thing as a new life – never mind a better life – doesn’t that imply that no new supermen will appear?  These are crucial questions to which Zarathustra’s audience demanded a convincing reply.  It remains to be seen whether Nietzsche’s protagonist or Nietzsche himself will provide such a reply. (p. 32-33)

The alternative props open a door for fascist manipulation of Nietzschean philosophy- the will to power, death of god rhetoric, and rejection of morality are all links to a might makes right world of fascist 

Douglas Groothuis, Denver Seminary associate professor of Philosophy of Religion and Ethics, 12-30-06 (Superb and cogent critique of an overrated philosopher, book review of Nietzsche: A Re-Examination by Irving Zeitlin)

Although Christians and Jews have been ill-disposed toward Nietzsche, given his denunciations of the "slave morality" of the Bible and his heralding of the "death of God," some frequently invoked charges against him have little substance. Nietzsche is often regarded as a key ideological source for Nazi anti-Semitism. Scholars such as Walter Kauffmann, however, have given plausible textual arguments defending Nietzsche against this charge. Much of Nietzsche's supposed hostility to the Jews appears to have been a product of his sister Elizabeth's tampering with his writings during his years of derangement and after his death. However, Nietzsche may not be defended against all criticisms of his ethics. And these charges, mutatis mutandis, are applicable to many of his postmodernist progeny as well. Irving M. Zeitlin has cogently argued in Nietzsche: A Re-examination (Polity, 1994) that crucial components of Nietzsche's thought justify the reign of the strong over the weak, even if he eschews anti-Semitism per se. Given the "death of God," Nietzsche rejected any transcendently warranted system of ethics. There is no one universally binding Morality; there are only moralities, which come in two basic types: slave morality and master morality. Slaves compensate for their lack of power by their feelings of resentment toward their masters, whom they label as "evil." "Blessed are the poor" translates as "I hate the rich." Masters, however, discharge their powers without resentment, in accordance with their expansive ambitions. They are fettered neither by humility nor altruism, although they may elect to show kindness--when it suits them. For Nietzsche, the herd of slaves exists for the sake of the master who realizes that "exploitation . . . belongs to the nature of the living being as . . . a consequence of the intrinsic Will to Power, which is precisely the Will to Life." Nietzsche champions the ultimate master as the Ubermensche, or Overman, who actualizes himself by destroying the old values and creating his own values ex nihilo. "Overman is the meaning of the earth," declares Nietzsche's Zarathustra (who elsewhere says life has no meaning). Zeitlin cogently argues against Nietzsche defenders that this reduction of ethics to force is nothing but a classic example of "might makes right." Nietzsche glorified in the oligarchy of pre-democratic Greece and esteemed tyrants such as Napoleon as heroes. Yet Nietzsche's partiality for the strong really reduces to a kind of aesthetic preference, given his rejection of objective moral standards as the grounding for ethical evaluations. This entails that neither Nietzsche's commendations nor condemnations have any real moral consequence for anyone else, however passionately he ventilates them. Zeitlin finds Nietzsche's nihilistic megalomania presaged in Dostoevsky's atheistic criminal, Raskolnikov from Crime and Punishment, who strikes out "beyond good and evil" by murdering an old misery woman he deems worthless. Sounding hauntingly Nietzschean, Raskolnikov says, "The great mass of the people--the masses exist merely for the sake of bringing into the world by some supreme effort . . . one man out of a thousand who is to some extent independent." These are men like Raskolnikov who are free from the conventions of morality. Zeitlin notes that "in powerfully dramatic terms Dostoevsky thus called attention to the dangerous moral vacuum created by the doctrine that God is dead--a danger to which Nietzsche gave no consideration." The Hitlers, Stalins, Maos, and Pol Pots of this century all subscribed to some variation of this philosophy of power, and created their own earthly hells. In C. S. Lewis's Screwtape Letters, the demon Screwtape describes the philosophy of hell in terms suggestive of Nietzsche: "The whole philosophy of Hell rests on recognition of the axiom that one thing is not another thing, and specially, that one self is not another self. My good is my good, and your good is yours. What one gains another loses. Even an inanimate object is what it is by excluding all other objects from the space it occupies; if it expands, it does so by thrusting other objects aside or by absorbing them. A self does the same." Although Nietzsche sometimes lauds friendship between the strong and consideration (but not pity) for the weak, his dominant theme is the strong's expropriation of others. Christian love is impossible--given the philosophy of hell, that is. The Golden Rule melts before the Will to Power. Inasmuch as postmodernist thinkers such as Rorty and Foucault jettison any enduring or objective sense of meaning, truth and value, they enter the same amoral vacuum advanced by Nietzsche and indicated by Dostoevsky. Although postmodernists often advocate the recognition of "alterity" or the appreciation for "the other" supposedly marginalized and silenced by Western, hegemonic forces (whether it be indigenous peoples, women, or nonheterosexuals), this imperative founders without a moral foundation; it reduces to mere preference or suggestion. Why not glorify the hegemonic as the heroic, as exemplary embodiments of the Will to Power? Why give ear to those denied a voice? "What have we to learn from the losers?" Nietzsche might well ask. If power, both individual and political, is not tempered by a conscience capable of contact with and submission to an objective moral law and Law Giver, it becomes its own justification. No amount of postmodernist whimsy, irony, or aestheticism can defuse this peril. As Pascal said, "might without right is tyrannical." Zeitlin convincingly argues that irrespective of Nietzsche's intellectual travails, he failed to neutralize the leaven of nihilism laced throughout his outlook. Against the cottage industry of Nietzschean apologists, they rightly indict him as a nihilist whose unfettered philosophy has no resources for either restraining evil or fostering virtue. When Rorty confesses that there is no objective, rational reason not to be cruel, and when other postmodernists dismiss any objective foundation for morality, they betray their fatal embrace of the emptiness of being. If the passion and brilliance of Nietzsche failed to escape the intellectual and ethical consequences of nihilism, the burden of proof is on the postmodernists inspired by him who purports to do otherwise.
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