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Suffering is inevitable- their suffering bad arguments ignore that eternal recurrence is the way it goes down- their attempts to give suffering a purpose reinscribe us to the Christian morality of the 1ac-

Kain 7 – Santa Clara profressor of Philosophy
(Philip, Nietzsche, Eternal Recurrence, and the Horror of Existence The Nietzsche journal.)
We have seen that in Nietzsche's opinion we cannot bear meaningless suffering and so we give it a meaning. Christianity, for example, explains it as punishment for sin. Eternal recurrence, however, would certainly seem to plunge us back into meaningless suffering (WP 55). It implies that suffering just happens, it repeats eternally, it is fated. There is no plan, no purpose, no reason for it. Eternal recurrence would seem to rub our noses in meaningless suffering.   In one sense this is perfectly correct. And Nietzsche does want to accept as much meaninglessness and suffering as he can bear (BGE 39, 225; WP 585a). Nevertheless, we must see that there is meaning here—it is just that it lies precisely in the meaninglessness. Embracing eternal recurrence means imposing suffering on oneself, meaningless suffering, suffering that just happens, suffering for no reason at all. But at the very same time, this creates the innocence of existence. The meaninglessness of suffering means the innocence of suffering. That is the new meaning that suffering is given. Suffering no longer has its old meaning. Suffering no longer has the meaning Christianity gave to it. Suffering can no longer be seen as punishment. There is no longer any guilt. There is no longer any sin. One is no longer accountable (TI "Errors" 8; HH 99). If suffering just returns eternally, if even the slightest change is impossible, how can one be to blame for it? How can one be responsible? It can be none of our doing. We are innocent. This itself could explain why one would be able to embrace eternal recurrence, love every detail of one's life, not wish to change a single moment of suffering. One would be embracing one's own innocence. One would be loving one's own redemption from guilt.   Eternal recurrence brings the Übermensch as close as possible to the truth, meaninglessness, the void, but it does not go all the way or it would crush even the Übermensch. Eternal recurrence gives the Übermensch meaning. It eliminates emptiness. It fills the void. With what? It fills it with something totally familiar and completely known; with something that is in no way new, different, or strange; with something that is not at all frightening. It fills the void with one's own life—repeated eternally. It is true that this life is a life of suffering, but (given the horror of existence) suffering cannot be avoided anyway, and at least suffering has been stripped of any surplus suffering brought about by concepts of sin, punishment, or guilt. It has been reduced to a life of innocence. Moreover, as Nietzsche has said, it is only meaningless suffering that is the problem. If given a meaning, even suffering becomes something we can seek (GM III:28). Eternal recurrence, the fatedness of suffering, its meaningless repetition, makes our suffering innocent. That might well be reason enough to embrace it. Or, although we may not be able to embrace it ourselves, I think we can at least see why Nietzsche might—and even why it might make sense for him to do so. [End Page 59]   Eternal recurrence also gives suffering another meaning. If one is able to embrace eternal recurrence, if one is able to turn all "it was" into a "thus I willed it," then one not only reduces suffering to physical suffering, breaks its psychological stranglehold, and eliminates surplus suffering related to guilt, but one may even in a sense reduce suffering below the level of physical suffering. One does not do this as the liberal, socialist, or Christian would, by changing the world to reduce suffering. In Nietzsche's opinion that is impossible, and, indeed, eternal recurrence of the same rules it out—at least as any sort of final achievement.23 Rather, physical suffering is reduced by treating it as a test, a discipline, a training, which brings one greater power. One might think of an athlete who engages in more and more strenuous activity, accepts greater and greater pain, handles it better and better, and sees this as a sign of greater strength, as a sign of increased ability. Pain and suffering are turned into empowerment. Indeed, it is possible to love such suffering as a sign of increased power. One craves pain—"more pain! more pain!" (GM III:20). And the more suffering one can bear, the stronger one becomes.   If suffering is self-imposed, if the point is to break the psychological stranglehold it has over us, if the point is to turn suffering into empowerment, use it as a discipline to gain greater strength, then it would be entirely inappropriate for us to feel sorry for the sufferer. To take pity on the sufferer either would demonstrate an ignorance of the process the sufferer is engaged in, what the sufferer is attempting to accomplish through suffering, or would show a lack of respect for the sufferer's suffering (GS 338; D 135). To pity the sufferer, to wish the sufferer did not have to go through such suffering, would demean the sufferer and the whole process of attempting to gain greater strength through such suffering. 
The 1ACs astrofuturist policy is a protest of their present condition, creating a utopia in opposition to the world as it exists

Kilgore 3 -  Associate Professor of English and American and Cultural Studies at Indiana University. 
(De Witt Douglas Kilgore, University of Pennsylvania Press, 2003, “Astrofuturism: Science, Race, and Visions of Utopia in Space,” Print)
However disparate their political agendas, all astrofuturists are unreconciled to the moment of their production, the world as it exists now. Their futures can be treated, according to Peggy Deamer’s characterization of utopian thought, as “not a guide to the future but a protest of the present.” Whether their disease is caused by irritation with the welfare state (Pournelle), discontent with what architectural critics and urban sociologists call “the malling of America” (O’Neill), exasperation with the limit-to-growth thesis (Bova), a rejection of the direction and methods of late capitalism (Robinson), or a desire to intervene against institutional arrangements around race and gender (McIntyre), their political and technical solution to discontent is the human expansion into space. This prospect provides astrofuturism’s fundamental rationale and shapes its character as an expression of contemporary American though. Whatever the particular political persuasion of a futurist, astrofuturist fictions inevitably present new societies that result from advances in knowledge most readily evident in technoscientific achievements. Indeed, advances in science and technology are the catalysts that prompt social and political experimentation. This characteristic alerts us to the genre’s affiliation with the technological utopianism that Howard Segal identifies as a persistent feature of American thought. 

Ressentiment destroys the ability to value human life- makes their impacts inevitable. 
Nietzsche 87 [“Genealogy of Morals”, second essay “Guilt…” pg. 497 in “The Basic Writings of Nietzsche”]

How can one create a memory for the human animal? How can one impress something upon this partly obtuse, partly flighty mind, attuned only to the passing moment, in such a way that it will stay there? One can well believe that the answers and methods for solving this primeval problem were not precisely gentle perhaps indeed’ there was nothing more fearful and uncanny in the whole prehistory of man than his mnemotechnics. “If something is to stay in the memory it must be burned in: only that which never ceases to hurt stays in the memory”—this is a main clause of the oldest (unhappily also the most enduring) psychology on earth. One might even say that wherever on earth solemnity, seriousness, mystery, and gloomy coloring still distinguish the life of man and a people, something of the terror that formerly attended all promises, pledges, and vows on earth is still effective: the past, the longest, deepest and sternest past, breathes upon us and rises up in us whenever we become “serious.” Man could never do without blood, torture, and sacrifices when he felt the need to create a memory for himself; the most dreadful sacrifices and pledges (sacrifices of the first-born among them), the most repulsive mutilations (castration, for example), the cruelest rites of all the religious cults (and all religions are at the deepest level systems of cruelties) —all this has its origin in the instinct that realized that pain is the most powerful aid to mnemonics. In a certain sense, the whole of asceticism belongs here; a few ideas are to be rendered inextinguishable, ever-present, unforgettable, “fixed,” with the aim of hypnotizing the entire nervous and intellectual system with these “fixed ideas”—and ascetic procedures and modes of life are means of freeing these ideas from the competition of all other ideas, so as to make them “unforgettable.” The worse man’s memory has been, the more fearful has been the appearance of his customs; the severity of the penal code provides an especially significant measure of the degree of effort needed to overcome forgetfulness and to impose a few primitive demands of social existence as present realities upon these slaves of momentary affect and desire.

The ballot’s scholarly obligation is to reject the 1AC to drop the veil of utopia in order to affect true policymaking
Kilgore 3 -  Associate Professor of English and American and Cultural Studies at Indiana University. 
(De Witt Douglas Kilgore, University of Pennsylvania Press, 2003, “Astrofuturism: Science, Race, and Visions of Utopia in Space,” Print)
Haraway and Jenkins represent a cultural studies methodology that eschews condescending to popular culture or to the people who produce and consume it. Their approach is controversial, for the scholar who uses it is encouraged not to hide his own taste preferences or political commitments. The resulting scholarship has to drop the veil of scientific objectivity and account for its own investments. The scholar must leave the safety of a grand tradition and expose himself to often nasty debates about the kinds of questions a discipline asks, the ideas it considers valuable, and the people it deems worth of attention. To be sure, this is not new. It is not history but nostalgia that assumes that politics and special pleadings have only recently become a part of the academic’s stock in trade.
The affirmative is engrained in a hegemonic power struggle – the obligation to solve the harms of the 1AC reinvigorates the slave morality complex – their stance of power creates a dichotomy between “we” the good and anyone else as the “evil” other.

Hunt 06 – Professor @ University of Wisconsin–Madison

(Lester, “Thus Spake Howard Roark: Nietzschean Ideas in The Fountainhead”,1946, Philosophy and Literature, Volume 30, Number 1, April 2006, pp. 79-101 (Article)HGArReTt)

Nietzsche presents his discussion of the these two types of thinking in morals as a theory of the early development, the pre-history so to speak, of human thought about ethical matters, but he is interested in it mainly as a way of assessing the value of the ways in which people think and act today. Master morality is Nietzsche’s name for the ethi- cal valuations of various early warrior-elites, such as those represented by the principal characters in Homer. The “good” in this sort of ethic is a certain type of person, while the “bad” is simply the person who lacks the characteristics that distinguish the good. “Good” in this way of thinking is logically prior to “bad,” it is the “positive basic concept.” The good, moreover, is what the members of such an elite take themselves to be: they are the source from which their conception of the good is derived. The good are simply those who resemble themselves, “we the noble ones, we good, beautiful, happy ones” (GM I, 10). Truthfulness is an attribute of the good because they themselves are the truthful ones. For the same reason, untruthfulness, the trait of the lying common man, is identified as an attribute of the “bad” (GM I, 5). Such is the fundamental idea of master morality. In the case of slave morality, on the other hand, it is a negative valuation, a “No” which is “its creative deed”: slave morality from the outset says No to what is “outside,” what is “different,” what is “not itself.” This fact, as Nietzsche describes it, is closely related to the fact that it is based on a state of mind he calls (using a French word) resentiment. This is the state of mind of someone who has a reason to have some negative reaction toward another person, but who (as in the case of people who literally are slaves) “are denied the true reaction, that of deeds, and compensate themselves with an imaginary revenge” (GM I, 10). The “creative deed” of this sort of moral- ity occurs when “the hatred, the vengefulness of the impotent” finds that it must disfigure one’s opponent “in effigie,” by interpreting their distinctive traits as evil: here the logically basic moral concept is that of “the evil enemy,” “the evil one.” From this “basic concept” one derives “as an afterthought and pendant, the concept of a “good one.” Just as, in master morality, the bad is conceived in terms of the good, so in slave morality the good is conceived in terms of the evil. Thus the traits that make up the “good” in this code of values are simply characteristics that someone in the position of a slave must inevitably have, but interpreted in a such a way as to emphasize and valorize the absence of the power that distinguishes the masters: “impotence” is interpreted as “goodness of heart,” “anxious lowliness” as “humility,” “subjection to those one hates” as “humility,” and “the inoffensiveness of the weak man, . . . his being ineluctably compelled to wait” becomes “patience.” In a word: “Weakness is being lied into something meritorious” (GM I 14). The reason why Nietzsche prefers the noble point of view to the slav- ish one is not that one is self-serving or self-celebrating and the other is not. On his view, both these moralities can be characterized in roughly this way. For both the master and slave types, the notion of “the good” is a flattering self-portrait. Nor does the reason for Nietzsche’s rank- ing of the two moralities lie (simply) in the fact that the slave morality substitutes thought and feeling for actions. It is obvious that there are situations where such a response is superior to that of taking action. Again, the reason is not that slave-morality is deluded about the nature of its opponent, in that the notion of “evil” is a caricature of the master. Nietzsche insists that “the noble mode of valuation” similarly “blunders and sins against reality” in its view of the other: which in its case is the “bad” common people (GM I, 10). The principal reason why Nietzsche holds that the noble mode of valuation is nonetheless the superior is one that might seem counter- intuitive at first. It is however, the fundamental difference between the two positions. It is to be found in the way in which slave morality begins with a response to the other: This inversion of the value-positing eye—the need to direct one’s view outward instead of back to oneself—is of the essence of resentiment: in order to exist, slave morality always first needs a hostile external world; it needs, physiologically speaking, external stimuli in order to act at all—its action is fundamentally reaction. (GM I 10) Why does Nietzsche think that the fact that slave morality is directed “outward” supports his low evaluation of it? The answer to this question is not entirely clear. We can, however, get an idea of the broad outlines of the answer if we look once more, and more closely, at Nietzsche’s idea of power. The answer has to do with the relation between what I have called the dynamic and hegemonic aspects of power—or, more precisely, with the reason why he regards the hegemonic element as indispensable to the whole. At one point he denounces what he calls “the democratic idiosyncrasy which opposes everything that dominates and wants to dominate, the modern misarchism” on the grounds that it has had a certain detrimental effect on the “physiology and theory of life,” namely that it, has robbed it of a fundamental concept, that of activity. Under the influence of the above-mentioned idiosyncracy, one places instead “adap- tation” in the foreground, that is to say, an activity of the second rank, a mere reactivity. . . . Thus the essence of life, its will to power, is ignored; one overlooks the essential priority of the spontaneous, aggressive, expansive, form-giving forces that give new interpretations and directions, although “adaptation” follows only from this. . . . (GM II 12) There are a number of ideas tangled together in this interesting pas- sage, and a complete discussion of the possible connections between them would take me too far afield. Three things do seem to be clear enough, though. First, Nietzsche thinks that the claim that a given sort of activity consists in reacting to stimuli implies that it embodies a lower amount of power than activity that does not have this character. Second, the reason for this, he believes, is that insofar as activity is a reaction to external factors, the hegemonic element of power is lacking or relatively unimportant. Finally, he thinks that activity that does have this element will be “spontaneous.” This last idea figures prominently in his discussion of the difference between master morality and slave morality. Immediately after he says that slave morality evinces “the need to direct one’s view outward instead of back to oneself” he says that the “reverse is the case with the noble mode of valuation: it acts and grows spontaneously, it seeks its opposite only so as to affirm itself more gratefully and triumphantly” (GM I, 10). What we have just seen is that there are several distinctively Nietzschean ideas connecting these two features of the two contrasting moral codes, the outward-directedness of slave morality and the spontaneity of master morality. An intuitively appealing way to state the connection might be this.10 What slave morality does, it does because of what master morality does. On the other hand, what the masters do is done because of their own nature, and not because of what the slaves do. Their actions flow freely from the internal nature of the agent, unelicited by factors external to the self. In this freedom from such external factors lies its spontaneity. I will return to all this eventually, but we are now in a position to take another look at what happens to these ideas in The Fountainhead.

***LINKS

Astrofuturism
Astrofuturism does not guide the future, it protests the present

Kilgore 3 -  Associate Professor of English and American and Cultural Studies at Indiana University. 
(De Witt Douglas Kilgore, University of Pennsylvania Press, 2003, “Astrofuturism: Science, Race, and Visions of Utopia in Space,” Print)
However disparate their political agendas, all astrofuturists are unreconciled to the moment of their production, the world as it exists now. Their futures can be treated, according to Peggy Deamer’s characterization of utopian thought, as “not a guide to the future but a protest of the present.” Whether their disease is caused by irritation with the welfare state (Pournelle), discontent with what architectural critics and urban sociologists call “the malling of America” (O’Neill), exasperation with the limit-to-growth thesis (Bova), a rejection of the direction and methods of late capitalism (Robinson), or a desire to intervene against institutional arrangements around race and gender (McIntyre), their political and technical solution to discontent is the human expansion into space. This prospect provides astrofuturism’s fundamental rationale and shapes its character as an expression of contemporary American though. Whatever the particular political persuasion of a futurist, astrofuturist fictions inevitably present new societies that result from advances in knowledge most readily evident in technoscientific achievements. Indeed, advances in science and technology are the catalysts that prompt social and political experimentation. This characteristic alerts us to the genre’s affiliation with the technological utopianism that Howard Segal identifies as a persistent feature of American thought. 

Their imagination of space as a frontier extends imperialism and utopianism to their own existence

Kilgore 3 -  Associate Professor of English and American and Cultural Studies at Indiana University.
 (De Witt Douglas Kilgore, University of Pennsylvania Press, 2003, “Astrofuturism: Science, Race, and Visions of Utopia in Space,” Print)
Thus, I read astrofuturism as part of, rather than apart from, the political and social struggles that have marked the American landscape during this past half century. Through its renewal of the geographic tradition of imperialism and utopianism in an imagined and actual space frontier, astrofuturism extends the nineteenth-century notion that conquest and empire are the logical modus operandi of any progressive civilization. It thus represents twentieth-century American culture’s attempts to deny the possibility of limits to its physical and metaphysical reach. But the genre also represents an extension of the desire to escape the logic of empire and find some space beyond the reach of old powers and obsolete identities. The hopeful rhetoric, which, in part, fueled European American expansion into the west (as well as Asian, African, and Latin American immigration to that continental frontier), finds its renewal in the twentieth-century reconstruction of frontier in the endless spaces that lie beyond terrestrial constraints.
Astrofuturism uses space to try to improve the human condition

Kilgore 3 -  Associate Professor of English and American and Cultural Studies at Indiana University.
 (De Witt Douglas Kilgore, University of Pennsylvania Press, 2003, “Astrofuturism: Science, Race, and Visions of Utopia in Space,” Print)
The astrofuturists I follow are distinguished by the ease with which they move between prosaic and expositive accounts of their singular objective: space-flight. That objective demands a progressive, evolutionist account of physical reality and social history; correspondingly, the political hopes fostered by astrofuturism are classically liberal in orientation. The futures proposed under its banner generally advocate individual freedom, equality, and rationality as primary social and political goods. The space frontier represents for astrofuturists the landscape in which the human condition can improve. From this perspective, the existing order, which limits human activity and aspiration to the Earth, is a conservatism that cannot help but preserve the status quo. Although it is possible to reduce the work of any particular author to his or her political affiliation, their faith in the political and environmental potential of the space frontier links them as astrofuturists and distinguishes them from the resolutely earthbound concerns of their non-astrofuturist political allies
Astrofuturism imagines space as a utopia to solve our problems

Kilgore 3 -  Associate Professor of English and American and Cultural Studies at Indiana University.
 (De Witt Douglas Kilgore, University of Pennsylvania Press, 2003, “Astrofuturism: Science, Race, and Visions of Utopia in Space,” Print)
This book is an investigation of the ideals and conflicts evidenced in America’s dream of its future, as represented in the intellectual, aesthetic, scientific, and political tradition of astrofuturism. Devoted to breaking the limits placed on humanity by the surface of this planet, astrofuturism forecasts an escape from terrestrial history. Its roots lie in the nineteenth-century Euro-American preoccupation with imperial expansion and utopian speculation, which it recasts in the elsewhere and elsewhen of outer space. Astrofuturism imagines the good or perfect society not simply spatially but in what might be called, to use Einsetin’s term, “spacetime.” This speculative tradition has developed as a part of US intellectual and popular culture since the Second World War. Not surprisingly, the future it imagines is an extension of the nation’s expansion to continental and global power in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. The idea of a space frontier serves contemporary America as the west served the nation in its past: it is the terrain onto which a manifest destiny is projected, a new frontier invalidating the 1893 closure of the western terrestrial frontier. But it is also the space of utopian desire. Astrofuturist speculation on space-based exploration, exploitation and colonization is capacious enough to contain imperialist, capitalist ambitions and utopian, socialist hopes. Visions of an American conquest of space go hand in hand with though experiments seeking some barely glimpsed alternative to the economic and political problems that dominated the twentieth century. Astrofuturism posits the space frontier as a site of renewal, a place where we can resolve the domestic and global battles that have paralyzed our progress on earth. It thus mirrors and codifies the tensions that characterize America’s dream of its future.

Astrofuturism trains disciples of utopia

Kilgore 3 -  Associate Professor of English and American and Cultural Studies at Indiana University.
 (De Witt Douglas Kilgore, University of Pennsylvania Press, 2003, “Astrofuturism: Science, Race, and Visions of Utopia in Space,” Print)
Astrofuturist writing appears as both fiction and popular science. Its dramatic conventions include: characters that embody the future of humanity; the historical, political, literary, and scientific knowledges that those characters represent; the environments they craft, explore, or occupy; and the machines/instruments they create, control, and deploy. These conventions are shared by the expository and fictional aspects of the intellectual tradition. In its fictive guise as a subgenre within hard science fiction, astrofuturism is as concerned with education as it is with entertainment. It is a self-consciously didactic literature unapologetically aiming to produce readers who understand the mechanics of science and technology, are able to defend their rationale, and take pleasure in their dramatization in particular exotic contexts. Astrofuturist novels regularly include what Kim Stanley Robinson calls “expository lumps” imparting the knowledge necessary to understand why and how the world of the future might differ from our present. In their guise as science writers, astrofuturists often include miniature fictions illustrating lectures on rocketry, celestial mechanics, soil composition, terraformation techniques, and so on – concepts that might otherwise be too dry or complex for pleasurable consumption. The space-born societies that futurists imagine are not physical anomalies or satiric fantasies. They are not catalyzed by the romantic, scientifically uninformed speculations of a Lucian of Samosata or a Cyrano de Bergerac. Rather, they are grounded in the astronomy, mathematics, biology, and engineering that evolved from the terrestrial explorations of the nineteenth century. Advocating the benefits of new knowledge and new tools, astrofuturist narratives make that knowledge accessible, even familiar. They transform the expensive and complex machines and habitats of the space frontier into familiar tools and mundane, lived spaces. The science fiction and popular science from which the space future emerges are invitations to worlds (real and imagined) that are ordinarily inaccessible. Most importantly, the space future is presented not as an impossible Arcadia, but as a feasible movement into new territories that conform to established and predictable physical laws.

Astrofuturism creates utopia – turns case
Kilgore 3 -  Associate Professor of English and American and Cultural Studies at Indiana University.
 (De Witt Douglas Kilgore, University of Pennsylvania Press, 2003, “Astrofuturism: Science, Race, and Visions of Utopia in Space,” Print)
As a reflection on the legacy of American imperialism and utopianism, astrofuturism provides a window into the way we construe the relationship between scientific knowledge, the uses of technology, the entertainments we find attractive, and the political arrangements we proclaim desirable. Astrofuturism is speculation about the progress and final aims of technological and political power. It calls for the creation of technosciences, which will perfect humanity’s control over itself and the natural world. This impulse has produced a strand of futurist thought that seeks an eternal extension of contemporary American life. It can imagine space frontiers predicated on experimental arrangements and the production of relationships uncommon or unknown in the old world. Astrofuturist speculation is deeply implicated in debates on race, class, and gender: inequities and conflicts thought to represent the chief impediments to the perfection of democratic society. The astrofuturist version of the good society is double-edged. It can, in the hands of Vonda N. McIntyre or Kim Stanley Robinson, challenge the hierarchies described by traditional definitions of difference, or it may, as with writers such as Heinlein and Pournelle, reinforce those hierarchies in the name of space-born technocratic elites. In all instances, the intellectual tradition described by astrofuturism insists that moving beyond the Earth’s physical envelope will have a salutary effect on human development and prosperity.
Astrofuturism relies on political solutions to achieve utopia

Kilgore 3 -  Associate Professor of English and American and Cultural Studies at Indiana University.
 (De Witt Douglas Kilgore, University of Pennsylvania Press, 2003, “Astrofuturism: Science, Race, and Visions of Utopia in Space,” Print)
In this scholarly constellation, the scientists and writers who make up my futurism are distant figures moved by odd impulses that seem inexplicable, opportunistic, or sinister. My approach is to bring these figures center stage and to ask sometimes difficult questions about the political solutions they propose in all sincerity as they pursue their goals. I am interested to discover what influential spaceflight advocates require of a national destiny. Hence, I examine the positively intended side of their ideology: the nature of their optimism and their desire for the future. The scientific romance of Kurd Lasswitz and H. G. Wells, the Weimar futurism of Fritz Lang’s Die Frau im Mond, the speculative scenarios produced by Wernher von Braun and Walt Disney in the 1950s, Arthur C. Clarke’s ambivalent engagements with the British empire, Gerard K. O’Neill’s “humanization of space” in the 1970s, Ben Bova’s response to the issues raised by the antiwar and civil rights movements, and the revisionist fictions of McIntyre and Robinson in the 1990s all provide us with ample data to consider the multivalence of a discourse as it emerges from and responds to the moments of its production.
Moral/Ethics

Universal morals and ethics alienate human life – imposes a model unto us that has no grounding to the individual. The alternative creates individual ethical appeals to affirm life
Daigle 6  -PHD and professor of Philosophy at Brock University

(Christine, The Journal of Nietzsche Studies 32,2006, 1-21, Muse, MT)
In this section, I will delineate Nietzsche's own brand of virtue ethics. It should be clear that Nietzsche does indeed share the critical program of virtue ethicists. His attacks against the traditional view of morality and the nihilism he proposes make clear that, for him, traditional morality is alienating to any human life. In The Gay Science he says: "In the main all those moral systems are distasteful to me which say: 'Do not do this! Renounce! Overcome thyself!' On the other hand I am favorable to those moral systems which stimulate me to do something, and to do it again from morning till evening, to dream of it at night, and think of nothing else but to do it well, as well as is possible for me alone! [. . .] I do not like any of the negative virtues whose very essence is negation and self-renunciation" (§304). Elsewhere, in Twilight of the Idols, he talks about a sin of morality: "The most general formula at the basis of every religion and morality is: 'Do this and this—and you will be happy! Otherwise. . . .' Every morality, every religion is [End Page 6] this imperative—I call it the great original sin of reason, immortal unreason" ("Errors" 2). Nietzsche's view of traditional morality can be found throughout his writings; however, I think these quotations are satisfactory for our purpose. These two clarify the spirit with which Nietzsche approaches morality. The problem with traditional morality is that it does not take into consideration human nature. It does not look at the individual as he is and aim to embrace what he is but, rather, aims to impose a model on him that has no ground in the reality of the human. This model is of a transcendent nature and does not fit the immanent nature of the human being. Let us remember the three points under criticism in the critical program of virtue ethicists: the overreliance on rule models of moral choice, the overly rationalistic accounts of moral agency, and the formalism inherent in such theories. If we did not know that we are talking about virtue ethicists, we would readily say that this pertains to Nietzsche. Nietzsche does reject rule models. His ethics of creativity argues that one must create values for oneself and not rely on any external (transcendent) rule. Nietzsche also fiercely rejects the rationalistic account of moral agency. He struggles to rehabilitate the repressed parts of human nature, claiming that reason is but a very small part of ourselves. He talks of the human being in terms of a fiction (see D 105). We are wronged in the conception of ourselves: we are led to believe that we are neatly divided between reason and instinct. But this division is illusory. The human being is a "social structure of many 'souls'" (BGE 19). We possess a soul that is a "social structure of the instincts and passions" (BGE 12). Nietzsche says further that "[i]f we desired and dared an architecture corresponding to the nature of our soul (we are too cowardly for it!)—our model would have to be the labyrinth!" (D 169). We are indeed very far from the traditional picture of the self and also far from the superiority of reason that is proposed by traditional philosophical approaches and moralities in particular. Last, it is also evident that Nietzsche rejects the formalism inherent in traditional moralities as he would generally reject any formalism in thought. Nietzsche does share the critical program of virtue ethicists. The nihilism he proposes is supposed to remedy the alienating traditional philosophical (and religious) discourse. But does he stop at the nihilistic moment? Is his program purely nihilistic, as Leiter suggests? I have argued elsewhere that far from being purely nihilistic, Nietzsche's philosophy is entirely constructive.19 His challenge consists in rejecting the existing morality to construct anew. The old system's deficiencies cannot be adjusted by reorganization. One must erase everything and start from scratch. This is where his attacks on morality come into play. In this moment Nietzsche announces the death of God and its metaphysical import. Nietzsche is clear about his self-attributed immoralism: "At bottom my expression immoralist involves two denials. I deny first a type of man who has hitherto counted as the highest, the good, the benevolent, beneficent; I deny secondly a [End Page 7] kind of morality which has come to be accepted and to dominate as morality in itself—décadence morality, in more palpable terms Christian morality" (EH "Destiny" 4). His rejection of morality is thus clearly identified by him as a rejection of traditional morality. He also says of fellow immoralists, they "see [their] honor in affirming" (TI "Morality" 6).20 There is no question of abandoning ethics. Ethics is needed and will be his preoccupation for the first steps of his reconstruction, for it was a preoccupation before his reconstruction as it lead to the rejection of the defective ethics. Nihilism is a necessary step toward this reconstruction. As he says in The Gay Science: "We deny, and must deny, because something in us wants to live and affirm itself, something which we perhaps do not as yet know, do not as yet see!" (307). What is it that wants to affirm itself? In Schopenhauer as Educator, Nietzsche says that "We are accountable to ourselves for our own existence; consequently, we also want to be the real helmsmen of our existence and keep it from resembling a mindless coincidence" (1). The Übermensch, in Thus Spoke Zarathustra, is the figure who is successful in becoming his own master. He is an Overman, more than a man, a human being that is human and more. Why more? The Übermensch is the individual who has overcome the fragmentation inherent in tradition. It is the person who has reunited himself, who has decided to live fully as he is. It is also the person who knows that life is will to power and that he himself is an instance of this will to power. Accordingly, he wishes to embody and respect the will to power within himself. In addition to all of this, he accepts the eternal return hypothesis. He is ready to suppose that the actions and decisions he makes during his life will return eternally the same. The change from man to Übermensch is tremendous. So much so that we cannot talk about an elevation from man to Übermensch but really of a transfiguration, as Nietzsche himself refers.21 Even the highest type of human being present in Nietzsche's writings, the strong man, is far below the Übermensch. He says: "Your souls are so unfamiliar with what is great that the Superman would be fearful to you in his goodness! And you wise and enlightened men, you would flee from the burning sun of wisdom in which the Superman joyfully bathes his nakedness! You highest men my eyes have encountered! This is my doubt of you and my secret laughter: I think you would call my Superman—a devil!" (Z "Manly Prudence"). The Übermensch is an ideal type of human being. Every individual should emulate this figure as an illustration of what one can become if only one were to engage oneself in the way of creation. When I speak of an ideal type, the Übermensch, I mean that it is a figure toward which one must strive, not to be confused as a state one can reach. For one thing, it is not clear in Nietzsche's mind whether there will ever be Übermenschen. For another thing, I think we should interpret the figure he presents to us as a dynamic state of being. If the Übermensch accepts life and himself as an instance of the will to power, he will [End Page 8] be in constant becoming. The drive for more power, characteristic of Nietzsche's being, will lead the individual into a continuous flux and constant overcoming of oneself. This is how one should understand the Über of Übermensch. But even if we are talking about a "state of flux," this is a state that one should strive to acquire while engaging in the process of attainment. According to Nietzsche, there are certain things that one must do in order to approach this excellence and in turn become an Übermensch. Among these things are the creation of oneself and the creation of values that is essential in supporting a new ethics. The human being should be the creator of oneself. She should be her own master and define her own rules (which is what is truly meant by the famous, or infamous, "Master morality").22 Once the sky of values has been emptied, the task is to fill it again for oneself. The individual should no longer rely on any transcendent to provide these values, as the previous experiment of Christianity and its transcendent morals has proven that its only possible result is alienation. Human beings must create an ethics for human beings. The individual must create an ethics that respects one's nature as human and as will to power. This is expressed in Nietzsche's maxim: "What Saith thy Conscience?—Thou shalt become what thou art" (GS 270). You must flourish! Note that there is nothing in Nietzsche's writings until Beyond Good and Evil that indicates that the way of the Übermensch is bared for certain individuals. He makes clear that this potentiality exists in every individual. It is only a matter of the individual choosing to actualize his or her own self as will to power.23 Thus the emphasis is placed on the flourishing of the agent via the adoption of certain virtues in line with one's own being. To this, one must add the vitalism of Nietzsche's philosophy. This is expressed most clearly in Antichrist §2 where he says: "What is good?—All that heightens the feeling of power, the will to power, power itself in man. What is bad?—All that proceeds from weakness. What is happiness?—The feeling that power increases—that a resistance is overcome." As Hunt argues, according to Nietzsche, "Life is the only thing that is good in itself, and is the standard by which the value of everything else is to be measured."24 We could state his fundamental moral principle in the following manner: "Anything that affirms, creates, and augments life is good." Values chosen by individuals must be chosen with this principle in mind because, as Hunt puts it, "all the goods that human beings seek are only good to the extent that in some sense they promote life."25 In that, human beings will only promote themselves and their own being as an instance of life. The individual will be true to him- or herself. Only then can one be said to flourish as a human being. So we are right to say, along with Hunt, that even if one fundamental rule can be derived from the will to power, Nietzsche's focus is on the development of character and not on rules. 
Security

Their will to power creates a false view of rationality in which our fear of suffering justifies the embracement of Security’s nihilism

 Der Derian 93 ( James, Watson Institute research professor of international studies and professor of political science at Brown University 1993“The Value of Security: Hobbes, Marx, Nietzsche, and Baudrillard*” http://library.northsouth.edu/Upload/On%20Security.pdf) 
The will to power, then, should not be confused with a Hobbesian perpetual desire for power. It can, in its negative form, produce a reactive and resentful longing for only power, leading, in Nietzsche's view, to a triumph of nihilism. But Nietzsche refers to a positive will to power, an active and affective force of becoming, from which values and meanings--including self-preservation--are produced which affirm life. Conventions of security act to suppress rather than confront the fears endemic to life, for ". . . life itself is essentially appropriation, injury, overpowering of what is alien and weaker; suppression, hardness, imposition of one's own forms, incorporation and at least, at its mildest, exploitation--but why should one always use those words in which slanderous intent has been imprinted for ages." 35 Elsewhere Nietzsche establishes the pervasiveness of agonism in life: "life is a consequence of war, society itself a means to war." 36 But the denial of this permanent condition, the effort to disguise it with a consensual rationality or to hide from it with a fictional sovereignty, are all effects of this suppression of fear. The desire for security is manifested as a collective resentment of difference--that which is not us, not certain, not predictable. Complicit with a negative will to power is the fear-driven desire for protection from the unknown. Unlike the positive will to power, which produces an aesthetic affirmation of difference, the search for truth produces a truncated life which conforms to the rationally knowable, to the causally sustainable. In The Gay Science , Nietzsche asks of the reader: "Look, isn't our need for knowledge precisely this need for the familiar, the will to uncover everything strange, unusual, and questionable, something that no longer disturbs us? Is it not the instinct of fear that bids us to know? And is the jubilation of those who obtain knowledge not the jubilation over the restoration of a sense of security?" 37 The fear of the unknown and the desire for certainty combine to produce a domesticated life, in which causality and rationality become the highest sign of a sovereign self, the surest protection against contingent forces. The fear of fate assures a belief that everything reasonable is true, and everything true, reasonable. In short, the security imperative produces, and is sustained by, the strategies of knowledge which seek to explain it. Nietzsche elucidates the nature of this generative relationship in The Twilight of the Idols : The causal instinct is thus conditional upon, and excited by, the feeling of fear. The "why?" shall, if at all possible, not give the cause for its own sake so much as for a particular kind of cause --a cause that is comforting, liberating and relieving. . . . That which is new and strange and has not been experienced before, is excluded as a cause. Thus one not only searches for some kind of explanation, to serve as a cause, but for a particularly selected and preferred kind of explanation--that which most quickly and frequently abolished the feeling of the strange, new and hitherto unexperienced: the most habitual explanations.38 A safe life requires safe truths. The strange and the alien remain unexamined, the unknown becomes identified as evil, and evil provokes hostility--recycling the desire for security. The "influence of timidity," as Nietzsche puts it, creates a people who are willing to subordinate affirmative values to the "necessities" of security: "they fear change, transitoriness: this expresses a straitened soul, full of mistrust and evil experiences." 3
Space Exploration 
Space Exploration is rooted in the same nihilism that justifies the atrocities of World War II

Budau 7 – PHD at Theatre and TV Faculty and Psychologist at Cognitrom Beckett and Morgan

(Ozana Budau, Ph.D.  at Theatre and TV Faculty, Babes-Bolyai University,  Psychologist at COGNITROM  Beckett and Morgan – Two Perspectives on Postmodernism, January 25, 2007  http://www.groundreport.com/Opinion/POSTMODERN-LITERATURE/279; WBTR)

It may be that some rough beast will slouch again toward Bethlehem. It may be that some natural cataclysm, or extraterrestrial intelligence will shock the Earth into some sane planetary awareness of its destiny. I have no prophecy in me, only some slight foreboding, which I express now to remind myself that all evasions of our knowledge and actions thrieve on the absence of consensual beliefs, an absence that also energizes our tempers, our wills. This is our postmodern condition. (Ihab Hassan, The Postmodern Turn ) While the action of studying the concept of Modernism, defined as attitude and trend which appeared at the end of the 19th century, can not be utterly done without discussing the historical, philosophical and sociocultural background of Modernity, one can not apprehend the idea of Postmodernism without understanding the world and the context that have made it possible. Whether it is considered a reaction to Modernism, or a part of it, the Postmodern trend holds specific traits which can be traced not only in the worldwide culture, but also in several aspects of life. Concepts as post industry, cultural imperialism, post history are symptoms of a world that has suffered dramatic changes. For example, the informational boom brought upon by technological and mass-media development, had as outcome a total access of every individual to any bit of data, at any time, in any place. Hence, a postmodern man is empowered to question the validity of any rules, theories and conventions as he is constantly confronted with a shifting environment, speed changes and an accelerated rhythm of life. The atrocities of the Second World War coupled with developments in genetics, robotics, and space exploration (just to mention a few) are reflected in nihilism and existentialism philosophies, presenting the image of a man as a fluctuant entity, surrounded by relative values, incapable of seeking ultimate truths and haunted by the disintegration of ideologies that once he has held sacred. The phrase God is dead. Let’s go back to life represents the death of Modernism and the emerging of a new life trend. Modernism ends either in the silence of self referential anti language or in the white noise of the violent avant-gardes. Ideas such as art is alternative life, man is the centre of the universe, metaphysical attitudes towards destiny and the obsession of finding ultimate meaning, are replaced by self-imposed statements as life is art, by a hedonist approach of the world of an individual who lives in a sensual, superficial universe. Eclectic and versatile, the postmodern world lacks of violence and aggressiveness. (Nothing or no one can shock anyone anymore ).The death of elitist arts-the crisis of Modernism- becomes the source of Posmodernism vitality. Paradoxically, there is an increased art productivity, created by artists from various fields: Andy Warhol (pop-art), Merce Cunningham, (dance) John Cage (music), The Beat Generation (poetry), Lyotard, (philosophy) Deleuze, Foucault, Kuhn (science), Kristeva (semiotics), Jencks (architecture), Kripke (mathematics) Pynchon, Vonnegut, Burroughs (prose),etc. The dialogue between culture and subcultures together with the gentle retrievement of all forms of art, from all times, have made Postmodernism an age of cultural pluralism, where elitist arts still exist, but not as mainstream. The tyranny of wholes has been replaced by concepts as indeterminacy, immanence, evanescence, deconstructive approach to knowledge, fragmentarism, decanonization, perspectivism, carnivalization, personism.
The affirmative re-intrenches the utopian imagination of human society
Mizrach 2k - Florida International University, Department of Sociology/Anthropology

(Steve, “The Symbolic Invention of America-as-Utopia”, 2000 – last time website updated the actual article had no date, http://www2.fiu.edu/~mizrachs/utopo-amer.html,HGarrett)

Back in the 1970s When Space Had the American Imagination Enthralled, Figures Like Gerard K. O'Neill and Buckminster Fuller Began to Imagine the Next Wave of Utopian Experiments. Their Remarks Appear in an Amazing Book Released by and/or Press and the New Dimensions Foundation in 1978[11]. These Experiments Would Be Attempted with the Realization That, If Heaven Could Not Be Realized on Earth, Perhaps It Should Be Put Where It Belongs: in the Heavens. O'Neill Talks About Space Colonies in Precisely These Ways, as Places Where New Utopian Experiments in Self-Governance and Economic Life Can Be Attempted; and in an Interview, When Asked What Type of Men Would Settle in These Colonies, He Makes Analogies to the People Who Sailed with Colombus or Came with the Pilgrims to the New World. If America Created One World, for O'Neill Settling in Space Will Be a New Way to Create a Thousand More, and Discover Others: Our Next Confrontation with Alterity Will Be with Other Races That, Unlike the Native Peoples of America, May Not Even Resemble Us at All. O'Neill Sees It as Axiomatic That America Will Lead this March into Space, Recognizing That the Utopian Imagination That Created It Never Found the Complete Fulfillment Within Its Shores, and Thus Turns to the Next Unconquered Frontier. If O'Neill Wants to Build His High-Tech Space Utopias, His Enthusiasm is Perhaps Exceeded Only by Timothy Leary, the Psychedelic Priest Who Wants the Human Race to SMI2LE (Space Migration, Exponential Intelligence, and Life Extension) by the 21st Century[12]. Leary is Notable for Pointing out That "It Will Not Be the Bureaucrats, Engineers, and Technicians Who Settle out in Space: Instead It Will Be the 'Heads'." in Other Words, Today's Counterculture, the Drug-Taking Dharma Bums, Will Be the Ones to Escape out into Space, Even as Europe's Counterculture Sought Their Own "Head Trip" in America with Ephrata and the Woman in the Wilderness. Leary Sees a Connection Between the 'Dropped Out', 'Freaked Out' Youth Disaffected by the World of the 1970s, and the World-Weary, Alternative-Cosmos-Seeking "Trippers" of the 1690s. and are Not Their California Communes and "Jesus Freak" Tent-Cities the First Step in the Recreation of Paradise, Asks Leary? Leary Even Sees a Eugenic Spin to All this: the Spacegoers Will Be the 'Mutants' of Our Race, They of Chemically Enhanced Intelligence and Neuroatomic Awareness, Even as the Utopian Pioneers of America Were the Advanced 'Mutants' Within the European Body Politic. and If Leary Has Not Been Explicit Enough in His Analogies, He Adds, "the North American Experiment is the Greatest Success in Evolutionary (My Emphasis) History. Each Gene Pool Sends Its Seed West, as a Form of Self-Selection... the Pilgrim Mothers and Fathers Wanted a Place to Live out the Collective Kooky, Freaky Reality That They Shared. Californians are a New Species (My Emphasis) Evolving Away from Other Americans."  Others Add Their Emphasis to this Point. "Edmund G. Brown, Jr." Talks About Closed Systems and the Psychological Impact of the Closing of the Frontier on America, and How Logical It is That California's Aerospace Industry Will Leads Us into the Next One. (this is Jerry Brown, Returned from Zen Meditation, but Before His Incarnation as a Populist Presidential Candidate.) Buckminster Fuller Talks About the Explorers of the Age of Discovery as the First World Men, and the Explorers of the Space Age as Completing Their Realization by Seeing the Whole Earth from Space, Unconnected, Without Borders. Many Others See the Problems of "Limits to Growth" - Pollution, Overpopulation, the Energy Crisis, World Hunger - as Just Like the "Parochial" Problems That They Claim Some Portuguese and Italians Invoked to Hinder Colombus from His Journey. Once out in Space, We Can Solve (or Escape?) Them All. Those Who Do Not Want to Make the Evolutionary Leap into Space Migration are Implicitly Linked to the 'Naysayers' and 'Doubters' Who Did Not Trust Colombus. the Point Here is Not to Dismiss the Links, but to See the Reasons Why These Connections Between 1492 Spain and 1992 America are Being Made. the Utopian Imagination of Europe Lives on, and Space Offers It the Next Sphere of Experimentation.  I Say "Europe," Because Some of the Greatest Doubters of the Promise of Space are the African-Americans, Latin Americans, and Native Americans of 1992- the "Other America" - Who Wonder Aloud Why the Great Nation Which Plans to Settle on the Moon Cannot Feed Its People Right Here on Earth. the Problems Which Threaten Our Planet - Environmental Destruction, Atomic Warfare, Economic Collapse - and Force the Europeans to Look for the Next One to Move onto - Many of the "Other America" See as the Results of the Euro-Americans' Own Handiwork. Some See the Fetish of Technology- the Technology That Will Supposedly Bring Us out into Space and Fix Our Planetary Ills - at the Very Root of These Problems. the Utopian Imagination is Doublesided. the Same Ideal That Brought the Alternative-Reality-Seekers, Rebels, Troublemakers, Heretics, and "Mutants" of Europe Over Here to Found Paradise Also Led Many of Them to Hewn Down Its "Sinful" Wilderness, to Destroy Its "Satanic" Indigenes, and Develop a Xenophobic Ethic Which Saw Sin in the Hearts of All Men, and Often Brought About Purges, Like of the Witches of Salem. is Not the Perfectionism of the Utopians Still Alive, as Thousands of Americans Starve and Poison Themselves Each Year to Attain an Impossibly Perfect Body? are the Flesh and Spirit Still Not at War in Our Debates Over Pornography, Etc.? If There is a Conclusion to Be Drawn, It is That the Relentless Quest for Utopia May Not Find Itself in Any Spatial Geography, Whether It Be New Continents or Outer Space; Perhaps It is in the Geography of the Human Heart. 
War
The Affirmative is a rejection of the positive suffering that is caused by war, only by embracing war can there be hope of lasting peace. 
Nietzsche 83 – Professor of Classical Philology at the University of Basel

[THE Fredrich Nietzsche former Professor of Classical Philology at the University of Basel, 1883  Thus Spake Zarathustra First Part “10. War and Warriors”, translated by  Thomas Common in 1909,  http://4umi.com/nietzsche/zarathustra; WBTR]

By our best enemies we do not want to be spared, nor by those either whom we love from the very heart. So let me tell you the truth! My brethren in war! I love you from the very heart. I am, and was ever, your counterpart. And I am also your best enemy. So let me tell you the truth! I know the hatred and envy of your hearts. Ye are not great enough not to know of hatred and envy. Then be great enough not to be ashamed of them! And if ye cannot be saints of knowledge, then, I pray you, be at least its warriors. They are the companions and forerunners of such saintship. I see many soldiers; could I but see many warriors! "Uniform" one calleth what they wear; may it not be uniform what they therewith hide! Ye shall be those whose eyes ever seek for an enemy—for your enemy. And with some of you there is hatred at first sight. Your enemy shall ye seek; your war shall ye wage, and for the sake of your thoughts! And if your thoughts succumb, your uprightness shall still shout triumph thereby! Ye shall love peace as a means to new wars—and the short peace more than the long. You I advise not to work, but to fight. You I advise not to peace, but to victory. Let your work be a fight, let your peace be a victory! One can only be silent and sit peacefully when one hath arrow and bow; otherwise one prateth and quarrelleth. Let your peace be a victory! Ye say it is the good cause which halloweth even war? I say unto you: it is the good war which halloweth every cause. War and courage have done more great things than charity. Not your sympathy, but your bravery hath hitherto saved the victims. "What is good?" ye ask. To be brave is good. Let the little girls say: "To be good is what is pretty, and at the same time touching." They call you heartless: but your heart is true, and I love the bashfulness of your goodwill. Ye are ashamed of your flow, and others are ashamed of their ebb. Ye are ugly? Well then, my brethren, take the sublime about you, the mantle of the ugly! And when your soul becometh great, then doth it become haughty, and in your sublimity there is wickedness. I know you. In wickedness the haughty man and the weakling meet. But they misunderstand one another. I know you. Ye shall only have enemies to be hated, but not enemies to be despised. Ye must be proud of your enemies; then, the successes of your enemies are also your successes. Resistance—that is the distinction of the slave. Let your distinction be obedience. Let your commanding itself be obeying! To the good warrior soundeth "thou shalt" pleasanter than "I will." And all that is dear unto you, ye shall first have it commanded unto you. Let your love to life be love to your highest hope; and let your highest hope be the highest thought of life! Your highest thought, however, ye shall have it commanded unto you by me—and it is this: man is something that is to be surpassed. So live your life of obedience and of war! What matter about long life! What warrior wisheth to be spared! I spare you not, I love you from my very heart, my brethren in war!— Thus spake Zarathustra. 
K affs

The concept of Compassion destroys beneficial suffering, and it gives the ultimate weapon to the impoverished 
Frazer 6 – Phd in political theory from Princetown 

(Michael,  Ph,  The Compassion of Zarathustra: Nietzsche on Sympathy and Strength, http://www.gov.harvard.edu/files/The%20Compassion%20of%20Zarathustra.pdf; WBTR)

In discussing what can be translated into English alternately as “pity,” “sympathy,” or “compassion,” Nietzsche almost always uses variations on the German term Mitleid—literally, “suffering-with”—and only rarely uses alternative German terms such as Mitempfinden, Mitgefu¨ hl (both “feeling-with”) or Sympathie. Nietzsche was never entirely satisfied with the vocabulary available in German to describe the phenomenon in question— he complains “how coarsely does language assault with its one word [i.e., Mitleid ] so polyphonous a being!”—but it is the vocabulary he uses nonetheless (MR 2:133, p. 133). The English words “compassion,” from the Latin for “suffering with” (com-passion), or “sympathy” from the Greek for the same (sym-pathos), would be appropriate translations of Mitleid. In virtually all English-language translations of and commentaries on Nietzsche, however, variations on the term “pity” are chosen instead.29 Yet “pity,” which has an entirely different etymology, often carries negative  connotations of superficiality and condescension which Mitleid lacks.30 Perhaps much of the subtlety of Nietzsche’s position on Mitleid has been overlooked in the English-speaking world at least in part because of the widespread translation of the term as “pity.”31 Regardless of how Mitleid is translated, however, Nietzsche’s condemnation of the sentiment could hardly appear more straightforward to a superficial reader. As has been established, Nietzsche evaluates any human phenomenon as a symptom of strength or weakness, a sign of the advancement of life or of its decline. His question concerning compassion is thus, “Is it, above all else, good for you yourselves to be compassionate [mitleidige] men?” (FW IV:338, p. 269). The answer seems obvious. “Compassion [Mitleiden],” Nietzsche writes, “insofar as it really causes suffering [Leiden]— and this is here our only point of view—is a weakness” (MR II:134, p. 134). “One is deprived of strength when one feels compassion [mitleidet],” he explains. “Compassion makes suffering contagious,” and therefore “stands opposed to the tonic emotions which heighten our vitality” (AC 7, pp. 572–573).32 Yet this line of argument, taken in isolation, would categorize compassion one weakness among many others, little different from the suffering which it leads one to share, and Nietzsche’s critique of the sentiment seems to go much further.33 “The virtue of which  Schopenhauer still taught that it is the supreme, the only virtue, and the basis of all virtues,” Nietzsche wrote in his notes, “precisely compassion [Mitleiden] I recognized as more dangerous than any vice” (WM 54, p. 34). How is this unique status of compassion to be understood? Perhaps we should turn our attention from the subject of compassion to its object. Nietzsche does ask whether such an emotion is good, not only for those who feel it, but also “for those who suffer [den Leidenen]” (FW IV:338, p. 269). His answer here, too, is that compassion is of no value; “if one does good merely out of compassion [Mitleid ], it is oneself one really does good to, and not the other” (WM 368, p. 199). To be sure, one’s painful sympathy may be soothed, but the object of this sympathy has been shamed by the condescension charity implies, and, even more importantly, been deprived of the opportunity to build real strength from his own efforts to overcome his suffering. Indeed, the potential value of suffering as a challenge to be met head-on, a spur to greatness, and a test of one’s mettle is a central theme in Nietzsche’s ethics. “It almost determines the order of rank,” he repeatedly insists, “how profoundly human beings can suffer” (JGB IX:270, p. 410). “To those of my disciples who have any concern for me,” Nietzsche therefore reasons, “I wish suffering, desolation, sickness, ill-treatment, indignities . . . I have no compassion [Mitleid ] for them, because I wish them the only thing that can prove today whether one is worth anything or not” (WM 910, p. 481).34 These are all strong arguments against compassion, to be sure. But Nietzsche insists that there is still “a more important one. . . . Quite in general, compassion [das Mitleiden] crosses the law of development, which is the law of selection. It preserves what is ripe for destruction, it defends those who have been disinherited and condemned by life” (AC 7, p. 573).35 The eugenic argument against compassion is a direct extension  of the medical nature of Nietzschean ethics. “Life itself recognizes no solidarity, no ‘equal rights,’ between the healthy and the degenerate parts of an organism: one must excise the latter—or the whole will perish,” Nietzsche explains. As a result, “Compassion for [Mitleiden mit] decadents, equal rights for the ill-constituted—that would be the profoundest immorality; that would be antinature itself as morality!” (WM 734, p. 389). The physician to humanity, in order to save it from its degenerate parts, must therefore first play physician to the individual psyche, for it is the compassion in the individual that feeds the degeneracy in the collective. “To be physicians here, to wield the scalpel here,” Nietzsche explains, “that is our part; that is our love of man; that is how we are philosophers” (AC 7, p. 574). Even this eugenic view, however, fails to capture the full danger of compassion, for it portrays the weak and sickly who are its objects as mere passive recipients of aid. To the contrary, compassion is actively wielded as a weapon in the hands of the weak. For the most degenerate of the degenerate, it is the one weapon they have left, the one last strength which shows that they are still alive as manifestations of the will to power. They therefore wield compassion with relish. When the weak beg the strong for sympathy, “the compassion [Das Mitleiden] which these [the strong] then express is a consolation for the weak and suffering, inasmuch as it shows them that, all their weakness notwithstanding, they possess at any rate one power: the power to hurt” (MAM I:50, p. 39). The result is not only the objective degeneration of humanity over the generations, but also a subjective sense of shame on the part of those who remain strong. Full power over another, remember, is control over his values. The ultimate victory of the slaves over the masters thus comes when they have “succeeded in poisoning the consciences of the fortunate with their own misery, with all misery, so that one day the fortunate begin to be ashamed of their good fortune and perhaps say to one another: ‘it is disgraceful to be fortunate: there is too much misery’” (GM III:14, p. 560). According to Nietzsche, the recent development of Schopenhauer’s Mitleids-Moral is evidence that slave morality is finally coming to selfconsciousness, stripping itself of its theological underpinnings and realizing that it is founded on nothing more (or, for that matter, nothing less) than the coercive power of compassion, the one great weapon of the weak. MitleidsMoral hence has the advantage of a certain clear-headedness, a certain lack of illusions about itself not present in earlier (e.g., Christian) forms of slave morality. But it is slave morality all the same and, from the perspective of life, deserves the fiercest ethical opposition. 

***IMPACTS
Suffering Inevitable
The fallacy of the affirmative is that they fail to realize that suffering and antagonism are inevitable parts of human existence.  Their focus on the elimination of instability and difference paradoxically codify a constant state of emergency into politics

Saurette 96  - Professor of Political Studies at University of Ottawa

(Paul, Prof of Political Studies @ UOttawa, “I Mistrust All Systematizers and Avoid Them: Nietzsche, Arendt, and the Crisis of the Will to Order in International Relations Theory” Millenium 25.1)
According to Nietzsche, the philosophical foundation of a society is the set of ideas which give meaning to the phenomenon of human existence within a given cultural framework. As one manifestation of the Will to Power, this will to meaning fundamentally influences the social and political organisation of a particular community.5 Anything less than a profound historical interrogation of the most basic philosophical foundations of our civilization, then, misconceives the origins of values which we take to be intrinsic and natural. Nietzsche suggests, therefore, that to understand the development of our modern conception of society and politics, we must reconsider the crucial influence of the Platonic formulation of Socratic thought. Nietzsche claims that pre-Socratic Greece based its philosophical justification of life on heroic myths which honoured tragedy and competition. Life was understood as a contest in which both the joyful and ordered (Apollonian) and chaotic and suffering (Dionysian) aspects of life were accepted and affirmed as inescapable aspects of human existence.6 However, this incarnation of the will to power as tragedy weakened, and became unable to sustain meaning in Greek life. Greek myths no longer instilled the self-respect and self-control that had upheld the pre-Socratic social order. 'Everywhere the instincts were in anarchy; everywhere people were but five steps from excess: the monstrum in animo was a universal danger'.7 No longer willing to accept the tragic hardness and self-mastery of pre-Socratic myth, Greek thought yielded to decadence, a search for a new social foundation which would soften the tragedy of life, while still giving meaning to existence. In this context, Socrates' thought became paramount. In the words of Nietzsche, Socrates saw behind his aristocratic Athenians: he grasped that his case, the idiosyncrasy of his case, was no longer exceptional. The same kind of degeneration was everywhere silently preparing itself: the old Athens was coming to an end—And Socrates understood that the world had need of him —his expedient, his cure and his personal art of self-preservation.8 Socrates realised that his search for an ultimate and eternal intellectual standard paralleled the widespread yearning for assurance and stability within society. His expedient, his cure? An alternative will to power. An alternate foundation that promised mastery and control, not through acceptance of the tragic life, but through the disavowal of the instinctual, the contingent, and the problematic. In response to the failing power of its foundational myths, Greece tried to renounce the very experience that had given rise to tragedy by retreating/escaping into the Apollonian world promised by Socratic reason. In Nietzsche's words, '[rationality was divined as a saviour.,,it was their last expedient. The fanaticism with which the whole of Greek thought throws itself at rationality betrays a state of emergency: one was in peril, one had only one choice: either to perish, or be absurdly rational.,.,,9 Thus, Socrates codified the wider fear of instability into an intellectual framework. The Socratic Will to Truth is characterised by the attempt to understand and order life rationally by renouncing the Dionysian elements of existence and privileging an idealised Apollonian order. As life is inescapably comprised of both order and disorder, however, the promise of control through Socratic reason is only possible by creating a 'Real World' of eternal and meaningful forms, in opposition to an 'Apparent World' of transitory physical existence. Suffering and contingency is contained within the Apparent World, disparaged, devalued, and ignored in relation to the ideal order of the Real World. Essential to the Socratic Will to Truth, then, is the fundamental contradiction between the experience of Dionysian suffering in the Apparent World and the idealised order of the Real World. According to Nietzsche, this dichotomised model led to the emergence of a uniquely 'modern understanding of life which could only view suffering as the result of the imperfection of the Apparent World. This outlook created a modern notion of responsibility in which the Dionysian elements of life could be understood only as a phenomenon for which someone, or something, is to blame. Nietzsche terms this philosophically-induced condition ressentiment and argues that it signalled a potential crisis of the Will to Truth by exposing the central contradiction of the Socratic resolution.   This contradiction, however, was resolved historically through the aggressive universalisation of the Socratic ideal by Christianity. According to Nietzsche, ascetic Christianity exacerbated the Socratic dichotomisation by employing the Apparent World as the responsible agent against which the ressentiment of life could be turned. Blame for suffering fell  on individuals within the Apparent World, precisely because they did not live up to God, the Truth, and the Real World. As Nietzsche wrote, '1  suffer: someone must be to blame for it' thinks every sickly sheep. But his shepherd, the ascetic priest tells him: 'Quite so my sheep! someone must be to blame for it: but you yourself are this someone, you alone are to blame for yourself,—you alone are to blame for yourself '—This is brazen and false enough: but one thing is achieved by it, the direction of ressentiment is altered." Faced with the collapse of the  Socratic resolution and the prospect of meaninglessness, once again, 'one was in peril, one had only one choice: either to perish, or be absurdly rational....'12 The genius of the ascetic ideal was that it preserved the meaning of the Socratic Will to Power as Will to Truth by extrapolating ad absurdium the Socratic division through the redirection of ressentiment against the Apparent World! Through this redirection, the Real World was transformed from a transcendental world of philosophical escape into a model towards which the Apparent World actively aspired, always blaming its contradictory experiences on its own imperfect knowledge and action. This subtle transformation of the relationship between the dichotomised worlds creates the Will to Order as the defining characteristic of the modern Will to Truth. Unable to accept the Dionysian suffering inherent in the Apparent World, the ascetic ressentiment desperately searches for 'the hypnotic sense of nothingness, the repose of deepest sleep, in short absence of suffering".n According to the ascetic model, however, this escape is possible only when the Apparent World perfectly duplicates the Real World. The Will to Order, then, is the aggressive need increasingly to order the Apparent World in line with the precepts of the moral Truth of the Real World. The ressentiment of the Will to Order, therefore, generates two interrelated reactions. First, ressentiment engenders a need actively to mould the Apparent World in accordance with the dictates of the ideal, Apollonian Real World. In order to achieve this, however, the ascetic ideal also asserts that a 'truer', more complete knowledge of the Real World must be established, creating an ever-increasing Will to Truth. This self-perpetuating movement creates an interpretative structure within which everything must be understood and ordered in relation to the ascetic Truth of the Real World. As Nietzsche suggests, [t]he ascetic ideal has a goal—this goal is so universal that all other interests of human existence seem, when compared with it, petty and narrow; it interprets epochs, nations, and men inexorably with a view to this one goat; it permits no other interpretation, no other goal; it rejects, denies, affirms and sanctions solely from the point of view of its interpretation.14 The very structure of the Will to Truth ensures that theoretical investigation must be increasingly ordered, comprehensive, more True, and closer to the perfection of the ideal. At the same time, this understanding of intellectual theory ensures that it creates practices which attempt to impose increasing order in the Apparent World. With this critical transformation, the Will to Order becomes the fundamental philosophical principle of modernity
A2 We Solve Suffering

Questions about “decreasing” suffering miss the point of the criticism – steps toward a perfectible cosmos are bad because we cannot eliminate suffering, only mask it. It’s better to embrace that suffering rather than run away from it.
Kain 7 (Philip J, Professor of philosophy at University of Santa Clara, "Nietzsche, Eternal Recurrence, and the Horror of Existence," the Journal of Nietzsche Studies, muse, AD: 7/2/09)

One might find all this unacceptable. After all, isn't it just obvious that we can change things, reduce suffering, improve existence, and make progress? Isn't it just obvious that modern science and technology have done so? Isn't it just absurd for Nietzsche to reject the possibility of significant change? Hasn't such change already occurred?  Well, perhaps not. Even modern environmentalists might resist all this obviousness. They might respond in a rather Nietzschean vein that technology may have caused as many problems as it has solved. The advocate of the perfectible cosmos, on the other hand, would no doubt counter such Nietzschean pessimism by arguing that even if technology does cause some problems, the solution to those problems can only come from better technology. Honesty requires us to admit, however, that this is merely a hope, not something for which we already have evidence, not something that it is absurd to doubt—not at all something obvious. Further technology may or may not improve things. The widespread use of antibiotics seems to have done a miraculous job of improving our health and reducing suffering, but we are also discovering that such antibiotics give rise to even more powerful bacteria that are immune to those antibiotics. We have largely eliminated diseases like cholera, smallpox, malaria, and tuberculosis, but we have produced cancer and heart disease. We can cure syphilis and gonorrhea, but we now have AIDS.  Even if we could show that it will be possible to continuously reduce suffering, it is very unlikely that we will ever eliminate it. If that is so, then it remains a real question whether it is not better to face suffering, use it as a discipline, perhaps even increase it, so as to toughen ourselves, rather than let it weaken us, allow it to dominate us, by continually hoping to overcome it.  But whatever we think about the possibility of reducing suffering, the question may well become moot. Nietzsche tells a story: "Once upon a time, in some out of the way corner of that universe which is dispersed into numberless twinkling solar systems, there was a star upon which clever beasts invented knowing. That was the most arrogant and mendacious minute of 'world history,' but nevertheless, it was only a minute. After nature had drawn a few breaths, the star cooled and congealed, and the clever beasts had to die" (TL 1, 79). Whatever progress we might think we are making in reducing suffering, whatever change we think we are bringing about, it may all amount to nothing more than a brief and accidental moment in biological time, whose imminent disappearance will finally confirm the horror and meaninglessness of existence.  The disagreement here is not so much about the quantity of suffering that we can expect to find in the world but, rather, its nature. For proponents of the designed cosmos, suffering is basically accidental. It is not fundamental or central to life. It is not a necessary part of the nature of things. It does not make up the essence of existence. We must develop virtue, and then we can basically expect to fit and be at home in the cosmos. For the proponents of a perfectible cosmos, suffering is neither essential nor unessential. The cosmos is neutral. We must work on it to reduce suffering. We must bring about our own fit. For Nietzsche, even if we can change this or that, even if we can  reduce suffering here and there, what cannot be changed for human beings is that suffering is fundamental and central to life. The very nature of things, the very essence of existence, means suffering. Moreover, it means meaningless suffering—suffering for no reason at all. That cannot be changed—it can only be concealed.  Nietzsche does not reject all forms of change. What he rejects is the sort of change necessary for a perfectible cosmos. He rejects the notion that science and technology can transform the essence of things—he rejects the notion that human effort can significantly reduce physical suffering. Instead, he only thinks it possible to build up the power necessary to construct meaning in a meaningless world and thus to conceal the horror of existence, which cannot be eliminated.  We cannot prove the opposite view, and I do not think we can dismiss Nietzsche's view simply because it goes counter to the assumptions of [End Page 52] Christianity, science, liberalism, socialism, and so forth. And we certainly cannot dismiss this view if we hope to understand Nietzsche. At any rate, for Nietzsche, we cannot eliminate suffering; we can only seek to mask it.
Impact - Value to Life

Impact - Totalitarianism
Astrofuturism engenders dangerous nationalism

Kilgore 3 -  Associate Professor of English and American and Cultural Studies at Indiana University.
 (De Witt Douglas Kilgore, University of Pennsylvania Press, 2003, “Astrofuturism: Science, Race, and Visions of Utopia in Space,” Print)
In recent years, several excellent studies have created that independent analysis. Walter A. McDougall’s “…the Heavens and the Earth”: A Political History of the Space Age delineates the political terrain of the cold war space effort. Howard E. McCurdy’s Space and the American Imagination critiques the effect of popular spaceflight tropes and their effect on government policy. Dale Carter’s The Final Frontier: The Ries and Fall of the American Rocket State links the emergence of the “Rocket State” to the totalitarian and genocidal technical forms of Germany’s Third Reich and traces a corresponding influence on American culture in the postwar era. Although the rapid growth and vibrancy of this scholarly field suggests a ready audience, the intellectual and literary history of space futurism remains as yet unexplored. To date, scholars have not attempted detailed analysis of the narratives produced by the spaceflight movement, save as documents supplementing the primacy of its engineering project. For McDougall, science fiction is only a distant backdrop to the political drama of the space age; it is evidence of popular interest in the harnessing of space science to superpower conflict. McCurdy limits his insightful treatment of space-focused science fiction and science writing to their utility as NASA propaganda, measuring their success by government policies that fueled the space race, despite the availability of simpler and more economic means of accomplishing international goals. In Carter’s study, the ideology that produced rocketry is emblematic of the “incipient totalitarianism” that led to the ovens of Nazi Germany.
Impact - Turns Racism
Astrofuturism turns racism – trivializes it
Kilgore 3 -  Associate Professor of English and American and Cultural Studies at Indiana University.
 (De Witt Douglas Kilgore, University of Pennsylvania Press, 2003, “Astrofuturism: Science, Race, and Visions of Utopia in Space,” Print)
For the most part, the critical conversation on race-based inequities has been restricted to considering the issue as one of the social problems the genre leaves behind as a relic of a past that has been transcended. In their survey, for example, Scholes and Rabkin congratulate liberal science-fiction authors who point out the triviality of the differences magnified by racial stereotyping. They praise authors who go beyond liberalism to “render the matter of race comparatively unimportant.” They do not consider that a future responsible to our past may not be able to declare race irrelevant, but might have to imagine how to allow it to be lived differently. Nor do they consider that differently racialized beings may not wish to be declared irrelevant and assimilated into a singular human or posthuman norm. Race plays a small role in the vast canvas Brian W. Aldiss undertakes in his history of science fiction Trillion Year Spree, entering significantly only as the biographical spice that makes Butler’s address of racism and sexism satisfying. Interestingly, Aldiss does not mention race in Delany’s case, other than to note that Butler was his “protégé” (427). He chooses instead to emphasize the author’s status as a major stylist and an important critic of the genre (291-93). Although he avoids reducing Delany’s significance to the biological and political accidents of race, Aldiss’s emphasis leaves open the question of how we should approach the thematization of race in Delany’s fiction. Finally, these studies do not address the overwhelming recurrence of racialized characters and reliance upon racial difference for plot devices in the narratives produced by white authors.

Turns racism – alienates

Kilgore 3 -  Associate Professor of English and American and Cultural Studies at Indiana University.
 (De Witt Douglas Kilgore, University of Pennsylvania Press, 2003, “Astrofuturism: Science, Race, and Visions of Utopia in Space,” Print)
The first edition of Peter Nicholls’s The Science Fiction Encyclopedia (1979) offers the most provocative early guide to the significance of race as a trope in science fiction. Under the heading “Politics,” Nicholls remarks, “An interesting and not uncommon theme in mainstream political science fiction is racial prejudice and racial conflict, especially conflict between black and white.” The ensuring paragraphs describe books by authors whose connection to the genre is marginal. However, by grouping together science-fiction authors with mainstream black and white writers, Nicholls implies that the discourse of race is part of a shared repertoire of political signifiers. It is a collectively authored category necessary to thoughts or narratives about the future, even within those scenarios in which race plays no obvious role. The disappearance of race from any realistic political future would constitute a fantastic alienation from contemporary life, and would indicate something about the political desires and commitments of the author of such a scenario.

Turns racism and gender – exclusion in utopia

Kilgore 3 -  Associate Professor of English and American and Cultural Studies at Indiana University.
 (De Witt Douglas Kilgore, University of Pennsylvania Press, 2003, “Astrofuturism: Science, Race, and Visions of Utopia in Space,” Print)
Science fiction and popular science have been produced and consumed primarily by Euro-American males; given the gender and racial barriers institutionalized around science and technology in the twentieth century, this demographic narrowness should not surprise us. It is therefore easy to assume that somehow these genres are innocent of engagement with the problematics of either gender or race. Yet race and gender recur in astrofuturist novels as either threats or promises, never as something unremarkable or unremarked upon. When I discuss the ideal space pioneers created by a Robert A. Heinlein or a Jerry Pournelle – characters who are by and large white, male, and middle class – I engage a specific idealization of an identity peculiar to American culture. Scince that idealization is based on a series of exclusions, it is as raced and gendered as the “Africanist” identity (to use Toni Morrison’s term), which is among its primary foils. While the technophilic, masculine, and white space future hero anchors astrofuturism’s representation of the good or perfectible society, authors commonly appeal to a space frontier that is pioneered “for all mankind” and populated by a racially and ethnically diverse constituency of both sexes. Hence, characters who are companions to space-future heroes are central to my history and critique. Their ubiquity suggests that race, my dominant trope of alterity, should not be considered marginal to the astrofuturist project; rather, racial difference is a wellspring of its agenda. If the wonderful dream of the space frontier is the American dream writ large, then it is appropriate to ask the same questions of it that we have asked of its terrestrial counterpart. 
Turns Case – Endless Violence

Disorder is inevitable, the drive to secure culminates in endless violence.  

Der Derian 98 – Prof Political Science at University of Mass.

[James, Political Science Professor, University of Massachusetts, 1998. On Security, ed: Lipschitz, The Value of Security: Hobbes, Marx, Nietzsche, and Baudrillard, Decentering Security.]
No other concept in international relations packs the metaphysical punch, nor commands the disciplinary power of "security." In its name, peoples have alienated their fears, rights and powers to gods, emperors, and most recently, sovereign states, all to protect themselves from the vicissitudes of nature--as well as from other gods, emperors, and sovereign states. In its name, weapons of mass destruction have been developed which have transfigured national interest into a security dilemma based on a suicide pact. And, less often noted in international relations, in its name billions have been made and millions killed while scientific knowledge has been furthered and intellectual dissent muted. We have inherited an ontotheology of security, that is, an a priori argument that proves the existence and necessity of only one form of security because there currently happens to be a widespread, metaphysical belief in it. Indeed, within the concept of security lurks the entire history of western metaphysics, which was best described by Derrida "as a series of substitutions of center for center" in a perpetual search for the "transcendental signified." From God to Rational Man, from Empire to Republic, from King to the People--and on occasion in the reverse direction as well, for history is never so linear, never so neat as we would write it--the security of the center has been the shifting site from which the forces of authority, order, and identity philosophically defined and physically kept at bay anarchy, chaos, and difference. Yet the center, as modern poets and postmodern critics tell us, no longer holds. The demise of a bipolar system, the diffusion of power into new political, national, and economic constellations, the decline of civil society and the rise of the shopping mall, the acceleration of everything --transportation, capital and information flows, change itself--have induced a new anxiety. As George Bush repeatedly said--that is, until the 1992 Presidential election went into full swing--"The enemy is unpredictability. The enemy is instability." One immediate response, the unthinking reaction, is to master this anxiety and to resecure the center by remapping the peripheral threats. In this vein, the Pentagon prepares seven military scenarios for future conflict, ranging from latino small-fry to an IdentiKit super-enemy that goes by the generic acronym of REGT ("Reemergent Global Threat"). In the heartlands of America, Toyota sledge-hammering returns as a popular know-nothing distraction. And within the Washington beltway, rogue powers such as North Korea, Iraq, and Libya take on the status of pariah-state and potential video bomb-site for a permanently electioneering elite. 
Turns Case – Nihilism 
The will to desire a better world free of suffering is nihilism – it rejects the ability to create value

White, 90 (Alan, Professor of Philosophy Williams College, “Delusion Frames, From Within Nietzsche’s Labyrinth,” http://www.williams.edu/philosophy/faculty/awhite/WNL%20web/Delusion%20frames.htm,) 

I take as my starting point Nietzsche's assertion that the emergence of nihilism as a "psychological state" is bound up with the failure of the attempt to endow the world with value by at​tributing to it an ultimate "purpose," "unity," or "truth" (N:11[99] / WP:12).  This failure leads to nihilism as "the radi​cal rejection of value, meaning, and desirability" (N:2[127] / WP:1).  These descriptions suggest that nihilism has its origin in a negation, i.e., in the failure of an attempt, or in the rejection of a purported value.   Yet neither of these negations can be the first step towards nihilism, because neither is a first step at all.  The failure of an attempt presupposes that it has been made, and any rejection presupposes either prior accept​ance or, at least, prior awareness of a question.I therefore suggest that the first step towards nihilism -- a step that, in Nietzsche's view, leads historically to the second -- is the step taken with the judgment that the existence of our world of becoming would be justified only through a pur​pose that guides it, through an "infinitely valuable" unity that underlies it, or through another world, a "true world" or "world of being" that is accessible through it (N:11[99] / WP:12).  This step, like the step to rejection, is a negation in that it con​tains, at least implicitly, the judgment that our "world of becom​ing" as it presents itself, in isolation from such purpose, unity, or truth, "ought not to exist" (N:9[60] / WP:585); the step presupposes the judgment that without some such source of worth, which cannot be contained within the flux of a "world of becoming," that world -- our world -- would be worthless. Is the person who has taken this first step -- who has judged that the world requires justification -- a nihilist?  Cer​tainly not an avowed one:  this person will use the appellation "nihilist," if at all, only for others.  Nevertheless, this per​son is "nihilistic" in a way that one who simply accepts the world of becoming is not.  From the Nietzschean perspective, those who posit the extraneous source of value are nihilists in that (1) they judge of our world that it ought not to be (on its own), and (2) they believe in a world that is, despite their beliefs to the contrary, "fabricated solely from psychological needs," a world to which we have "absolutely no right" (N:11[99] / WP:12).  To be sure, they are not aware that the world of their belief is a mere fabrication; that is why they will deny being nihilists.  For this reason, if it is appropriate to term them "nihilists" at all, an essential qualification must be added:  their nihilism is unconscious.  Or, to adopt a more Nietzschean term, they are religious nihilists:  their affirmation of another world or source of value is a consequence of their denial of our world as bearer of its own value.Nihilism becomes conscious -- avowed or, in a Nietzschean term, "radical" -- with a second step, the step taken with the judgment that the sources of value are absent, that the three categories of value remain uninstantiated.  "Radical nihilism," in Nietzsche's explicit definition, is the conviction of an absolute untenability of existence when it is a matter of the highest values that one recognizes; plus the in​sight that we have not the slightest right to posit a being or an in-itself of things that would be 'divine' or incarnate morality. (N:10[192] / WP:3)

Turns Case - Otherization
Their position of power allows for otherization of other values.

Reginster 97- Professor at Brown University 

(BERNARD, “Nietzsche  on Ressentiment and Valuation”,June 1997, Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 

Vol.  LVII,  No.  2, pg 287-288)

First of all, the agent who is convinced of his impotence could simply resign   himself to it. Such a resignation would have to be quite radical: it would not   simply consist in relinquishing one way of life he values but feels incapable   of living to adopt another which he finds just as valuable. It is rather the re-   nunciation of the kind of life he values most and the acceptance of the unre-   deemable shame which goes  with global failure. This alone would offer a   formidable incentive to resist resignation.   Nietzsche  suggests that, in addition, an important feature of the priest's   predicament makes resignation to political inferiority all but impossible. As   a member of  the nobility, the priest expects  to enjoy political superiority.   Expectations, as I understand the notion in this context, are essentially rela-   tive to the agent's estimation of himself. An agent might believe that a cer-   tain sort of life is worth living and yet not expect to be able to live it because   he has a very low estimation of himself, of his abilities and standing. Such is   the attitude of the slave: "not at all used to positing values himself, he also   attached no other value to himself than his masters attached to him" (BGE,   261).  Thus the slave accepts his masters' high estimation of  the noble life   and their low estimation of himself, and therefore never even forms the expec-   tation to live the life his masters value. The attitude characteristic of the slave   is his resignation to a worthless way of life.   The situation is quite different with the priests who belong-and  we must   underline this fact-to  the nobility (GM, I, 6-7).  The noble, it should be re-   membered feel "themselves to be of a higher rank" (GM, I, 5). Like other no-   ble, but unlike the slaves, the priests fundamentally expect to live the sort of   life they find valuable, which is, in Nietzsche's example, a life that includes   political superiority. Accepting their impotence and inferiority is all but im- possible for the priests precisely because it clashes with their most fundamen-   tal expectation.9

Turns Case – Value to Life ( Re – check this one)
The will to order the affirmative engages in condemns all that is beautiful in life 
White 90 (Alan, Professor of Philosophy Williams College, “Delusion Frames, From Within Nietzsche’s Labyrinth,” http://www.williams.edu/philosophy/faculty/awhite/WNL%20web/Delusion%20frames.htm,) 

What is the secret?  Art is generally supposed to be concerned with beauty, science with truth, and morality with good​ness, yet Nietzsche suggests, directly, that science may be a defense against truth, an attempt to disguise the truth; he also suggests, indirectly, that morality may be a defense against goodness, an attempt to avoid acknowledging what true goodness would require.  The mechanism that allows these defenses to work is a "new and unprecedented treasuring  Hochschätzung] of knowledge and insight."  Clear evidence for the novelty of this valuation is provided by Socrates's admission of his own ig​norance, and his amazement that others -- great statesmen, orators, poets, and artists -- are governed by instinct rather than by knowledge. “Only from instinct":  with this expression, we touch the heart and midpoint of the Socratic tendency.   With it, Socraticism condemns existing art as well as existing ethics:  wherever he directs his examining glance, he sees the lack of insight and the power of delu​sion [Wahn]; from this lack, he concludes that what exists is inter​nally perverse [verkehrt] and reprehensible [verwerflich]. (BT:13) In condemning all that exists, including current art and ethics, Socrates condemns both what is and what has been; given this rejection of past and present, he can be "detained in life" only by the delusion that he can make the future radically dif​ferent.  He consequently views his own task as one of therapy; he is to "heal the wound of existence" by "correcting existence" (BT:13).  This correction or healing is a practical project, but it requires a theoretical foundation:  the replacement of custom by morality presupposes a replacement of instinct with knowledge.  The result of the two replacements is a transformation of pessimism into optimism:Socrates is the prototype [Urbild] of the theoretical optimist who, with his already characterized faith in the fathomability [Ergründlichkeit] of the nature of things, ascribes to knowledge and cognition the force of a panacea, and conceives error as evil in itself.  To penetrate into every ground [Grund] and to separate true cognition from semblance and from error strikes the Socratic man as the most noble human calling, indeed the only truly human calling. (BT:15). The Socratic legacy -- hence, the functioning of the Socratic illusion -- is clearest in the paradigm [Typus] of a form of existence unheard of before Socrates:  that of the theoretical man, who embraces Socrates's project, "to make existence appear comprehensible and thereby as justified" (BT:16), and thereby also Socrates's "profound delusion [Wahnvor​stellung]," the "unshakable faith that thinking, following the guideline of causality, reaches into the deepest abysses of being, and that thinking is in a position not merely to know being, but even to correct it" (BT:15).  The "essence of the spirit of science," then, combines "faith in the fathomability [Ergründlichkeit] of nature and in knowledge as panacea [an die Universalheilkraft des Wissens]" (BT:17).  Life is worth living, for those possessed of this spirit, only because it is perfectible.
Takes Out Solvency

The K takes out solvency – the affirmative thinks they control policy by creating a “Real” world – that’s Nietzsche. This attempts to escape suffering kills their potential to have effective change and negates life – that’s an independent disad.

Turanli 2k3 [aydan, “nietzsche and the later wittgenstein”, journal of nietzsche studies, issue 26, p. 61-2, muse]
The craving for absolutely general specifications results in doing metaphysics. Unlike Wittgenstein, Nietzsche provides an account of how this craving arises. The creation of the two worlds such as apparent and real world, conditioned and unconditioned world, being and becoming is the creation of the ressentiment of metaphysicians. Nietzsche says, “to imagine another, more valuable world is an expression of hatred for a world that makes one suffer: the ressentiment of metaphysicians against actuality is here creative” (WP III 579). Escaping from this world because there is grief in it results in asceticism. Paying respect to the ascetic ideal is longing for the world that is pure and denaturalized. Craving for frictionless surfaces, for a transcendental, pure, true, ideal, perfect world, is the result of the ressentiment of metaphysicans who suffer in this world. Metaphysicians do not affirm this world as it is, and this paves the way for many explanatory theories in philosophy. In criticizing a philosopher who pays homage to the ascetic ideal, Nietzsche says, “he wants to escape from torture” (GM III 6). The traditional philosopher or the ascetic priest continues to repeat, “‘My kingdom is not of this world’” (GM III 10). This is a longing for another world in which one does not suffer. It is to escape from this world; to create another illusory, fictitious, false world. This longing for “the truth” of a world in which one does not suffer is the desire for a world of constancy. It is supposed that contradiction, change, and deception are the causes of suffering; in other words, the senses deceive; it is from the senses that all misfortunes come; reason corrects the errors; therefore reason is the road to the constant. In sum, this world is an error; the world as it ought to be exists. This will to truth, this quest for another world, this desire for the world as it ought to be, is the result of unproductive thinking. It is unproductive because it is the result of avoiding the creation of the world as it ought to be. According to Nietzsche, the will to truth is “the impotence of the will to create” (WP III 585). Metaphysicians end up with the creation of the “true” world in contrast to the actual, changeable, deceptive, self-contradictory world. They try to discover the true, transcendental world that is already there rather than creating a world for themselves. For Nietzsche, on the other hand, the transcendental world is the “denaturalized world” (WP III 586). The way out of the circle created by the ressentiment of metaphysicians is the will to life rather than the will to truth. The will to truth can be overcome only through a Dionysian relationship to existence. This is the way to a new philosophy, which in Wittgenstein’s terms aims “to show the fly the way out of the fly-bottle” (PI §309).
Reality as we experience it is only an interpretation – predictive politics can never guarantee solvency
Nietzsche 1873 [“On Truth and Lies in a Nonmoral Sense”, pg 7]
The free intellect copies human life, but it considers this life to be something good and seems to be quite satisfied with it. That immense framework and planking of concepts to which the needy man clings his whole life long in order to preserve himself is nothing but a scaffolding and toy for the most audacious feats of the liberated intellect. And when it smashes this framework to pieces, throws it into confusion, and puts it back together in an ironic fashion, pairing the most alien things and separating the closest, it is demonstrating that it has no need of these makeshifts of indigence and that it will now be guided by intuitions rather than by concepts. There is no regular path which leads from these intuitions into the land of ghostly schemata, the land of abstractions. There exists no word for these intuitions; when man sees them he grows dumb, or else he speaks only in forbidden metaphors and in unheard-of combinations of concepts. He does this so that by shattering and mocking the old conceptual barriers he may at least correspond creatively to the impression of the powerful present intuition.

***ALTERNATIVES

Alternative - Affirmation

In the face life, we have two options: 

1) the world of the 1AC — which predicates the Will to Power on attempting to realize a world without suffering, or

2) the alternative — accept that eliminating suffering is impossible, refuse the call to action, and affirm life as it is. 

Owen and Ridley, 2000 (David Owen is Reader in Political Philosophy and Deputy Director of the Centre for Post-Analytic Philosophy at the University of Southampton. He is the author of numerous books and articles in social and political philosophy with a focus on Nietzsche. Aaron Ridley is a professor of Philosophy at the School of Humanities at the University of Southampton. He has also written multiple books about Nietzschean ethics. Why Nietzsche still? page 149-54)

The threat here is obvious: What is to be feared, what has a more calamitous effect than any other calamity, is that man should inspire not profound fear but profound nausea; also not great fear but great pity. Suppose these two were one day to unite, they would inevitably beget one of the uncanniest monsters: the "last will" of man, his will to nothingness, nihilism. And a great deal points to this union. (GM III:I4) So suicidal nihilism beckons. The one response to the situation that is absolutely ruled out is the one that has so far proved most successful at addressing problems of this sort, namely, adoption of the ascetic ideal, because the present crisis is caused by the self-destruction of that ideal. But Nietzsche argues that two plausible responses to the crisis are nonetheless possible for modern man. Both of these involve the construction of immanent ideals or goals: one response is represented by the type the Last Man, the other by the type the Ubermensch. The first response recognizes the reality of suffering and our (post-ascetic) inability to accord transcendental significance to it and concludes that the latter provides an overwhelming reason for abolishing the former to whatever extent is possible. This has the effect of elevating the abolition of suffering into a quasi-transcendental goal and brings with it a new table of virtues, on which prudence figures largest. In other words, this response takes the form of a rapport a soi characterized by a style of calculative rationality directed toward the avoidance of suffering at any cost, for example, of utilititarianism and any other account of human subjectivity that accords preeminence to maximizing preference satisfaction. In Thus Spoke Zarathustra Nietzsche portrays this type as follows: "What is love? What is creation? What is longing? What is a star?" thus asks the Last Man and blinks. The earth has become small, and upon it hops the Last Man, who makes everything small. His race is as inexterminable as the flea; the Last Man lives longest. "We have discovered happiness," say the Last Men and blink. They have left the places where living was hard: for one needs warmth. One still loves one's neighbor and rubs oneself against him: for one needs warmth. Sickness and mistrust count as sins with them: one should go about warily. He is a fool who still stumbles over stones or over men! A little poison now and then: that produces pleasant dreams. And a lot of poison at last, for a pleasant death. They still work, for work is entertainment. But they take care the entertainment does not exhaust them. Nobody grows rich or poor any more: both are too much of a burden. Who still wants to rule? Who obey? Both are too much of a burden. No herdsman and one herd. Everyone wants the same thing, everyone is the same: whoever thinks otherwise goes voluntarily into the madhouse "Formerly all the world was mad," say the most acute of them and blink. They are clever and know everything that has ever happened: so there is no end to their mockery. They still quarrel, but they soon make up-otherwise indigestion would result. They have their little pleasure for the day and their little pleasure for the night: but they respect health. "We have discovered happiness," say the Last Men and blink. (Z: I "Prologue" 5) Nietzsche's hostility to this first form of response is evident. His general objection to the Last Man is that the Last Man's ideal, like the ascetic ideal, is committed to the denial of chance and necessity as integral features of human existence. Whereas the ascetic ideal denies chance and necessity per se so that, while suffering remains real, what is objectionable about it is abolished, the Last Man's ideal is expressed as the practical imperative to abolish suffering, and hence, a fortiori, what is objectionable about it – that is, our exposure to chance and necessity. This general objection has two specific dimensions. The first is that the Last Man's ideal is unrealizable, insofar as human existence involves ineliminable sources of suffering-not least our consciousness that we come into being by chance and cease to be by necessity. Thus the Last Man's ideal is predicated on a neglect of truthfulness. The second dimension of Nietzsche's objection is that pursuit of the Last Man's ideal impoverishes and arbitrarily restricts our understanding of what we can be and, in doing so, forecloses our future possibilities of becoming otherwise than we are. Thus the Last Man's ideal entails an atrophying of the capacities (for self-overcoming, etc.) bequeathed by the ascetic ideal. Nietzsche brings these two dimensions together in Beyond Good and Evil: "You want, if possible – and there is no more insane 'if possible' – to abolish suffering. ... Well-being as you understand it – that is no goal, that seems to us an end, a state that soon makes man ridiculous and contemptible – that makes his destruction desirable" (BGE 225). The second response to the nihilistic threat posed by the selfdestruction of the ascetic ideal is definitive of the Ubermensch type. This response recognizes both the reality and the ineliminability of suffering and concludes that an affirmation of chance and necessity must therefore be built into the very conception of what it is for something to function as a (postascetic) ideal. So this response, insofar as it cultivates an affirmation of chance and necessity (i.e., amor fati), overcomes the (ascetic) hatred of or (modern) dissatisfaction with this-worldly existence. Yet the success of this overcoming is conditional on the exercise and development of the very capacities and disposition that are the bequest of the ascetic ideal. The disposition to truthfulness is a condition of recognizing the ineliminability of chance and necessity. But actually to recognize, let alone affirm, this awful fact about human existence requires the exercise of the capacities for self-surveillance (so that one can monitor oneself for the symptoms of self-deception in the face of this fact), self-discipline (so that one can resist the understandable temptation to deceive oneself about this fact), and self-overcoming (so that one can develop, in the face of this temptation, one's capacities for self-surveillance and self-discipline). Thus the ascetic ideal provides the tools required to overcome the crisis precipitated by its own self-destruction. In other words, the Ubermensch's ideal simply is the exercise and cultivation of the capacities and the disposition required to affirm the fact that chance and necessity are ineliminable. And because chance and necessity are ineliminable, and therefore require perpetually to be affirmed anew, such exercise and cultivation must itself be perpetual, a process without the slightest prospect of an end. 

The contrast with the Last Man's ideal is stark. Whereas the latter offers a feeling of power to its devotees by positing as realizable the unrealizable ideal of no more suffering-that is, of a fixed, final, completed state of being – the Ubermensch’s ideal offers a feeling of power predicated only on the continual overcoming of the desire for any such state. What the Last Man longs for, in other words., the Ubermensch distinguishes himself by unendingly and truthfully refusing to want. It is of the first importance that the Ubermensch's ideal should represent a process as inherently valuable, rather than a product (such as the Last Man's completed state of life without suffering). There are two reasons for thinking this important. The first is the one mentioned above given that chance and necessity are ineliminable features of living a life, a life oriented to the affirmation of this fact must recognize the ineliminably processual character of such an affirmation, and hence the ineliminably processual character of an ideal that serves rather than denies "the most fundamental prerequisites of life" (GM III:28). The other reason is that this ideal exhibits the form of practical reasoning that Nietzsche's genealogy itself deploys. By contrast with, say, Kant's conception of practical reasoning, which centers on an opposition between the real and the ideal (between the heteronomous and the autonomous), and denies "the most fundamental prerequisites of life," Nietzsche's conception involves a continual process of movement from the attained to the attainable; and it is precisely this that the rapport a soi constitutive of the Ubermensch exhibits. Thus, while Kant offers a juridical conception of practical reasoning structured in terms of the idea of law, Nietzsche offers a medical or therapeutic conception articulated through the idea of the type or exemplar. Which is to say, Nietzsche's genealogical investigation (at its best, i.e., its most self-consistent) exemplifies precisely that commitment to the affirmation of life which it recommends, that is, to an Ubermenschlich rapport a soi. Process, not product; Dionysus, not Apollo.

Alternative - Diceroll

The 1AC mirrors a system of politics that seeks to justify ressentiment through a structuring of the event of existence. You must refuse to concern yourself with the affirmative’s incessant paranoia about our insecure world instead affirming chance as necessary to love life.
Nietzsche 1879 [“Human, all too human”, maxim 284]
The means to real peace.— No government admits any more that it keeps an army to satisfy occasionally the desire for conquest. Rather the army is supposed to serve for defense, and one invokes the morality that approves of self-defense. But this implies one's own morality and the neighbor's immorality; for the neighbor must be thought of as eager to attack and conquer if our state must think of means of self-defense. Moreover, the reasons we give for requiring an army imply that our neighbor, who denies the desire for conquest just as much as does our own state, and who, for his part, also keeps an army only for reasons of self-defense, is a hypocrite and a cunning criminal who would like nothing better than to overpower a harmless and awkward victim without any fight. Thus all states are now ranged against each other: they presuppose their neighbor's bad disposition and their own good disposition. This presupposition, however, is inhumane, as bad as war and worse. At bottom, indeed, it is itself the challenge and the cause of wars, because, as I have said, it attributes immorality to the neighbor and thus provokes a hostile disposition and act. We must abjure the doctrine of the army as a means of self-defense just as completely as the desire for conquests. And perhaps the great day will come when people, distinguished by wars and victories and by the highest development of a military order and intelligence, and accustomed to make the heaviest sacrifices for these things, will exclaim of its own free will, "We break the sword," and will smash its entire military establishment down to its lowest foundations. Rendering oneself unarmed when one had been the best-armed, out of a height of feeling—that is the means to real peace, which must always rest on a peace of mind; whereas the so-called armed peace, as it now exists in all countries, is the absence of peace of mind. One trusts neither oneself nor one's neighbor and, half from hatred, half from fear, does not lay down arms. Rather perish than hate and fear, and twice rather perish than make oneself hated and feared—this must someday become the highest maxim for every single commonwealth. Our liberal representatives, as is well known, lack the time for reflecting on the nature of man: else they would know that they work in vain when they work for a "gradual decrease of the military burden." Rather, only when this kind of need has become greatest will the kind of god be nearest who alone can help here. The tree of war-glory can only be destroyed all at once, by a stroke of lightning: but lightning, as indeed you know, comes from a cloud—and from up high.

The singular event of the diceroll contains all of determination in destiny but throws it to chance in a capricious act of life’s affirmation. This act precedes life as an act of contingency.
Deleuze 83 [Gilles,, “Nietzsche and Philosophy”, ‘The Dicethrow’, p. 29-30]
Whereas the thrown dice affirm chance once and for all, the dice which fall back necessarily affirm the number or the destiny which brings the dice back. It is in this sense that the second moment of the game is also the two moments together or the player who equals the whole. The eternal return is the second moment, the result of the dicethrow, the affirmation of necessity, the number which brings together all the parts of chance. But it is also the return of the first moment, the repetition of the dicethrow, the reproduction and reaffirmation of chance itself. Destiny in the eternal return is also the “welcoming” of chance, “I cook every chance in my pot. And only when it is quite cooked do I welcome it as my food. And truly, many a chance came imperiously to me; but my will spoke to it even more imperiously, then it went down imploringly on its knees - imploring shelter and love with me, urging in wheedling tones; ‘Just see, 0 Zarathustra, how a friend comes to a friend!’ “(Z III “Of the Virtue that makes small” 3 p. 191). This means that there are fragments of chance which claim to be valid in themselves, they appeal to their probability, each solicits several throws of the dice from the player; divided among several throws, having become simple probabilities, the fragments of chance are slaves who want to speak as masters.24 But Zarathustra knows that one must not play or let oneself be played, on the contrary, it is necessary to affirm the whole of chance at once (therefore boil and cook it like the player who warms the dice in his hands), in order to reunite all its fragments and to affirm the number which is not probable but fatal and necessary. Only then is chance a friend who visits a friend, a friend who will be asked back, a friend of destiny whose destiny itself assures the eternal return as such.

Alternative  - Disarm

Our alternative is to “Do nothing in the instance of the plan.” The refusal to act accepts the inevitability of struggle, allowing us to understand pain positively.

Nietzsche, ‘78 The anti-christ Human, All too Human. Aphorism #284 1878
The means to real peace.— No government admits any more that it keeps an army to satisfy occasionally the desire for conquest. Rather the army is supposed to serve for defense, and one invokes the morality that approves of self-defense. But this implies one's own morality and the neighbor's immorality; for the neighbor must be thought of as eager to attack and conquer if our state must think of means of self-defense. Moreover, the reasons we give for requiring an army imply that our neighbor, who denies the desire for conquest just as much as does our own state, and who, for his part, also keeps an army only for reasons of self-defense, is a hypocrite and a cunning criminal who would like nothing better than to overpower a harmless and awkward victim without any fight. Thus all states are now ranged against each other: they presuppose their neighbor's bad disposition and their own good disposition. This presupposition, however, is inhumane, as bad as war and worse. At bottom, indeed, it is itself the challenge and the cause of wars, because, as I have said, it attributes immorality to the neighbor and thus provokes a hostile disposition and act. We must abjure the doctrine of the army as a means of self-defense just as completely as the desire for conquests. And perhaps the great day will come when people, distinguished by wars and victories and by the highest development of a military order and intelligence, and accustomed to make the heaviest sacrifices for these things, will exclaim of its own free will, "We break the sword," and will smash its entire military establishment down to its lowest foundations. Rendering oneself unarmed when one had been the best-armed, out of a height of feeling—that is the means to real peace, which must always rest on a peace of mind; whereas the so-called armed peace, as it now exists in all countries, is the absence of peace of mind. One trusts neither oneself nor one's neighbor and, half from hatred, half from fear, does not lay down arms. Rather perish than hate and fear, and twice rather perish than make oneself hated and feared—this must someday become the highest maxim for every single commonwealth. Our liberal representatives, as is well known, lack the time for reflecting on the nature of man: else they would know that they work in vain when they work for a "gradual decrease of the military burden." Rather, only when this kind of need has become greatest will the kind of god be nearest who alone can help here. The tree of war-glory can only be destroyed all at once, by a stroke of lightning: but lightning, as indeed you know, comes from a cloud—and from up high.
Alternative – Embrace Suffering

Our deaths are inevitable; the only question is how we face it. Only by embracing the violence of the 1AC can we truly affirm life. The aff attempt to solve these problems only traps us in a cycle of resentment that makes this very security inevitable.

Faulkner 8 – ARC Research Fellow in the School of History and Philosophy at the University of New South Wales

 (Joanne Spring/Autumn 2008, “The Innocence of Victimhood Versus the “Innocence of Becoming”: Nietzsche, 9/11, and the “Falling Man””, The Journal of Nietzsche Studies, Project MUSE, umn-rks )

Most significantly, for the purposes of this essay, we can perhaps see now how for Nietzsche agency is compatible with innocence. Indeed, innocence— regarded as what is unsullied by moral thinking—is integral to the skillful exercise of agency. Understood in these terms, innocence is neither a precious ideal to be protected from the forces of chance nor a moralistic instrument for the meting of punishment to those who threaten society. Rather, innocence is conceived as a style of existence that becomes active by claiming to itself what chance throws up before it. Innocence would here suggest a resistance to passivity and victimhood and a choice to take part in the inevitability of the moment—even if this agency ultimately extinguishes the subject through which it is performed. Perhaps at this point, then, we might attempt a return to the acts of the 9/11 jumpers, who in the light of the above can be understood as agents of their own demise but in a manner that nonetheless does not compromise their innocence. The visions of falling bodies from the Twin Towers do not sit well with orthodox imagery surrounding 9/11 because they invoke an uncomfortable ambiguity with respect to their victim status. In their final moments of animation and on the precipice of death, these bodies occupy a middle space between life and death that renders us uncomfortable in our own mortality. But they also mark a cleavage between innocence and guilt: their decision to seize the opportunity to escape confinement within their smoky “tombs” signals a confusing complicity with the terrorists who had perpetrated the attacks. In the terms that Nietzsche (and Spinoza) set out above, the jumpers took an active part in the causes that led to their deaths—causes that originate in a terrorist plot against America. And in the eyes of some, this exposed them as irresolute, and even disloyal, in the face of what later emerged to be a monumental national threat. In theological terms also—and keeping in mind the religious frame through which many in the United States view global politics—Drew’s photograph, especially, resonates with a near-godly defiance of death: the subject’s fall can be read as the taking of a liberty against God, who claims a privilege with respect to determining who lives or dies. The image may thus evoke to the viewing public humanity’s primal scene and the original sin that it demonstrates: the taking of the fruit of knowledge that marks a new beginning for humanity. Even the photograph’s title would seem to suggest a proximity to the guilt through which humanity is engendered, by means of its irreparable separation from innocence. Likewise, its subject is separated from the other victims of the attacks who (more appropriately) awaited divine sanction on their lives and have thus continued to be redeemed (drawn back into the community’s fold) by means of the various ceremonies and purification rites since performed at Ground Zero. The resigned posture of the subject of “The Falling Man” surely gives the viewer pause: it looks like a suicide attempt, and the suicide cannot be connected to a redemptive innocence. Yet, according to Nietzsche’s refiguring of agency, the decision to die can be reconciled with innocence: and moreover, innocence comes to be the very condition of an agency—as opposed to (fictitious) free will—an agency that, rather, refuses the moralizing economy of guilt and punishment. The decision to jump hundreds of meters to one’s death from a burning building might seem a limited, and somewhat undesirable, instance of agency. Clearly, it is a choice these people would not have made on any other morning and in any other circumstance. In the light of Nietzsche’s account of agency as conditioned by context and circumstance, however, it is possible to count the jumpers among the innocents lost to 9/11—and to do so in full recognition of their specific choice to take their lives into their own hands. In the context of Nietzsche’s innocence of becoming, we may understand innocence as a suspension of moral judgment rather than as prior to (and separate from) social existence. Nietzschean innocence emerges from within existence and gives rise to an agency that responds to the chance necessities life occasions. Likewise, the innocence of becoming is not grounded in opposition to guilt but, rather, undercuts the understanding of social relations in terms of guilt and debt. For this reason, Nietzsche’s innocence of becoming furnishes the jumpers’ decision with a sense that would be otherwise unavailable, at least within the narrow parameters according to which moral action and worth are conventionally adjudged. In the absence of an acknowledgment of the jumpers’ choice (and of the possibility of making a decision to die in one’s own way, where the choice to live is unavailable), we will continue to misunderstand their relationship to these events and thus to limit their political agency. In the context of the 9/11 attacks, the innocent—understood through the vista of Judeo-Christian moral tradition—has become an eternally aggrieved icon of national identity: a perennially threatened and victimized creature of ressentiment who “in order to exist first needs a hostile external world” ( GM I:10). 32 Although it is important to acknowledge the suffering of those affected, and this may indeed include the nation as a whole, what Nietzsche’s innocence of becoming reveals is that the relationship to one’s suffering is far from straightforward. If we subscribe too readily to the status of innocent-to-be-protected—thus recoiling from suffering and requiring that the debts of enemies be paid in full—then we also deny the possibility of freedom opened by the affirmation of becoming. And such a predicament is all too well reflected in the erosion of civil liberties that is ongoing since the end of 2001 in the United States and elsewhere. But were we to allow ourselves to imagine being trapped within those buildings and to contemplate the possibility that one might still make a choice, perhaps identification with the falling man might open the citizen to a new kind of agency in relation to government and nationhood. Remembering that the imagination furnishes us with knowledge of our situation—by means of the traces of interactions impressed upon memory—then we are able to develop a capacity for agency by using our imaginations to understand the decisions of those who have lived through what we have not. Through the rubric offered by the jumper’s predicament, we might then imagine a mode of resistance against attack, wherein strength is reappropriated from the enemy—even in death. Our reinterpretation of the falling man as innocent thus allows for a conception of freedom with respect to the chance events that constrain action. But moreover, it also allows us to develop a resistance to governments’ attempts to render us passive subjects by means of the moral mantle of innocence by which we are both idealized and contained. Such a modest and situated exercise of agency would involve attentiveness to the diffuse and unexpected opportunities that arise in one’s locality, to actively participate in the causes of change. For instance, one could organize a demonstration, write letters to political representatives and newspapers, meet with others who share one’s values, walk to work, or recycle. Each of these activities, however humble or ambitious, contributes to the determination of life and prevents one being the mere passive object of external causes—disempowered and separated from agency. Such attunement to one’s situation, however, requires above all engaging one’s imagination: the site of ethical understanding—of what empowers the body and what the body should avoid. In this vein, we might reimagine the falling man as a figure of the active resistance that Nietzsche’s innocence of becoming teaches. And we can understand his final act of agency as such, without casting him out of the sanctum of human virtue. With respect to this reinterpretation of innocence, as a sensitivity to the specific opportunities that life grants, I will leave the last word to one who, mourning the loss of his wife, finds it within himself to understand her final decision: “Whether she jumped, I don’t know. I hoped that she had succumbed to the smoke but it doesn’t seem likely. In some ways it might just be the last element of control, that everything around you is happening and you can’t stop it, but this is something you can do. To be out of the smoke and the heat, to be out in the air … it must have felt like flying.” 33 

Alternative – Free sprits

The only option is to reject suffering as something to abolish and to engage in the deconstruction of ‘modern ideas’ to become true ‘free spirits’
Hollandale 78 – Biographer and Translator of German Philosophy and Literature

[1978 translation by R.J Hollingdale from Beyond Good and Evil by  Friedrich Nietzsche published in 1885 p. 71- 73 http://www.betterworldbooks.com/ansel/beyond-good-and-evil-id-014044923X.aspx?PageVersion=Alt; WBTR]
After all this do I still need to say that they too will be free, very free spirits, these philosophers of the future- just as surely as they will not be merely free spirits, but something more, higher greater and thoughly different that does not want to be misunderstood or take for what it is not. But in saying this I feel I have a duty, almost as much towards them as towards us, their heralds and precursors, us free spirits!- to blow away from all of us an ancient and stupid prejudice and misunderstanding which has all too long obscured the concept ‘free spirit’ like a fog. In all the countries of Europe and likewise in America there exists present something that misuses this name, a very narrow, enclosed, chained up species of spirits who desire practically the opposite of what that which informs our aims and instincts- not to mention the fact that in regard to those new philosophers appearing they must certainly be closed windows and bolted doors. They belong, in short and regrettably, among the levelers, these falsely named ‘free spirits’ – eloquent and tirelessly scribbling slaves of the democratic taste and its ‘modern ideas’, men without solitude one and all, without their own solitude, good clumsy fellows who, while they cannot be denied courage and moral respectability, are unfree and ludicrously superficial, above all in their fundamental inclinations to see in the forms of existing society the cause of practically all human failure and misery; which is to stand the truth happily on its head! What with all their might they would like to strive after is the universal green pasture happiness of the herd, with security, safety, doctrines and ditties are ‘equally of right’ and ‘sympathy for all that suffers’ – and suffering itself they take for something that has be abolished. We, who are the opposite of this, and have opened our eyes and our conscience to the question were and how the plant ‘man’ has hitherto grown up most vigorously, we think that this has always happened under the opposite conditions, that the perilousness of his situation had first to become tremendous, his powers of intervention and dissimulation (his ‘spirit’- ) had, under protracted pressure and constraint, to evolve into subtlety and daring, his will to life had to be intensified into unconditional will to power- we thing that severity, force, slavery, peril in the street and in the heart, concealment, stoicism, the art of experiment and devilry if every kind, that everything evil, dreadful, tyrannical, beast of prey and serpent in man serves to enhance the species ‘man’ just as much as does its opposite- we do not say enough when we say even that much, and at any rate we are, in what we say and so not saying on this point, at the other end from all modern ideology and herd desiderata; at its antipodes perhaps? Its it any wonder we ‘free spirits’ are not precisely the most communicative of spirits? that we do not want to betray in every respect from what  a spirit can free itself and to what it is then perhaps driven? And as for the dangerous formula ‘beyond good and evil’ with which we at any rate guard against being taken for what we are not; were are something different from ‘libres-penseurs’, ‘liberi pensatori’, Freidenker’, or whatever else all these worthy advocates of ‘modern ideas’ like to call themselves. At home in may countries of the spirit, or at least having been guests there; have again and again eluded the agreeable musty nooks and corners into which predilection and prejudice, youth, origin, the accidents of people and books, or even weariness from wandering seemed to have consigned us; full of malice towards the lures of dependence which reside in honours , or money, or offices, or raptures of the senses’ grateful even to distress and changeful illness because it has always liberated us from some rule and its ‘prejudice’,  grateful to the god, devil, sheep and worm in us to the point of vice, investigators to the point of cruelty, with rash fingers for the ungraspable, with teeth and stomach for the most indigestible, ready for every task that demands acuteness and sharp senses, ready for every venture thanks to a superfluity of ‘free will’, with fore-and back-souls into whose ultimate intentions no one can easily see, with fore- or backgrounds to whose end no foot may go, hidden under mantels of light, conquerors and arrangers from morn till night, misers of our riches and our full-crammed cupboards, thrifty in learning and forgetting, inventive in schemata, sometimes pound of tables of categories, sometimes pendants, sometimes night owls of labour even in broad daylight; yes, even scarecrows when we need to be – and today we need to be: in so far, that is, as we are born, sworn, jealous friends of solitude, of our own deepest, most midnight, most midday solitude – such a type of man are we, we free spirits! and perhaps you too are something of the same type you coming men? you new philosophers? 

Alternative – Nihilism

Alternative: Vote Negative to reject the affirmative truth claims in favor of complete nihilism.

White 90 – Professor of Philosophy at Williams College

(Alan, Professor of Philosophy at Williams College, “Within Nietzsche’s Labrynth,” 1990, http://www.williams.edu/philosophy/faculty/awhite/WNL%20web/WNL%20contents.htm ) 
All of this suggests that radical nihilism remains "something to be overcome."  The questions arise:   by whom, and how?  A passage already introduced provides a hint concerning the first:   what I have been calling radical nihilism results when "all one has left are the values that pass judgment."  This sug​gests that one for whom those values have "devalued themselves" must be left with nothing at all.  Etymologically, it would cer​tainly make sense to call such a person a "nihilist."  In addi​tion, Nietzsche suggests that one who is left with nothing in this manner has gained rather than lost:  in denying that the world requires "purpose," "unity," or "truth" of the sort posited by religious nihilists and despaired of by radical nihilists, one may regain the world of becoming in its original innocence:one cannot judge, measure, compare, or even deny the whole!   Why not?  --  For five reasons, all accessible even to modest intel​lects; for example, because there is nothing besides the whole [weil es nichts gibt ausser dem Ganzen]. [...] And, once again, this is a tremendous restorative, for herein lies the innocence of all existence. (N:15[30] /  WP:765; cf. TIVI:8) The Nietzschean term that suggests itself for the resulting position is "complete [vollendeter] nihilism," but this term must be used with care.  I take it from Nietzsche's description of him​self as "Europe's first complete nihilist, who, however, has him​self already lived nihilism through to its end, within himself -- who has it behind him, beneath him, outside of him" (N:11[411] / WP:P).  The wording of this passage indicates that Nietzsche, al​though Europe's first complete nihilist, is no longer a nihilist.  I will nevertheless characterize this position as "complete nihilism" in the sense of completed nihilism, nihilism that has been lived through entirely, "the logic of our great values and ideals, thought through to its end" (N:11[411] / WP:P). My use of the term receives some justification from Nietzsche's claim of having brought nihilism to its end, albeit only within himself; its advent within the world at large, he tells us, is to dominate "the history of the next two centuries."   Following those two centuries, "in some future or other," there will be a countermovement, a transvaluation, that will "absolve [ablö sen] this complete nihilism" (N:11[411] / WP:P).  If Nietzsche cannot accomplish this transvaluation, he can at least foresee it, and thereby, within himself, bring nihilism to its end; but, again, he can be aware of doing so, can be aware that the end is end, only if he is beyond the end, only if he sees that what fol​lows the end is no longer nihilism.  One is a complete nihilist only when one has completed nihilism, thereby ceasing to be a nihilist.   And indeed, in the continuation of the passage defining nihilism as the condition of one who has left only "the values that pass judgment -- nothing else," Nietzsche describes the "problem of strength and weakness" in terms that clearly place the strongest beyond the so-defined nihilism:(1) the weak collapse (2) the stronger destroy what does not collapse; (3) the strongest overcome the values that pass judgment. (N:9[107] / WP:37) The religious nihilist, unlike the radical nihilist, denies being a nihilist; what about the complete nihilist?  Certainly, the latter acknowledges that our world does not correspond to the traditional "highest values," and that we "have no right" to any other world; but this acknowledgment is paired with the denial that any other world "ought to be," and that our "world of becoming" ought not to be.  For the complete nihilist, denigrating the world for its lack of purpose is as senseless as denigrating a philosophical treatise for its lack of plot, a symphony for its lack of text, or a painting for representing, rather than containing, motion or depth.  In non-Nietzschean terms:  the complete nihilist considers nihilism itself to be the result of a category mistake.  The complete nihilist thus returns to a position abandoned with the step to religious nihilism:  the complete nihilist "deifies becoming and the apparent world as the only world, and calls them good" (N:9[60] / WP:585).

Alternative – Responsible Schlarship
Reject the 1AC as vulnerability toward responsible scholarship

Kilgore 3 -  Associate Professor of English and American and Cultural Studies at Indiana University.
 (De Witt Douglas Kilgore, University of Pennsylvania Press, 2003, “Astrofuturism: Science, Race, and Visions of Utopia in Space,” Print)
In her 1997 study Modest_Witness@Second_Millenium.FemaleMan_Meets_OncoMouse, Donna J. Haraway writes, “I will critically analyze, or ‘deconstruct,’ only that which I love and only that in which I am deeply implicated.” Among some contemporary historians and critics of culture, choosing to study material that has been important in one’s own formation has become a necessary strategy. It serves, perhaps, the same function as the apologias of historians of previous generations who begged the reader’s indulgence for their inability to present a complete account of their subject. However, declaring personal interest is not now done in a spirit of apology, but in recognition of the partial, incomplete, and always interested nature of any history or interpretation. Haraway’s notion of vulnerability is a gesture toward responsible scholarship, not a disavowal of serious intellectual effort. The scholar, she implies, has a responsibility not to stand above her subject in an arrogant display of omniscience, but to engage it on its own ground.
Reject the 1AC as a rejection of the grand tradition of utopianism
Kilgore 3 -  Associate Professor of English and American and Cultural Studies at Indiana University.
 (De Witt Douglas Kilgore, University of Pennsylvania Press, 2003, “Astrofuturism: Science, Race, and Visions of Utopia in Space,” Print)
Haraway and Jenkins represent a cultural studies methodology that eschews condescending to popular culture or to the people who produce and consume it. Their approach is controversial, for the scholar who uses it is encouraged not to hide his own taste preferences or political commitments. The resulting scholarship has to drop the veil of scientific objectivity and account for its own investments. The scholar must leave the safety of a grand tradition and expose himself to often nasty debates about the kinds of questions a discipline asks, the ideas it considers valuable, and the people it deems worth of attention. To be sure, this is not new. It is not history but nostalgia that assumes that politics and special pleadings have only recently become a part of the academic’s stock in trade.
Alternative - AT: Empiricism

Empiricism ignores context in which truths are created. The skepticism is a correction of this flawed logic
Welshon 9  - Professor of Philosophy at University of Colorado
(Rex, Professor of Philosophy at University of Colorado, "Saying Yes to Reality: Skepticism, Antirealism, and Perspectivism in Nietzsche's Epistemology," The Journal of Nietzsche Studies, Issue 37, Spring, p. 32)

The perspectival nature of justification helps us understand Nietzsche's ambivalent attitude toward the science of his day (for additional analyses of Nietzsche's relation to science, see, among others, Clark 1990; Cox 1998; Moore 2002; Richardson 2004; Schacht 1983). It is certainly true that science is preferable to many other perspectives—religion and morality in particular—but Nietzsche has a number of complaints about science that entail that it cannot be uniquely privileged over every other kind of knowledge. One criticism is directed against scientists themselves, focusing on their character flaws. Scientists myopically root around in their specialties, digging "quietly under their molehills" (D 41), blissfully uncritical about the value of their work and never connecting it to the larger personal and social contexts in which it occurs. This trait distinguishes scientists from philosophers, for whom nothing is impersonal (BGE 6). A second, more serious complaint is that scientists are ascetics. The ascetic ideal is a kind of self-mortifying decadence. Nietzsche argues in GM that the unquestioned faith in the value of truth found in science makes truth a stand-in divinity for God after he has died. Truth becomes the object to which all sacrifices must be made; hence, scientists are humble in the face of the truth, and by suppressing their desires in order to devote their lives to their research, their labs, and their books, they live a life of chastity and poverty, reminiscent of priests. Thus is the practice of science a practical asceticism. Nietzsche also complains about science itself. It is, for example, mistakenly governed by a set of mechanistic principles that are false (see, for example, GS 373). Now, to the extent that science reduces to mechanism, to that extent this criticism is sound. However, one might think that since mechanism was more widespread in the nineteenth century than it is now, this criticism is not as relevant now as then. But this glib response misses Nietzsche's more trenchant objection, which is to reductionism in science, the view that we can identify fundamental categories and explain everything in terms of them (see especially Cox 1998). If anything, reductionism in science has accelerated since the nineteenth century. If you doubt it, simply review the last hundred years of psychology. Until the so-called cognitive revolution in the 1960s, the most widespread theoretical framework in psychology was reductionist behaviorism, according to which the domain of psychology was exhausted by observable behavior. Behaviorism was in turn replaced by computationalism, according to which all cognition was a kind of computation. Computationalism is now also thought by most to be false, since computers are qualitative zombies and we are not. There is something that our psychology has—phenomenological character to our experiences—that computers lack. But we still have not learned the Nietzschean lesson, for there are now two new reductionist trends in psychology: cognitive neuroscience, according to which a psychological phenomenon is reducible to neural activity, and evolutionary psychology, according to which a psychological phenomenon is reducible to survival value. Again, Nietzsche's larger point that science is routinely blinkered and self-interested seems to be forgotten again and again.

Alternative – AT: Utopian
The Alternative is not Utopian – It’s questioning that produces individual virtues to create an affirmation of life
Daigle 6  -PHD and professor of Philosophy at Brock University

(Christine, The Journal of Nietzsche Studies 32,2006, 1-21, Muse, MT)
 What about virtues? Hunt suggests that, according to Nietzsche, "no list of the virtues could be complete. [. . .] Each occurrence of a virtue is different in [End Page 9] kind from all others. There really is no virtue other than 'the peculiar virtue of each man'" (GS 120).26 As Hunt points out, we can find two lists of virtues in Nietzsche: in Daybreak and Beyond Good and Evil. In these works, Nietzsche proposes courage, generosity, politeness, honesty, insight, sympathy, and solitude as virtues. However, one senses that more virtues exist, because the lists are not exhaustive and there is no recipe on how to be virtuous as there is in traditional moralities that say: acquire these virtues and you will be virtuous. In Nietzsche's mind, virtues are relative to the individual. However, virtues can conflict with one another. All the virtues that one adopts for oneself in Nietzsche's new ethics are adopted in view of one's own accomplishments, in view of one's own flourishing. In addition to this, we can see how central the notion of character is in relation to that of virtue. Virtues are adopted in view of the development of character. Character is what needs improving. We can determine if it is good when we examine the question as to how it enhances the will to power. The actions that are then accomplished by the virtuous agent are good because of the agent being virtuous, and some will be good in themselves as actions that promote life. This is how vitalism comes to be articulated with the virtue ethics. Besides the Übermensch and the will to power, the notion of the eternal return plays a major role in Nietzsche's ethical thought. I will begin by saying that I do not think that we should see the eternal return as an ontological notion. Nietzsche does not want to say what the world is like; rather, he wants to produce a thought experiment that could serve as a guide for action.27 It is an ethical hypothesis. As such, it serves to validate the choice of action. The individual must ask himself whether the course of action he is about to undertake is something that he would like to see coming back eternally. One must choose as if that choice is going to recur eternally. Under the perspective of the eternal return, I cannot choose something that would make me unhappy or that would make me resentful because this unhappiness and resentment would haunt me in this life and forever! Further, unhappiness or resentment cannot lead to a flourishing life. So, one's choice must be made in view of the flourishing life; thus will it be a good choice, that is, one that we will want to eternally recur. In the determination of what a good human life is, that toward which every human must strive, the notions of will to power and eternal return serve as guides for choice. A choice will be good if it promotes life as will to power. A choice will also be good if one can will that it eternally recurs. The two considerations go hand in hand, as one can will that one's choice eternally recur only if it leads to the flourishing life one pursues, a flourishing life that will come about through the realization of ourselves as will to power. Nietzsche's injunctions and prescriptions (if we can call them that) do not seem to be fit for a perfect world. He requires of us that we become who we are, but he also demands of us that we become strong. Our flourishing does not lie in quiet satisfaction but, rather, in [End Page 10] a constant overcoming. His virtue ethics and the requirements it has for human agents are indeed very demanding.
AT: Cede the Political 
We don’t cede the political – the affirmation of life creates transformative politics
Daigle 6  -PHD and professor of Philosophy at Brock University

(Christine, The Journal of Nietzsche Studies 32,2006, 1-21, Muse, MT)
 Could it be that in political matters as well as in moral matters we need a reevaluation of values? In morality, one of the tasks that Nietzsche takes on is to criticize and reject existing values. He also criticizes and rejects morality. All morality? No, as we saw earlier, only a certain kind of morality is rejected, that is, morality that is detrimental to the human. So Nietzsche reevaluates morality in order to present it in a new form. The idea of a morality, then, is not thrown overboard, but only a certain particular conception is done away with. Could it be the same with democracy? What if Nietzsche really is criticizing and rejecting a certain particular form of [End Page 14] democracy? What if he wants to get to a political regime that would favor the flourishing of all (who would choose to flourish, i.e., an equality of opportunities)? His best choice is a democratic form of government. But democracy as he saw it in his days leads to mediocrity. Democracy breeds the mediocre individual and favors the cultivation of Christian virtues, virtues for the weak. But does it need to be that way? Nietzsche thinks that there is an adequation between the two, democracy and Christianity. But we can conceive of a transfigured democracy at least as much as we can conceive of a transvaluation of values in the realm of morality. A democracy that would adhere to the new morality that Nietzsche advocates would not end up breeding a weaker kind of individual. Instead, it would be the kind of regime that embodies the virtue politics we need in order to cohere with Nietzschean virtue ethics. To my opinion, this is the only way we can equate the political Nietzsche and the ethical Nietzsche. 

AT: Nazism
Nazism was a deliberate and massive distortion of Nietzsche.

Millen 97 – Professor of Religion at Wittenberg University 

(Rochelle L. Millen, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/modern_judaism/v017/17.1br_santaniello.html  Review: Nietzsche, God, and The Jews: His Critique of Judeo-Christianity in Relation to the Nazi Myth, MT).
From 1891 onward, Elisabeth, Nietzsche's sister, compiled (and then published) what she claimed were the previously unpublished notes of her famous brother. In fact, until her death in 1935, Elisabeth was responsible for feeding to the leading ideologues of what became National Socialism--including Houston Stewart Chamberlain, Dietrich Eckhart, Joseph Goebbels, Alfred Rosenberg, and Hitler himself--presumed  statements of Nietzsche's professed love of Christianity, allegiance to Aryan racial supremacy, and (after 1923) loyalty to the Nazi Party. These are clearly antithetical to Nietzsche's critiques of Christianity, anti-Semitism, and Wagnerism. Under Elisabeth's control, the Nietzsche Archive in Weimar became a propaganda tool for fascist politics and National Socialism. As Santaniello confirms, Nietzsche never wrote a book entitled The Will to Power; it was, rather, a compilation of distorted statements of Nietzsche's put together by Elisabeth herself in 1901, a year after Nietzsche's death. One might speculate that Elisabeth needed to justify her own powerful anti-Semitic leanings, and in true Freudian style, could not do it in a better fashion than by deliberately twisting her brother's thought. Thus she could cover up Nietzsche's violent break with her mentor, Richard Wagner, in 1876 and with herself in 1884; she could appropriate his genius for her purposes, camouflaging her own shallowness, complacency, and racism. In truth, Elisabeth's false representations of Nietzsche's philosophy represent the very aspects of Christianity and German culture that Nietzsche so deeply despised. This is especially evident in her skewed two-volume biography of her brother,The Life of Nietzsche (much of which was written between 1895-1904) and its later popular adaptations,The Young Nietzsche andThe Lonely Nietzsche (1912-1915). By the time of Elisabeth's death in 1925, Nietzsche's appropriation by the Nazis was complete, and he was continually depicted as a well known anti-Semite of long standing. In the light of her meticulous biographical and psychological analysis in Part 1 and textual analyses in Part 2, Santaniello is concerned to emphasize the "crucial fact that Nietzsche was a staunch opponent of antisemitism and that his extremely rare position during his time did not win for him many popularity contests" (p. 150). This is significant in that Santaniello unequivocally demonstrates that the Nazis' deliberate manipulations of the Nietzsche corpus were based not on their misunderstanding but rather on their astute comprehension of his work. They understood only too well that Nietzsche defended the Jews and defied many of the precursors of National Socialism: the Wagners, Ernest Renan, Chamberlain, Gobineau, Stöcker, and the Forsters, his own sister and brother-in-law. By adapting and distorting Nietzsche's works, the Nazis effectively silenced his voice.
AT: Permutation

Perm fails - Militarism forces subordination of the individual – ultimately ignoring different standpoints of becoming.

Wilcox* and Hassler** 8 - * is a professor of government at Georgetown University **is a professor of   English at Kent State University 

(“New boundaries in political science fiction”,2008, pg118-119)

The military- industrial establishments of corporate capitalism, primarily in the United States, which produce “life-killing commodities” as the most profitable part of global trade (see McMurtry 1989), are not only the strongest factor of organized international violence, but also possibly the strongest factor enforcing a world cultural revolution for the total colonization of human life- worlds and ecosystems by commodity economy. As the great U.S. maverick Veblen found more than a century ago: “The direct cultural value of a warlike business policy is unequivocal. It makes for a conservative animus on the part of the populace. During wartime, and within military organization at all times, civil rights are in abeyance….[T]he members of the community [will]…learn to think in warlike terms of rank, authority ,and subordination, and to grow progressively more patient of encroachment on their civil rights… Warfare,with the stress on subordination and mastery and the insistence on gradations of dignity and honor… has always proved effective school in barbarian methods of thoughts” (1904, 391-93). The strictly political fallout of militarization is, so far as I can see, only beginning to be properly assessed (but see,beside the classic C.Wright Mills’s The Power Elite, Burk 1998, Busch 1995, Caplow and Vennesson 2000, Van Creveld 2002, Dal Lago 2003,Herberg-Rothe 2003, Joxe 1991, Klare 2001, Lyon 2001). To maintain its power and profits, the never-ending warfare needs, first, constantly to stress dangerous enemies, with or without a real basis. Second, it needs to efface the divide between peace and war, as well as between external and internal enemies. With the excuse of security , democracy can be suspended at will for all but a minority of the privileged, and citizen armies are jettisoned in favor of professional soldiers and mercenaries (and since the differene between them is supposed to be the presence of a permanent loyalty, and line too has grown ever thinner). If war is a police action, then it does not need democratic debate and approval. A first approximation to the phenomenon of militarism may be discussions by Giddens, Manns, and others reviewed by Jabri (1996, 99-103), from which the following conclusions may be drawn (1) militarist practices (and their legitimation) conceal social contradictions through emphasis on conformity across the social divide; (2) militarism means a proclivity of the rulers to propound military solutions to issues that could be solved by other means, and to organize acceptance of such solutions by lower ranks; (3) in consequence, militarism leads to a sharp rise of intolerance toward dissent and to manipulation of all information channels to preclude other solutions.
Reject the perm - they will inevitably continue values that otherize and repress.

Reginster 97- Professor at Brown University 

(BERNARD, “Nietzsche  on Ressentiment and Valuation”,June 1997, Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 

Vol.  LVII,  No.  2, pg 299-300)

Whatever else might be involved in the idea of creation of  values (and   much is  involved indeed), it certainly designates a privileged relationship   between an agent and her values: they are genuinely her own. An agent lacks   integrity, therefore, if her professed values are not genuinely her own: she   proclaims to embrace certain values and to act according to them while she is   inspired not by the recognition of their value but by "ulterior motives" (GS,   359).   The  creation  of  values  is,  in  Nietzsche's  words,  the  agent's  "self-   affirmation" (GM, I, 10; BGE, 260): it expresses her own view of what sort   of  life  is  worth  living.  Nietzsche  warns  against  supposing  that  self-   affirmation in the creation of values amounts to capriciously declaring good   whatever desire happens to be, at the moment, the strongest. A painful and   protracted training in self-control and self-knowledge is necessary "to possess   the right to affirm oneself  (GM, II, 3; cf. BGE, 188). To be entitled to claim   her values as her own creation, in other words, an agent must meet specific   exacting requirements.19   One   o4   those requirements is of particular importance here. It seems clear   that to value something is different than to desire it, even if, as Nietzsche be-   lieves,  one must desire something to value it. The idea of valuation actually   evokes a discrimination among one's desires, and therefore reflection, choice,   and rejection. Valuations are thus reflective endorsements of desires. Though   Nietzsche does not make this perfectly clear, he appears to believe  that an   agent genuinely endorses a desire only if he acknowledges the other desires   which conflict with the one he chooses. The nature of  this  acknowledgment is  very complex.  Obviously it in-   volves  the knowledge that the satisfaction of certain desires is incompatible   with the realization of  the chosen value. If the agent does not know that a   value precludes the fulfillment of certain desires, she does not really under-   stand the value and therefore cannot genuinely embrace it. In addition, she   must naturally also remain aware that she has any of those desires herself, if   she does-i.e.  she must not be deceived about herself.   But this knowledge cannot be sufficient: even the most self-deceived agent   might know which desires her values condemn to frustration and yet unwit-   tingly pursue their satisfaction. She only "represses" these desires, Nietzsche   suggests, which means that they are still active but beyond her control. In re-   pressing a desire which conflicts with her values, she knows that following   these values means frustrating that desire, but she fundamentally refuses, or is   unable, to accept the implications of this knowledge for her own life. And in   rejecting the implications of her professed values for her own life,  she ulti-   mately rejects the values themselves.   For example, she might profess to embrace the value of equality and un-   derstand that it prohibits the monopolization of power. But if the price of her   continuing commitment to the value of equality is  that she must repress or   deceive herself about her craving for power and the significance it has in her   life, legitimate questions must be raised about whether and to what extent she   genuinely endorses the value of equality.20   There is  no genuine endorsement of  a value, therefore, without the ac-   knowledgment of those of our desires which conflict with its realization. To   acknowledge the presence of conflicting desires and to accept the fact that they   have to be left unsatisfied demands unflinching honesty with ourselves. But   the required honesty is  precisely what the "man of  ressentiment"  lacks:   "While the noble man lives in trust and openness with himself ...,  the man   of ressentiment is neither upright nor naive nor honest and straightforward   with himself. His soul squints"(GM, I, 10)

AT: Util
Nietzsche rejects the herd mentality and demands that people consider their actions in terms of individual moral judgment
Millen, 97 – Professor of Religion at Wittenberg University 

(Rochelle L. Millen, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/modern_judaism/v017/17.1br_santaniello.html  Review: Nietzsche, God, and The Jews: His Critique of Judeo-Christianity in Relation to the Nazi Myth, MT).

In criticizing the herd morality of Christianity, Nietzsche's concern is the complacency, the lack of rationality, the predominance of the follower instinct that led to a tradition he viewed as bankrupt. Christian morality entraps one in a sense of guilt and sinfulness, precluding the flourishing of true human creativity. Nietzsche also uses the figure of Jesus to support his claim that works, not faith, are the way of the Christian life. Jesus's legacy was his behavior, an existential disposition rather than a set of beliefs. Thus Nietzsche's reading of Jewish (i.e., biblical) theology leads to his holding Judaism responsible for the slave morality characteristic of Christian society, yet simultaneously and paradoxically he admires Jewish culture.  The centrality of doctrine in Christianity has another negative implication. By definition, it leads not only to repressed individuals and a herd morality, but also to religious bigotry. Christianity for Nietzsche, Santaniello explains, has "degenerated into German nationalism with a streak of vengeance" (p. 56). Thus part of Nietzsche's critique of Christianity is political: democracy, socialism, and Christianity encourage mass conformity and project their discontent on the Jews. Nietzsche disparages German nationalism, the Lutheran state-church, and the notion of the Volk, all of which--like Christian doctrine itself--preclude the development of healthy cultures
AT: Framework

New link: fairness becomes a mouthpiece for ressentiment by negating positive value to life

Nietzsche 1887 (“Thus Spake Zarathustra,” online at project gutenburg, “The Trantulas”)

Thus do I speak unto you in parable, ye who make the soul giddy, ye preachers of EQUALITY! Tarantulas are ye unto me, and secretly revengeful ones! But I will soon bring your hiding-places to the light: therefore do I laugh in your face my laughter of the height. Therefore do I tear at your web, that your rage may lure you out of your den of lies, and that your revenge may leap forth from behind your word "justice." Because, FOR MAN TO BE REDEEMED FROM REVENGE--that is for me the bridge to the highest hope, and a rainbow after long storms. Otherwise, however, would the tarantulas have it. "Let it be very justice for the world to become full of the storms of our vengeance"--thus do they talk to one another. "Vengeance will we use, and insult, against all who are not like us"—thus do the tarantula-hearts pledge themselves. "And 'Will to Equality'--that itself shall henceforth be the name of virtue; and against all that hath power will we raise an outcry!" Ye preachers of equality, the tyrant-frenzy of impotence crieth thus in you for "equality": your most secret tyrant-longings disguise themselves thus in virtue-words! Fretted conceit and suppressed envy--perhaps your fathers' conceit and envy: in you break they forth as flame and frenzy of vengeance. What the father hath hid cometh out in the son; and oft have I found in the son the father's revealed secret. Inspired ones they resemble: but it is not the heart that inspireth them-- but vengeance. And when they become subtle and cold, it is not spirit, but envy, that maketh them so. Their jealousy leadeth them also into thinkers' paths; and this is the sign of their jealousy--they always go too far: so that their fatigue hath at last to go to sleep on the snow. In all their lamentations soundeth vengeance, in all their eulogies is maleficence; and being judge seemeth to them bliss. But thus do I counsel you, my friends: distrust all in whom the impulse to punish is powerful! They are people of bad race and lineage; out of their countenances peer the hangman and the sleuth-hound. Distrust all those who talk much of their justice! Verily, in their souls not only honey is lacking. And when they call themselves "the good and just," forget not, that for them to be Pharisees, nothing is lacking but--power! My friends, I will not be mixed up and confounded with others. There are those who preach my doctrine of life, and are at the same time preachers of equality, and tarantulas. That they speak in favour of life, though they sit in their den, these poison-spiders, and withdrawn from life--is because they would thereby do injury. To those would they thereby do injury who have power at present: for with those the preaching of death is still most at home. Were it otherwise, then would the tarantulas teach otherwise: and they themselves were formerly the best world-maligners and heretic-burners. With these preachers of equality will I not be mixed up and confounded. For thus speaketh justice UNTO ME: "Men are not equal." And neither shall they become so! What would be my love to the Superman, if I spake otherwise?
***AFF ANSWERS

Astrofuturism Good
Astrofuturism good – provides progressivism
Kilgore 3 -  Associate Professor of English and American and Cultural Studies at Indiana University.
 (De Witt Douglas Kilgore, University of Pennsylvania Press, 2003, “Astrofuturism: Science, Race, and Visions of Utopia in Space,” Print)
Many feared that Sputnik extended the reach of Soviet power, for it represented the ability of the Soviet Union to span the distance between the Eastern Bloc and the free world of the West with decisive force. But Hickam is not interested in understanding the beginning of the space age as a political historian or public policy analyst. He is concerned with how this moment, defined by the presence and promise of liquid-fueled rocketry, influenced the lives and destinies of an ordinary group of people far removed from the centers of power. His emphasis uncovers the common motivations that made spaceflight so much a part of the intellectual and social landscapes of mid-century America that it had the power to restructure a community’s sense of itself. Hickam’s memoir gives pride of place to images and emotions of transcendence. Sonny’s (Hickam’s boyhood nickname) Sputnik is neither the emblem of John F. Kennedy’s missile gap nor a symbol of Communist aggression. It is an open door, a way out, an ensign of hope. Representing as it does the dream of spaceflight, the satellite offers a material transcendence that can be achieved with the tools of this world.
Astrofuturism good – includes the marginalized
Kilgore 3 -  Associate Professor of English and American and Cultural Studies at Indiana University.
 (De Witt Douglas Kilgore, University of Pennsylvania Press, 2003, “Astrofuturism: Science, Race, and Visions of Utopia in Space,” Print)
We are often hasty to dismiss the power of mainstream projects to move us. At its most constructive, this impulse allows us to attend to marginalized ventures. But while valorizing the avant-grade, we overlook the liberatory potential of less-than-revolutionary gestures: the importance of affiliations, career paths, and life choices offering skills and resources that are withheld from particular segments of our society as a matter of custom or law. The hurdles to a better future for members of disenfranchised groups are not simply a matter of test scores and “innate” abilities. They are also bound up in the dreams to which we have access, the promises they hold for the future, and the social orders that either block the dreamer or provide the resources necessary for the realization of her aspirations. The “conquest of space” and its promise of a bright future was a crucial component of the American dream in the mid-twentieth century, the period of Davis’s and Delany’s childhoods. Spaceflight was imagined as an open door to freedom for those brave and smart enough to step through it. Space itself was a new frontier offering opportunities denied or no longer available on earth. Hence, while the space program of the 1950s and 1960s was as segregated and antidemocratic as any other institution of American life, many white women, poor white men, and members of racial minorities dreamed of sharing in its ambitions and its rewards.
An ontology of Astrofuturism is key to social movements

Ormrod 7—Lecturer in Sociology, University of Brighton. He is co-author, with Peter Dickens, of the forthcoming book Cosmic Society: Towards a Sociology of the Universe.
(September, James S “Psychoanalysis, Culture & Society” JSTOR) 

This paper has argued that fantasies about experiencing life in a spacefaring civilization motivate pro-space activism. In contrast to science fiction fans, who may use literature as escapism, pro-space activists are driven by phantasies about regaining the self experienced in primary narcissism, phantasies translated into symbolic spacefaring fantasies. The existence of these phantasies must be understood in the context of a late-modern culture of narcissism and its effects on people's choice of attachment and development of an ego ideal. Yet, rather than manifesting the anxiety and lack of direction associated with many late-modern individuals, pro-space activists continue to strive to obtain the kind of omnipotence first experienced in primary narcissism. In terms of a more general approach to the study of social movements, I believe it is important to introduce phantasy to the ontology of motivation. This paper suggests that the imagining of future worlds can drive people into social movements. Reticence about re-pathologizing social movements is understandable, but I argue that social movement theory need not ignore the social structuring of unconscious processes. The specific framework I have developed here obviously cannot be applied directly to any other social movement, but I do believe that most social movements involve fantasies about the kind of world for which their members strive. Psychoanalysis could undoubtedly identify interesting phantasmic dimensions to the environmentalist and peace movements, for example. This is one way in which the translation of structural processes into individual political activists' motivation can be better understood.

A2 Suffering Inevitable

Suffering is not part of the human condition but a result of circumstances.  Even if some suffering is inevitable there are degrees 

Jennifer Eagen 2004 “Philisophical interests” September 9 http://home.earthlink.net/~jeagan/id3.html 
Suffering is the theme of two of my published papers, which both examine the question of how philosophy should respond to suffering. Suffering is a mode of living one's body that usually takes into account the ontic features that impact the body. Social and political events are often the cause of suffering, even if the event is painted as natural (example, famine, cancer whose causes are usually greater than just natural). Suffering is often where the body and the social-liguistic order that Foucault talks about meet. Many of the examples that Foucault talks about are examples of suffering, even though he dispassionately displays it without showing the effects of the individual consciousness. Maybe Foucault with a touch more phenomenology is what I'm after. Also, many of the cases of oppression and human rights violations that I deal with in my teaching are examples of suffering to greater or lesser degrees. One challenge that I face as I continue to try to define suffering is how to give an account of suffering and what constitutes suffering. Will the criteria be subjective or objective? Is suffering relative (say between the West and the developing world)? Can we legitimately compare the suffering of different individuals or groups? All good questions. I could argue along with Adorno that suffering is not natural nor is it a permanent feature of the human condition, but is primarily caused by social and political events and conditions. However, I might want to argue something like there are some seemingly permanent features of this social-political landscape that cause everyone to suffer, but to different degrees (e.g., gender). I'm looking forward to exploring this further.

Levinas Turn
Ethics obligate us to act.  We present the story of Harry Ramos, trapped in the inferno of the World Trade Center during 9/11, as a metaphor for our position when faced with unending suffering and impending death.  Instead of abandoning the others and leaping out the window as their alternative would have him do, Harry saved a helpless co-worker in the ultimate gesture of ethics – in the same manner, we ask you to help the torture victims even while knowing that suffering is inevitable.

Jovanovic and Wood 4 (Spoma and Roy, Communications/Rhetoric Professors at Denver University and U North Carolina, Philosophy and Rhetoric Vol 37 no 4, 2004, 317-334, dml)
On September 11, 2001, terrorism touched down in the United States. While millions of us were immobilized and left speechless by what we witnessed live on television, thousands of others in the World Trade Center towers, at the Pentagon, and on three airplanes had no such luxury. They were confronted with a reality few could have ever imagined. One man inside World Trade Center One demonstrates that ethics is a lived response of the type Levinas describes. He was not alone, however. Without advance preparation or rules of conduct to follow, the men and women trapped by evil deeds remind us that ethics is a response to the call of the other. Harry Ramos, forty-six, had just returned to work at his office on the eighty-seventh floor after a week.s absence. Within minutes, the building was shaking violently; he braced himself in a doorway for stability. As light fixtures plummeted to the floor and smoke filled the office, Harry had no idea that a jetliner had just crashed into his building, floors above him. However, he knew enough to know that the survival of hisoffice staff was at stake. Harry, the head trader for a small investment bank, the May Davis Group, was in the throes of pandemonium. Yet, he had to act. With the company.s chief financial officer, Harry marshaled the twelveemployees in the office to the stairwell to begin the descent down eighty-seven floors, one step at a time. Harry stationed himself at the end of the line, making sure no one was left behind. .Nine floors down, the stairwell ended. Emerging into a hallway to look for the next flight of stairs, the group saw wires dangling from the cracked ceilings. Sparks popped. Small fires burned everywhere. Office workers were milling in confusion. The smoke was thickening . (Walsh 2001, 1). The scene was not promising. As the group continued down, Harry convinced the stragglers to keep moving. Along the way, Harry also stopped to help strangers make their way into the stairwell. At the fifty-third floor, Harry found Victor who, because of his large size or perhaps his profound fear, found it difficult to move. Together with another May Davis employee, they made it to the thirty-ninth floor by way of stairs and a short elevator ride. At one point, Harry let go of Victor, towalk ahead and survey the situation. .Victor cried out in fear. "Harry, please help," he begged. "Don't worry, we’re not leaving you," Mr. Ramos said. (Walsh 2001, 1). Stopping to rest, the building sadistically shook again, and so the trio picked themselves up and walked down further, to the thirty-sixth floor. There, an exhausted Victor proclaimed his energy was spent, that his legs could not carry his frame another step. A firefighter rushing by yelled at Harry to leave Victor behind and run. But Harry did not move, assuring the large stranger, "Victor, don.t worry. I'm with you." Moments later, on television sets tuned in to the scene from all over the world, we saw the avalanche of cement and glass crush to the ground as the World Trade Center towers came tumbling down. As the buildings col lapsed, so did thousands of lives. What the ordinary men and women like Harry Ramos left behind was not only a memory of good deeds, but also a glimpse into ethics and communication that compels us to answer the call of the other. Harry Ramos demonstrates for us the detectable evidence of the saying in everyday discourse. In Harry's response, we begin to recognize something compelling that makes possible the saying, what Levinas refers to as .the trace.. The trace signifies presence in absence, like how we feel someone's company even after they have left the room or when the amputee continues to experience the ache of a phantom limb. And, there is the trace of God who has "walked the earth" though is no longer directly visible. For Levinas, the trace is the vestige of the infinite. The Levinasian trace is nonphenomenological, signifying without manifesting anything (Peperzak 1997). As such, it resists our attempts to analyze it or identify it conclusively. Yet we continue to search for it in the saying, in the human face, and in responsibility. This quest, says Levinas, is a worthy one, indicative of an ethical life. The trace itself challenges logic and rationality; the trace resists comprehension as it .disturbs the order of the world. (1996b, 62). The difficulty of talking about the trace arises from its "enigmatic, equivocal" features that elude our attempts to name it. Levinas explains, "The infinite then cannot be tracked down like game by a hunter. The trace left by the infinite is not the residue of a presence; its very glow is ambiguous. (1998, 12). The trace, then, is not a sign or a concrete feature but a paradoxical function of sociality (Bergo 1999). The trace is palpable yet not tangible, within our reach yet out of our grasp. David Michael Levin describes Levinas's phenomenology as tracework, an obsession-sustained meditation on an admittedly hopeless search for the traces .of primordial responsiveness. . The project is hopeless, but not futile; Levin offers, .since the effort, the attempt itself, carries enormous moral merit. (1998, 349). These are powerful ideas.an ethical subject whose ethics are lodged in a place otherwise than being; an ethic that can be conceived as the condition for dialogue in the saying to another; and the possibility of that saying, overwritten in ontology by the said, coming through still as a trace in discourse .like an unheard question. (Bergo 1999, 155). "Harry, please help me," is surely the call of conscience from one terrified and helpless man to a stranger who befriended him. "Don't worry, we're not leaving you," is just as surely the .here I am.. But the repeat at the end, "Don't worry, I'm with you," turns the "here I am" into a deeply exposed and singular commitment. It is no longer "we" but "I" who will be with the man who is not going anywhere in the heart of an inferno.
Life First
Life is a prerequisite to  determine suffering 
White 90 – Professor of Philosophy at Williams College

(Alan, Within Nietzsche's Labyrinth, http://www.williams.edu/philosophy/faculty/awhite/WNL%20web/beauty_and_goodness.htm,) 

Nietzsche exhorts us to live beautifully; on this point, Nehamas and I agree. A second point of our agreement is in at¬tributing to Nietzsche an insistence that the assessment of a specific life's beauty is a matter, primarily, for the individual living that life. [Continued] A post-moral world , one wherein the minotaur was silenced, would be one in which each of us could determine his or her own good; that would have to be a world within which diversity would be encouraged rather than inhibited. But that, it might seem, would entail a new form of moral dog¬matism, one with the paradoxical form, "the good for all is that there be no 'good for all'"? How could Nietzsche defend such a perspective, or such affirmation, as one appropriate for everyone? How could Nietzsche defend any general position at all? With this question, I turn to what I take to be the dan¬gerous part of Nehamas's response to the problem of immoralism. The problem emerges, for Nehamas, through the question, what is a bad life, if life is literature? Must we not respond, the only bad life is a boring life, a life that doesn't make a good story? Are we then to denounce or condemn the couch potato, but not the mass murderer or the child molester? At times, Nehamas seems to point us in this direction. Insisting that Nietzsche's perspec¬tivism "forbids any general evaluation [of life], positive or negative," Nehamas argues: What Nietzsche eventually comes to attack directly is not any par¬ticular judgment but the very tendency to make general judgments about the value of life in itself, as if there were such a single thing with a character of its own, capable of being praised or blamed by some uniform standard. [...] Life itself has no value, but the life of an individual or a group has as great a value as that individual or group can give it . Some lives are mean or hor¬rible, others magnificent. Life's value depends on what one makes of it, and this is a further sense in which Nietzsche believes that value is created and not discovered. (135) This conclusion, which follows from the forbidding of any general evaluation of life, is, it seems to me, as dangerous in its implications as any of Nietzsche's "words of war," any of his "thunder and fireworks." If "life itself has no value," and if "some lives are mean and horrible," then those who strive to live beautifully need take no account of those whose lives they deem, on whatever basis, to be ugly. "Some lives," Nehamas tells us, "are mean or horrible." I agree, but only if we read Nehamas as asserting that some lives have been mean or horrible. This correction is vital, for no life can be simply "mean or horrible" until it is over. The life that appears, as it develops, to be simply "mean or horrible" may be a life whose beauty has not yet emerged. As Nietzsche notes in what he calls "a parable," "Not every end is a goal. A melody's end is not its goal; nevertheless, so long as the melody has not reached its end, it also has not reached its goal" (HHII:WS:204). Perhaps Nehamas is right in asserting that Nietzsche's perspectivism "forbids any general evaluation [of life], positive or negative"; yet, I have argued, Nietzsche attempts to develop a "general" perspective of life, he attempts to see life as it really is. The lenses of art are not the only lenses we need; Nietzsche exhorts us to view art through the lenses of life. One of the things we see through the lenses of life is that no final evaluation of a life can be made until, at least, the life is over. To say that a life still underway is simply "mean and horrible" is not to express a justifiable opinion, it is to judge prematurely. Nietzsche's parable, which presents life as melody rather than as literature, provides a basis for rejecting the inhumanity seemingly licensed by the simple classification of some lives as "mean or horrible"; yet it may intensify the problem that led to that classification, for it may also seem to provide further sup¬port for the claim that the life of the child molester or serial murderer can be a life that is beautiful. Even if we agree that child molestation is simply ugly, does it follow that a life that has included child molestation must be ugly? That there can be no objection to the execution of the child molester? A different way to put the question is this: can suicide be noble? Would the life of the pale criminal attain its highest beauty if the pale criminal were to kill himself? Granting that nothing the pale criminal may do following his crime will suffice to make his life, as a whole, one to be emulated -- one cannot , I think, will to commit a crime for the sole purpose of then being able to overcome that crime -- we must also recognize that the question that faces the pale criminal himself is not, "would I want others to act as I have acted?" Nor is his question the one posed by Nehamas, i.e., "would I want to do the same things all over again?" His question, rather, is, what now ? What is to be the significance of this murder, which I myself deem repellent, within my life as it continues to develop? Is this calamity to destroy me, or rather, perhaps, to be the basis for my transforma¬tion? We approximate the situation the pale criminal is in if we ask ourselves whether we might think better of him, perhaps even be inspired by him, if, instead of committing suicide, he were to seek to help others to learn from his example. Phrasing the question in terms of suicide indicates that the earlier formulation is too simple. Just as accounts are neither simply true nor simply false, lives are neither simply beautiful or noble nor simply ugly or base. Lives are more or less beauti¬ful, and as long as any life continues, it can, in principle, con¬tinue to transform the initial ugliness, if there be such, of its past. 

Link Turn -  Technology
Technological development furthers the will to power; allowing man to become life affirming

McGinn 80 (Robert Director, Program in Science, Technology & Society,Professor (Teaching), Managment Science & Engineering at Stanford University , 1980, “Nietzsche on Technology” Journal of the History of Ideas, Vol. 41, No. 4 (Oct. - Dec., 1980), pp. 679-691) jstor
6. Conclusion-N's general attitude toward technology hinges on the fact that he related it to what he viewed as the two fundamental, opposing sides of human nature: an active, creative force-later called the "will to power"-ever seeking self-aggrandizement through overcoming resistance, and a passive, inertial force inclining the individual toward organismic states requiring minimal expenditures of energy to maintain. N's attitude toward technology was ambivalent because he saw that, in its various aspects, it could strengthen or weaken either or both of these forces in human nature. On the one hand, much technology, from the point of view of invention, is the result of exercizing the "highest intellectual powers." Moreover, the development and use of certain technologies offer opportunities for strengthening the active, creative side of human nature, something vital to N's ideal of human life. On the other hand, many technologies, especially in modern society, have effects which engender or reinforce inertial behavior in their users. Thus N deplored the fact that factory work dissipated much of the energy of workers, some of which might, perhaps with the aid of other technologies, be liberated and utilized for creative ends. N's middle-period criticism of the factory worker was in part directed at the latter's emerging tendency to adapt to rather than resist the inertia-inducing character of machine work. One hallmark of N's middle and late works is an attempt to ascertain the full range of benefits and costs19-especially the spiritual ones-of the vari- ous phenomena he considered, e.g., morality, science, art, and technology. Although his treatment of technology is predominantly critical, N, unlike most philosophers, went some way toward achieving a balanced viewpoint in his consideration of technology. He was neither a facile technological optimist nor a categorical detractor of technology. Technology was a double-edged sword: at once a source of opportunities for creative growth and of temptations to inertial decay. The latter might be minimized or re- buffed but could never be finally eliminated. Alienation from the creative human life-force, whether occasioned by technology or not, was a perma- nent possibility in human life. To the mature N, technology-rooted alienation estranged man from his creative energies, often also from his fellows, and on occasion from nature. It could be overcome not, as the young N thought, by administering periodic doses of Greek tragedy or Wagnerian music drama, but by recurrently focussing one's attention and desire on N's evolving ideal of human excellence: the "free spirit" (in the middle works), the "overman" (in the late works). Only to the extent that such a focus was maintained could the individual keep technological and other forms of alienation at bay. Such an orientation also helped prepare the soil for the emergence of a more rational organization of technological relations of production, exchange, and use in future society. For Marx alienation arose not from any inherent vul- nerability of human nature or from the inherently debilitating character of specific technologies but from the deployment of technology in exploitative socio-economic contexts. Further, unlike N, Marx held that technological alienation was the fundamental mode of alienation from which all others derived and that it could be eliminated definitively by a politico-economic transformation of society altering the power relationships governing the con- trol and use of technology. N, ever a disbeliever in imposed revolutionary solutions, placed his fragile hopes on a vigilant will to resist the temptations of life-denying technologies. Inspired by the Nietzschean ideal of human excellence, the individual20 either would avoid traffic with technologies likely to engender in him inertial or dissipative behavior, e.g., the technology of the assembly line or technologies designed to make life "frictionless," or, put positively, would use a particular technology only to the extent that he possessed the power of discrimination and it possessed the characteristics enabling him to turn it-directly or indirectly-to life-affirming and life- enhancing ends and effects.

Nihilism Bad
Nietszche’s denial of being leads to nihilism – Removing all meaning in life – This leads to an endless search for power which never is successful

Hicks – 3  Prof and Chair of Philosophy @ Queens College of the CUNY
(Steven V., “Nietzsche, Heidegger, and Foucault: Nihilism and Beyond,” Foucault and Heidegger: Critical Encounters, Ed. Alan Milchman and Alan Rosenberg, P. 109, Questia)

Here again, one might raise objections to Heidegger's equating of Nietzsche's doctrine of will to power with the metaphysics of subjectivity. After all, Nietzsche often attacked Descartes's “ego cogito” as a logical or linguistic fiction (cf. BGE, §§ 16, 54). Yet according to Heidegger, Nietzsche still follows Descartes's lead in making human beings the subject or foundation of things. Unlike Descartes, however, Nietzsche's subject is not a fixed mental substance, but the body interpreted as a center of instincts, drives, affects, and sublimations, i.e., as will to power. Heidegger claims that this “body as given” idea still involves Nietzsche in a “fixity” that brings him into the philosophy of presence: “Nietzsche argues that being is as fixated, as permanent” (N, 2:200). And this forced sense of presence, Heidegger thinks, leads to the dangers of “radical objectifiability” and to the “disposability of beings, ” i.e., treating beings as nothing but objects of use, control, and management. 32 Moreover, like its Cartesian counterpart, the Nietzschean subject reins supreme over the whole of beings and posits “the measure for the beingness of every … being” (N, 4:121). 33 In claiming that “truths are illusions” and that “Being is an empty fiction, ” Nietzsche “fashions for the subject an absolute power to enjoin what is true and what is false” and hence to define what it means “to be” or “not to be” a being (N, 4:145). According to Nietzsche, what is true—what has being—is that which serves the interest of the subject whose essence is will to power (in the mode of existence of eternal recurrence; cf. N, 2:203). Being is thus reduced to the status of a value or a “condition of the preservation and enhancement of the will to power” (N, 4:176). This is why Heidegger considers Nietzsche the “consummation, ” and not the overcoming, of Western metaphysics: by reducing Being to a value, the doctrine of will to power makes the nihilism of the metaphysical tradition (the assumption that Being itself is nothing and the human will everything) a matter of philosophical principle. 34 Thus Nietzsche's “counter-ideals” of will to power and eternal recurrence, far from overcoming nihilism, actually express or exemplify the loss of any sense of Being, or the withdrawal of Being itself, in favor of beings (i.e., products of human will). As Heidegger reads him, Nietzsche understands Being in terms of value (or what is useful for enhancing the human will) because Being itself has totally withdrawn in default. And this brings to completion traditional metaphysics, which, according to Heidegger, is the history of Being in its withdrawal. As Heidegger sees it, Nietzsche's metaphysics of will to power is “the most extreme withdrawal of Being” and thus “the fulfillment of nihilism proper” (N, 4:204, 232). So Nietzsche brings to completion, in his denial of Being, the very nihilism he wanted to overcome. Far from twisting free of the ascetic ideal, Heidegger claims, Nietzsche 's doctrine of will to power actually provides the basis for its most complete expression in the modern “secularized” ascetic “will-tocontrol” everything. In other words, instead of seeking salvation in a transcendent world by means of ascetic self-denial—the aspect of metaphysics that Nietzsche most obviously rejects—salvation is now, Heidegger claims, sought “exclusively in the free self-development of all the creative powers of man” (N, 4:89). This unlimited expanding of power for power's sake parallels in many ways what Nietzsche characterized as the most terrifying aspect of the ascetic ideal: the pursuit of “truth for truth's sake.” It is, according to Heidegger, the “hidden thorn” in the side of modern humanity (cf. N, 4:99). This “hidden thorn” expresses itself variously in the Protestant “work ethic” and in the “iron cage” of bureaucratic-technological rationality (discussed in the works of Max Weber); it also expresses itself in the various power aims of modern scientific/technological culture as well as in the frenzied impulse to produce and consume things at ever faster rates.  Heidegger even suggests that Nietzsche's own figure of the Overman (Ubermensch) foreshadows the calculating, technological attitude of modern secularized asceticism: “His Overman [stands] for the technological worker-soldier who would disclose all entities as standingreserve necessary for enhancing the ultimately aimless quest for power for its own sake.”35 This emerging technological human, grounded in a control-oriented anthropocentrism, compels entities to reveal only those one-dimensional aspects of themselves that are consistent with the power aims of a technological/productionist culture. Instead of dwelling and thinking in a world unified by what Heidegger metaphorically terms the “fourfold of earth and sky, gods and mortals, ” impoverished modern technocrats occupy a world “bereft of gods” in which thinking becomes calculating, and dwelling becomes tantamount to the “technological domination of nature” and what Nietzsche calls “the common economic management of the earth” in which “mankind will be able to find its best meaning as a machine in the service of this economy” (WP, § 866). Thus citizens come to be viewed primarily as consumers, wilderness is looked upon in terms of “wildlife management areas, ” and genuine human freedom is “replaced by the organized global conquest of the earth, and the thrust into outer space” (N, 4:248). As Heidegger sees it, “our era entertains the illusion that man, having become free for his humanity, has freely taken the universe into his power and disposition” (N, 4:248). In summary, Nietzsche tried to combat the nihilism of the ascetic ideal (e.g., the collapse of the Christian table of values) by bringing forth new nonascetic values that would enhance rather than devalue humanity's will to power. According to Heidegger, however, instead of overcoming nihilism, Nietzsche simply reinforced it. By characterizing Being as an “empty fiction” and “the last smoke of a vaporized reality ” (TI, 2:2, 481), and by degrading it to the status of a value for enhancing the subject's will to power, Nietzsche loses any sense of Being as such. For him it is a mere nothing, a “nihil.” And this brings to completion the “fundamental movement” of history in the West, which is nihilism: the withdrawal of Being itself and the consequent focus on beings as objects for “consolidating the power of Will and for expanding it out beyond itself” in an ever-increasing spiral. 36 As Heidegger sees it, this “eternally recurring” will to power, or “will to will, ” is a will-to-control that only reinforces the nihilism Nietzsche feared: the loss of meaning or direction, the devaluation of the highest values, the  “constructs of domination, ” and the devotion to frenzied consumption and production.
Nietzsche = Nazi
Nietzsche’s philosophies legitimized the Holocaust – His notions of master morality fueled the fire behind genocides of the weak and imperfect framing them as “man’s greatest danger”

Aschheim 97 - Prof of German Cultural and Intellectual History @ Hebrew U, Jersulem 
(Steven E., “Nietzsche, Anti-Semitism and the Holocaust,” Nietzsche and Jewish Culture, Ed. Jacob Golomb, P. 13-16)

 At any rate, what I am proposing here is that both in its overall bio-eugenic political and medical vision, its programmatic obsession with degeneration and regeneration, whether in parodistic form or not, there are clear informing parallels with key Nietzschean categories and goals. From one perspective, as Robert Jay Lifton has recently persuasively argued, Nazism is about the "medicalisation of killing". Its genocidal impulses were implicit within a bio-medical vision and its vast, self-proclaimed programmatic task of racial and eugenic-hygiene. On an unprecedented scale it would assume control of the human biological future, assuring health to positive racial stock and purging humanity of its sick, degenerative elements. Its vision of "violent cure", of murder and genocide as a "therapeutic imperative", Lifton argues, resonates with such Nietzschean themes.40 While every generation may emphasize their particular Nietzsche, there can be little doubt that in the first half of this century various European political circles came to regard him as the deepest diagnostician of sickness and degeneration and its most thoroughgoing regenerative therapist. "The sick", he wrote, "are man's greatest danger; not the evil, not the 'beasts of prey'."41 To be sure, as was his wont, he employed these notions in multiple, shifting ways, as metaphor and irony (he even has a section on "ennoblement through degeneration"42) but most often, most crucially, it was represented (and understood) as a substantial literal danger whose overcoming through drastic measures was the precondition for the urgent re-creation of a "naturalized", non-decadent humankind. Although he was not alone in the wider nineteenth-century quasi-bio-medical, moral, discourse of "degeneration"43 - that highly flexible, politically adjustable tool that cut across the ideological spectrum, able simultaneously to locate, diagnose and resolve a prevalent, though inchoate, sense of social and cultural crisis through an exercise of eugenic labeling and a language of bio-social pathology and potential renewal44 - he formed an integral part in defining and radicalizing it. He certainly constituted its most important conduit into the emerging radical right. What else was Nietzsche's Lebensphilosophie, his reassertion of instinct and his proposed transvaluation whereby the healthy naturalistic ethic replaced the sickly moral one (a central theme conveniently ignored or elided by the current post-structuralist champions of Nietzsche). "Tell me, my brothers", Zarathustra asks, "what do we consider bad and worst of all? Is it not degeneration}'"15 In this world, the reassertion of all that is natural and healthy is dependent upon the ruthless extirpation of those anti-natural ressentiment sources of degeneration who have thoroughly weakened and falsified the natural and aristocratic bases of life. Over and over again, and in different ways, Nietzsche declared that "The species requires that the ill-constituted, weak, degenerate, perish".46 The Nazi bio-political understanding of, and solution to "degeneration", as I have tried to show here and elsewhere, was in multilayered ways explicitly Nietzsche-inspired. From the World War I through its Nazi implementation, Nietzschean exhortations to prevent procreation of "anti-life" elements and his advocacy of euthanasia, of what he called "holy cruelty" - "The Biblical prohibition 'thou shalt not kill'", he noted in The Will to Power, "is a piece of naivete compared with the seriousness of the prohibition of life to decadents: 'thou shalt not procreate!'. . . Sympathy for decadents, equal rights for the ill-constituted - that would be the profoundest immorality, that would be antinature itself as morality!"47 - both inspired and provided a "higher" rationale for theorists and practitioners off such measures.48 The translation of traditional anti-Jewish impulses into genocide and the murderous policies adopted in different degrees to other labeled outsiders (Gypsies, physically and mentally handicapped, homosexuals, criminals, inferior Eastern peoples and Communist political  enemies)   occurred   within  the  distinct  context  of this medico-bio-eugenic vision. There were, to be sure, many building-blocks that went into conceiving and implementing genocide and mass murder but I would argue that this Nietzschean framework of thinking provided a crucial conceptual precondition and his radical sensibility a partial trigger for its implementation. Related to but also going beyond these programmatic parallels and links we must raise another highly speculative, though necessary, issue: the vexed question of enabling preconditions and psychological motivations. Clearly, for events as thick and complex as these no single theoretical or methodological approach or methodology will suffice. Yet, given the extraordinary nature of the events, more conventional modes of historical analysis soon reach their limits and demand novel answers (the study of Nazism has provided them in abundance, some more, some less convincing49). I am not thus claiming exclusiveness for the Nietzschean element at this level of explanation, but rather arguing for his continued and important relevance. To be sure, of late, many accounts of the ideas behind, and the psychological wellsprings enabling, mass murder have been, if anything, anti-Nietzschean in content. For Christopher Browning it was hardly Nietzschean intoxication, the nihilistic belief that "all is permitted", that motivated the "ordinary killers" - but rather prosaic inuring psychological mechanisms such as group conformity, deference to authority, the dulling powers of alcohol and simple (but powerful) processes of routinization.50 For George L. Mosse, far from indicating a dynamic anti-bourgeois Nietzschean revolt, the mass murders represented a defense of bourgeois morality, the attempt to preserve a clean, orderly middle-class world against all those outsider and deviant groups that threatened it.51 These contain important insights but, in my view, leave out crucial experiential ingredients, closely related to the Nietzschean dimension, which must form at least part of the picture. At some point or another, the realization must have dawned on the conceivers and perpetrators of this event that something quite extraordinary, unprecedented, was occurring and that ordinary and middle-class men were committing radically transgressive, taboo-breaking, quite "un-bourgeois" acts.52 Even if we grant the problematic proposition that such acts were done in order to defend bourgeois interests and values, we would want to know about the galvanizing, radicalizing trigger that allowed decision-makers and perpetrators alike to set out in this direction and do the deed. To argue that it was "racism" merely pushes the argument a step backward, for "racism" on its own -while always pernicious - has to be made genocidal. We are left with the issue of the radicalizing, triggering forces. These may be many in number but it seems to me thatNietzsche's determined anti-humanism (an atheism that, as George Lichtheim has noted, differs from the Feuerbachian attempt to replace theism with humanism33), apocalyptic imaginings and exhortatory visions, rendered such a possibility, such an act, conceivable in the first place (or, at the very least, once thought of and given the correct selective readings easily able to provide the appropriate ideological cover). This Nietzschean kind of thought, vocabulary and sensibility constitutes an important (if not the only) long-term enabling precondition of such radical elements in Nazism. With all its affinities to an older conservatism, it was the radically experimental, morality-challenging, tradition-shattering Nietzschean  sensibility that made the vast transformative scale of the Nazi project thinkable. Nietzsche, as  one contemporary commentator has pointed out, "prepared a consciousness that excluded nothing that anyone might think, feel, or do, including unimaginable atrocities carried out on a gigantic order".54 Of course, Nazism was a manifold historical phenomenon and its revolutionary thrust sat side by side with petit-bourgeois, provincial, traditional and conservative impulses.55 But surely, beyond its doctrinal emphases on destruction and violent regeneration, health and disease, the moral and historical significance of Nazism lies precisely in its unprecedented transvaluations and boundary-breaking extremities, its transgressive acts and shattering of previously intact taboos. It is here - however parodistic, selectively mediated or debased - that the sense of Nazism, its informing project and experiential dynamic, as a kind of Nietzschean Great Politics continues to haunt us.
Naturalization Turn
The presumption that suffering and violence are inevitable presumes that human experience will always operate in the same way, naturalizing the subject

Foucault 71 

(Michel, “Nietzsche, Genealogy, and History”)

Historical meaning becomes a dimension of wirkliche Historie to the extent that it places within a process of development everything considered immortal in man. We believe that feelings are immutable, but every sentiment, particularly the noblest, and most disinterested, has a history. We believe in the dull constancy of instinctual life and imagine that it continues to exert its force indiscriminately in the present as it did in the past. But a knowledge of history easily disintegrates this unity, depicts its wavering course, locates its moments of strength and weakness, and defines its oscillating reign. It easily seizes the slow elaboration of instincts and those movements where, in turning upon themselves, they relentlessly set about their self­destruction. We believe, in any event, that the body obeys the exclusive laws of physiology and that it escapes the influence of history, but this too is false. The body is molded by a great many distinct regimes; it is broken down by the rhythms of work, rest, and holidays; it is poisoned by food or values, through eating habits or moral laws; it constructs resistances. "Effective" history differs from traditional history in being without constants. Nothing in man--not even his body--is sufficiently stable to serve as the basis for self-recognition or for understanding other men. The traditional devices for constructing a comprehensive view of history and for retracing the past as a patient and continuous development must be systematically dismantled. Necessarily, we must dismiss those tendencies that encourage the consoling play of recognitions. Knowledge, even under the banner of history, does not depend on "rediscovery," and it emphatically excludes the "rediscovery of ourselves." History becomes "effective" to the degree that it introduces discontinuity into our very being--as it divides our emotions, dramatizes our instincts, multiplies our body and sets it against itself. "Effective" history deprives the self of the reassuring stability of life and nature, and it will not permit itself to be transported by a voiceless obstinacy toward a millennial ending. It will uproot its traditional foundations and relentlessly disrupt its pretended continuity. This is because knowledge is not made for understanding; it is made for cutting.
Making this claim of authority over the meaning of life essentializes suffering rather than describe it by an uncontrollable set of human interactions
Foucault 71 
(Michel, “Nietzsche, Genealogy, and History”)

The Untimely Meditations discussed the critical use of history: its just treatment of the past, its decisive cutting of the roots, its rejection of traditional attitudes of reverence, its liberation of man by presenting him with other origins than those in which he prefers to see himself. Nietzsche, however, reproached critical history for detaching us from every real source and for sacrificing the very movement of life to the exclusive concern for truth. Somewhat later, as we have seen, Nietzsche reconsiders this line of thought he had at first refused, but directs it to altogether different ends. It is no longer a question of judging the past in the name of a truth that only we can possess in the present, but of risking the destruction of the subject who seeks knowledge in the endless deployment of the will to knowledge. In a sense, genealogy returns to the three modalities of history that Nietzsche recognized in 1874. It returns to them in spite of the objections that Nietzsche raised in the name of the affirmative and creative powers of life. But they are metamorphosed:  the veneration of monuments becomes parody; the respect for ancient continuities becomes systematic dissociation; the critique of the injustices of the past by a truth held by men in the present becomes the destruction of the man who maintains knowledge by the injustice proper to the will to knowledge.
Rejection Bad
Complete rejection of the cosmological leads to apocalyptic totalitarianism 

Fasching 93—professor of religious studies at the University of South Florida 

(Darrell J. “The Ethical Challenge of Auschwitz and Hiroshima: Apocalypse or Utopia?” pg.40)

This rejection of the "cosmological" status of the world in favor of the "transvaluation of all values" by Nietzsche's Übermensch represents the other extreme in the apocalyptic distortion of utopian freedom. It is one we could call the existentialist distortion of technological utopianism. If it rejects technicism, it does so only in the name of a countertechnicism. It does so only with the intention of delivering on the promise of technological utopianism that technicism both offers and subverts. It is in effect a total rejection of the cosmological status of the world implied by the Procrustean mythos of technicism in favor of the countertechnicist mythos of Proteusthe myth of our infinite capacity to transform our selves and our world into whatever we desire. 25 Contrary to the technicist myth, the Protean myth sees the world not so much as "the cosmos writ small" but rather as "the human writ large." If the cosmological distortion of utopianism would smother human freedom and creativity in a world of necessity and secure mediocrity that invites an apocalyptic totalitarianism, the existential distortion of technological utopianism, at the other extreme, threatens the stability required by every human society with the danger of an anarchistic-apocalyptic conflict of opposing Nietzchean wills to power. If the cosmological distortion would impose an absolute normative order on society, the existentialist distortion threatens to submerge the human city in a sea of anarchic freedom and nihilistic ethical relativism. In reflecting on the murder of God, Nietzsche asks: "How were we able to drink up the sea? Who gave us the sponge to wipe away the entire horizon? What did we do when we unchained this earth from its sun? Whither is it moving now? Whither are we moving now? Away from all suns? Are we not plunging continually? Backward, sideward, forward, in all directions? Is there any up or down left?"26 Replacing God as creator of the world is a terrifying experience, for suddenly there is no frame of reference, no guiding star, no direction from which one can get one's bearings and begin.
Rejection fails, change is only possible through the political paradigm 

Mackinnon 2K—Elizabeth A. Long Professor of Law at the University of Michigan

(Catherine, “Points Against Postmodernism,” Chicago-Kent Law Review http://www.adelinotorres.com/filosofia/Against%20Postmodernism.pdf)

Postmodernism’s analysis of the social construction of reality is stolen from feminism and the left but gutted of substantive content— producing Marxism without the working class, feminism without women. It’s an abstract critique of abstract subjects. The hall of mirrors (that’s plural) that much of postmodernism substitutes for any attempt to grasp a real social world is an ultimate collapse into liberalism’s relativism regresses. As mildly put by Alan Sokal and Jean Bricmont, “relativism is an extremely weak foundation on which to build a criticism of the existing social order.” 59 Once postmodernism’s various acts of theft and sell-out are exposed, what is left is a pose, an empty gesture of theatrical anarchism (to which Marx’s critique applies), a Hegelian negation of the status quo (and just as determined by it), liberalism’s terrible child (many liberals look plenty grounded and engaged by comparison), a precious politics of abdication and passivism. I do know this: we cannot have this postmodernism and still have a meaningful practice of women’s human rights, far less a women’s movement. Ironically, and how postmodernism loves an irony, just as women have begun to become human, even as we have begun to transform the human so it is something more worth having and might apply to us, we are told by high theory that the human is inherently authoritarian, not worth having, untransformable, and may not even exist—and how hopelessly nineteenth-century of us to want it. 60 (That few of the feminist postmodernists, had it not been for the theory of humanity they criticize, would have been permitted to learn to read and write—this is perhaps a small point.) The reason postmodernism undermines a practice of human rights is not because it corrodes universality. Human rights in the real world are proving far less attached to their Enlightenment baggage than are the intellectuals who guard its theory. The reason is, the reality of violation is the only ground the violated have to stand on to end it. Power and its pretenders think they can dispense with ground because they are in no danger of losing theirs or the power that goes with it. Postmodernism vitiates human rights to the extent it erects itself on its lack of relation to the realities of the subordinated because it is only in social reality that human violation takes place, can be known, and can be stopped. This analysis in turn raises a question feminism has not had to answer before, as critically as we do now, because we never had a theory class before: what is the place of the academy in the movement? Postmodernism, empty as much of it is, is taking up a lot of feminist theoretical energy in this one world that we all go to sleep in and wake up in. Postmodernism is an academic theory, originating in academia with an academic elite, not in the world of women and men, where feminist theory is rooted. In the early 1970s, I (for one) had imagined that feminists doing theory would retheorize life in the concrete rather than spend the next three decades on metatheory, talking about theory, rehashing over and over in this disconnected way how theory should be done, leaving women’s lives twisting in the wind. Too, theorizing about little except other theories of theories provides little experience on how to do it. My feeling is, if the postmodernists took responsibility for changing even one real thing, they would learn more about theory than everything they have written to date put together. Instead, as practiced by postmodernists, the job of theory, as the blood sport of the academic cutting edge, is to observe and pass on and play with these big questions, out of touch with and unaccountable to the lives of the unequal. Their critically-minded students are taught that nothing is real, that disengagement is smart (not to mention careerpromoting), that politics is pantomime and ventriloquism, that reality is a text (reading is safer than acting any day), that creative misreading is resistance (you feel so radical and comfortably marginal), that nothing can be changed (you can only amuse yourself). With power left standing, the feminism of this theory cannot be proven by any living woman. It is time to ask these people: what are you doing?
Political Action Key
Political action is key to counterbalance the will to power—without it atrocities like the Holocaust are inevitable 

Fasching 93—professor of religious studies at the University of South Florida 

(Darrell J. “The Ethical Challenge of Auschwitz and Hiroshima: Apocalypse or Utopia?” pg.28)

Auschwitz and Apocalyptic Madness: From the Death of God to Genocide Scarcely more than half a century after Nietzsche's madman had unleashed his prophecy the Nazis came along to embrace his vision of a normless will to power. Nietzsche had offered a vision of a new type of individual who would have to take charge of human history after the death of God; namely, the Übermensch or self-transcending person. Such individuals would have the courage to "transvalue all values" and remake the world in their own image. Nietzsche, of course, had a somewhat aristocratic vision of these new individuals. But his vision was easily usurped by the Nazis who imagined themselves, the pure Aryan race, as the natural embodiment of this superior human being who would recreate the world through a will to power. The Nazi program of attempted genocide of the Jews is a logical outcome of this new normless situation expressed in Nietzsche's parable of "the Death of God." In a world where power is the final arbiter of values and might makes right, deicide is inexorably followed by genocide. It is not the will to power itself which is unique to the modern situation. The will to power has been present in every age and every culture. What is unique is the presence of the will to power in a culture without counterbalancing norms to hold it in check. In traditional or premodern societies religion played a central and public role in influencing the social order. What all traditional societies have in common is the belief that the order of society is part of a normative order of nature as structured by the sacred ancestors, gods or God. Because the order of society was considered part of the order of nature as divinely established, such societies were conservatively ordered. Society, like nature, was viewed as fixed and given and not an object to be manipulated and changed. Modern society differs fundamentally from all traditional societies in that in the modern world we now understand society as artificial rather than natural. We now see society as a construct, shaped by human decisions, rather than as an extension of nature. The essence of technological civilization is not the transformation of nature, nor is it the proliferation of machines. It is, rather, the awareness of self and society as human constructs that can be shaped and changed. Neither astronomy nor chemistry nor even physics has produced the revolution in self-understanding in which we are caught up. These sciences were revolutionary for an industrial society. The revolutionary sciences for a technological civilization are the human sciencesespecially history, sociology, and anthropology. It was the new comparative sociohistorical consciousness accompanying the emergence of the social sciences in the nineteenth century that gave birth to a consciousness of society as a human product rather than an extension of nature. Society, so understood, is the expression of modern technological consciousness. Industrial society, which attempted to shape and change nature, has been superseded by a technological civilization that seeks to shape and change not only nature but the human self and society. The problem is that the very process by which human beings have come to think of society as capable of being shaped and changed is a secularizing or desacralizing process. The public order of traditional societies was stabilized by the firm belief that this order was part of a value-laden natural order determined by the gods and ancestors. Each society saw its social order through the lens of a sacred myth or story, what Peter Berger calls a sacred canopy, which made its social order appear to be a direct expression of the natural order. But with the emergence of sociohistorical consciousness in the nineteenth century, the variety of cultures strung out through time and across cultural boundaries came to be compared. As a result the natural order of each society came to be seen as an artificial construct and all cultural values came to be thought of as relative. These values no longer appeared, as they had from within each society, as firmly fixed in a cosmic order. Now they appeared as subjective, culturally relative, human options. This is the point at which the fundamental crisis of modern society appears. Because human values in premodern societies were typically embedded in normative myths of natural order, their demythologization, which made it possible to think of changing society at the same time undermined the very norms by which such decisions could be made. Precisely at that point at which human beings became conscious of their ability to shape and change society they lost access to the norms needed to make those decisions. It is this situation, which Nietzsche addresses with his parable of the death of God, that unchained the earth from its sun so that we now drift aimlessly in space without any sense of up or down. We have lost our sense of moral direction. The world we have made for ourselves seems to be the embodiment of Babela confusing pluralism of voices and values. We live, it seems, in a sea of cultural and ethical relativism in which all ethical choice is reduced to arbitrary personal preference. With no rational way to adjudicate moral disputes such disagreements are reduced to ideological struggles based on the will to power. It is the tragic paradox of our time that the increase of our power over nature and society has been in inverse proportion to our capacity to discover a normative consensus by which to govern the exercise of this power. We are faced now with what I believe to be the most serious and pressing problem of our time: the discovery and articulation of the philosophical and theological foundations of a normative social ethic whereby culture itself can be critiqued and hence shaped and changed through those public policies and personal commitments that truly promote the human good.
Perm Solvency
Perm solves – the only way to deconstruct astrofuturism is as a participant

Kilgore 3 -  Associate Professor of English and American and Cultural Studies at Indiana University.
 (De Witt Douglas Kilgore, University of Pennsylvania Press, 2003, “Astrofuturism: Science, Race, and Visions of Utopia in Space,” Print)
An instance of such a scholarly method is provided by Textual Poachers, Henry Jenkins’s valuable study of media fandom. Jenkins emphasizes the importance of exploring a culture from within rather than from without. He acknowledges that it was not “academic curiosity” that led him into his course of study, but his “fannish enthusiasm” for the narratives and the communities within his subset of media culture (5). In other words, Jenkins’s work is motivated by his desire to understand why media culture has the power to move him and so many others. His study, while “not overtly autobiographical… is nevertheless deeply personal” (5). As such, it enables him to stake out a dual position as both a scholar who brings a wealth of disciplinary training to his project and as a participant who has access to otherwise unavailable knowledges and understandings (6).
Only the Perm solves, the alternative of rejection alone fails to overcome. 

Frazer 6 – Phd in political theory from Princetown 

(Michael,  Ph,  The Compassion of Zarathustra: Nietzsche on Sympathy and Strength, http://www.gov.harvard.edu/files/The%20Compassion%20of%20Zarathustra.pdf; WBTR)

The discovery of such an ethically authoritative perspective is the hallmark of Nietzsche’s mature philosophy; he refers to it repeatedly as “the perspective of life.” While Nietzsche undoubtedly holds that there is “no limit to the ways in which the world can be interpreted,” he also maintains that, when seen from the all-important perspective of life, every interpretation can itself be interpreted as “a symptom of growth or decline” (WM 600, p. 326). The question which dominates every aspect of Nietzsche’s writings on virtually all human matters is thus to what extent the phenomenon in question “is life-promoting, life-preserving, species-preserving, perhaps even species-cultivating” (JGB I:4, p. 201). It is from the perspective of life that Nietzsche weighs the uses and disadvantages of history in the untimely meditation of that title, for the sake of life that he revaluates the value of truth itself at the beginning of Beyond Good and Evil, and it is from this same perspective that Nietzsche determines the worth of competing moral systems in On the Genealogy of Morals and elsewhere. “For what reason does Nietzsche privilege this specific perspective,” Henry Staten asks, “and to privilege it so massively as an interpretation of the entire history of his culture? Is it because he thinks it’s true? Not if he’s really a perspectivist. What then?”16 At times, strength and health in life are presented as goals to which every animal, humanity included, strives instinctively (e.g., GM III:7, p. 543). The valuations which result are “more clearly” understood as “physiological demands for the preservation of the preservation of a certain type of life” (JGB 1:3, p. 201). Yet Nietzsche does not hold that the perspective of life is the one which, as a matter of  fact, we all happen to take; to the contrary, many professional valuators (prophets, priests, philosophers, etc.) have assumed an opposite perspective. Nietzsche must therefore argue that there is something wrong with those who refuse to evaluate values in terms of their uses and disadvantages for life. How can we make sense of this “wrongness,” and of the apparently unconditional “ought” which it implies, in a manner consistent with Nietzsche’s work as a whole? The answer to our question lies in the possibility, famously suggested by Martin Heidegger, that Nietzsche may not actually be “nearly so subversive as he himself was wont to pose.”17 Heidegger, for one, argues that Nietzsche succeeds only in “inverting” Platonic metaphysics, never truly “overcoming” it.18 Peter Berkowitz makes an argument analogous to Heidegger’s concerning Nietzsche’s ethics specifically; Nietzsche here emerges as more of an inverted Aristotle than an inverted Plato, analyzing human life in terms of natural potentialities that establish natural virtues or excellences necessary for the good life.19 Berkowitz thus adamantly rejects Nehamas’s contention that Nietzsche’s perspectivism prohibits grading “people and views along a single scale;”20 there is, from the perspective of life, precisely such a single scale of excellence—an order of rank in terms of natural, vital virtue (arete in the Aristotelian sense)—the excellence of the natural aristocracy as established by the teleology of human life. For this reason, John Rawls classifies Nietzsche alongside Aristotle as a “perfectionist.”21  Nietzsche’s conception of human perfection, of course, is rather different from Aristotle’s ideal of virtuous moderation. The excellent man under Nietzsche’s ethics seeks “not virtue but fitness (Renaissance virtue, virtu` , virtue that is moraline-free).” (AC 2, p. 570). In rejecting the content of Aristotelian ethics, however, Nietzsche insists that he has not rejected its categories, most notably that of virtue itself.22 To the contrary, he has done them a great service; “I have imparted to virtue a new charm—the charm of something forbidden,” Nietzsche proudly notes. “It appears as a vice” (WM 328, p. 179). Now in keeping with our vital instincts, this new and improved version of virtue has a natural appeal. “One would make a little boy stare if one asked him: ‘Would you like to become virtuous?’” goes one charming account of this appeal, “but he will open his eyes wide if asked: ‘Would you like to become stronger than your friends?’” (WM 918, p. 485). 

Suffering is only inevitable in a world where affirmative action is not taken, this internal link turns the entire critique, only the permutation has the ability to overcome ressentiment  

May 5—PhD  from Penn State University in 1989, and has been at Clemson since 1991. 
(Todd May, “To change the world, to celebrate life,” Philosophy & Social Criticism 2005 Vol 31 nos 5–6 pp. 517–531nex)
For those among us who seek in philosophy a way to grapple with our lives rather than to solve logical puzzles; for those whose reading and whose writing are not merely appropriate steps toward academic advancement but a struggle to see ourselves and our world in a fresher, clearer light; for those who ﬁnd nourishment among impassioned ideas and go hungry among empty truths: there is a struggle that is often waged within us. It is a struggle that will be familiar to anyone who has heard in Foucault’s sentences the stammering of a fellow human being struggling to speak in words worth hearing. Why else would we read Foucault? We seek to conceive what is wrong in the world, to grasp it in a way that offers us the possibility for change. We know that there is much that is, to use Foucault’s word, ‘intolerable’. There is much that binds us to social and political arrangements that are oppressive, domineering, patronizing, and exploitative. We would like to understand why this is and how it happens, in order that we may prevent its continuance. In short, we want our theories to be tools for changing the world, for offering it a new face, or at least a new expression. There is struggle in this, struggle against ideas and ways of thinking that present themselves to us as inescapable. We know this struggle from Foucault’s writings. It is not clear that he ever wrote about anything else. But this is not the struggle I want to address here. For there is, on the other hand, another search and another goal. They lie not so much in the revisioning of this world as in the embrace of it. There is much to be celebrated in the lives we lead, or in those led by others, or in the unfolding of the world as it is, a world resonant with the rhythms of our voices and our movements. We would like to understand this, too, to grasp in thought the elusive beauty of our world. There is, after all, no other world, except, as Nietzsche taught, for those who would have created another one with which to denigrate our own. In short, we would like our thought to celebrate our lives. To change the world and to celebrate life. This, as the theologian Harvey Cox saw, is the struggle within us. 1 It is a struggle in which one cannot choose sides; or better, a struggle in which one must choose both sides. The abandonment of one for the sake of the other can lead only to disaster or callousness. Forsaking the celebration of life for the sake of changing the world is the path of the sad revolutionary. In his preface to Anti-Oedipus, Foucault writes that one does not have to be sad in order to be revolutionary. The matter is more urgent than that, however. One cannot be both sad and revolutionary. Lacking a sense of the wondrous that is already here, among us, one who is bent upon changing the world can only become solemn or bitter. He or she is focused only on the future; the present is what is to be overcome. The vision of what is not but must come to be overwhelms all else, and the point of change itself becomes lost. The history of the left in the 20th century offers numerous examples of this, and the disaster that attends to it should be evident to all of us by now. The alternative is surely not to shift one’s allegiance to the pure celebration of life, although there are many who have chosen this path. It is at best blindness not to see the misery that envelops so many of our fellow humans, to say nothing of what happens to sentient nonhuman creatures. The attempt to jettison world-changing for an uncritical assent to the world as it is requires a self-deception that I assume would be anathema for those of us who have studied Foucault. Indeed, it is anathema for all of us who awaken each day to an America whose expansive boldness is matched only by an equally expansive disregard for those we place in harm’s way. This is the struggle, then. The one between the desire for life celebration and the desire for world-changing. The struggle between reveling in the contingent and fragile joys that constitute our world and wresting it from its intolerability. I am sure it is a struggle that is not foreign to anyone who is reading this. I am sure as well that the stakes for choosing one side over another that I have recalled here are obvious to everyone. The question then becomes one of how to choose both sides at once. III Maybe it happens this way. You walk into a small meeting room at the back of a local bookstore. There are eight or ten people milling about. They’re dressed in dark clothes, nothing fancy, and one or two of them have earrings or dreadlocks. They vary in age. You don’t know any of them. You’ve never seen them before. Several of them seem to know one another. They are affectionate, hugging, letting a hand linger on a shoulder or an elbow. A younger man, tall and thin, with an open face and a blue baseball cap bearing no logo, glides into the room. Two others, a man and a woman, shout, ‘Tim!’ and he glides over to them and hugs them, one at a time. They tell him how glad they are that he could make it, and he says that he just got back into town and heard about the meeting. You stand a little off to the side. Nobody has taken a seat at the rectangle of folding tables yet. You don’t want to be the ﬁrst to sit down. Tim looks around the room and smiles. Several other people ﬁlter in. You’re not quite sure where to put your hands so you slide them into your jean pockets. You hunch your shoulders. Tim’s arrival has made you feel more of an outsider. But then he sees you. He edges his way around several others and walks up to you and introduces himself. You respond. Tim asks and you tell him that this is your ﬁrst time at a meeting like this. He doesn’t ask about politics but about where you’re from. He tells you he has a friend in that neighborhood and do you know . . . ? Then several things happen that you only vaguely notice because you’re talking with Tim. People start to sit down at the rectangle of tables. One of them pulls out a legal pad with notes on it. She sits at the head of the rectangle; or rather, when she sits down there, it becomes the head. And there’s something you don’t notice at all. You are more relaxed, your shoulders have stopped hunching, and when you sit down the seat feels familiar. The woman at the head of the table looks around. She smiles; her eyes linger over you and a couple of others that you take to be new faces, like yours. She says, ‘Maybe we should begin.’ IV I can offer only a suggestion of an answer here today. It is a suggestion that brings together some thoughts from the late writings of Maurice Merleau-Ponty with those of Foucault, in order to sketch not even a framework for thought, but the mere outlines of a framework. It is not a framework that would seek to ﬁnd the unconscious of each in the writings of the other. Neither thinker ﬁnishes or accomplishes the other. (Often, for example regarding methodology, they do not even agree.) Rather, it is a framework that requires both of them, from their very different angles, in order to be able to think it. My goal in constructing the outlines of this framework is largely philosophical. That is to say, the suggestion I would like to make here is not one for resolving for each of us the struggle of life-celebration and world-changing, but of offering a way to conceive ourselves that allows us to embrace both sides of this battle at the same time. Given the thinkers I have chosen as reference points, it will be no surprise when I say that that conception runs through the body. Let me start with Merleau-Ponty. In his last writings, particularly in The Visible and the Invisible, he offers a conception of the body that is neither at odds nor even entangled with the world, but is of the very world itself. His concept of the ﬂesh introduces a point of contact that is also a point of undifferentiation. The ﬂesh, Merleau-Ponty writes, ‘is the coiling over of the visible upon the seeing body, of the tangible upon the touching body, which is attested in particular when the body sees itself, touches itself seeing and touching the things, such that, as tangible it descends among them’. 2 We must recall this economy of the ﬂesh before we turn to Foucault. There is, for Merleau-Ponty, a single Being. Our world is of that Being, and we are of our world. We are not something that confronts the world from outside, but are born into it and do not leave it. This does not mean that we cannot remove ourselves from the immediacy of its grasp. What it means is that to remove ourselves from that immediacy is neither the breaking of a bond nor the discovery of an original dichotomy or dualism. What is remarkable about human beings is precisely our capacity to confront the world, to reﬂect upon it, understand it, and change it, while still being of a piece with it. To grasp this remarkable character, it is perhaps worth recalling Gilles Deleuze’s concept of the fold. The world is not composed of different parts; there is no transcendent, whether of God or of subjectivity. The world is one. As Deleuze sometimes says, being is univocal. This oneness is not, however, inert or inanimate. Among other things, it can fold over on itself, creating spaces that are at once insides and outsides, at once different from and continuous with one another. The ﬂesh is a fold of Being in this sense. It is of the world, and yet encounters it as if from a perceptual or cognitive distance. It is a visibility that sees, a tangible that touches, an audible that hears. Merleau-Ponty writes: There is vision, touch when a certain visible, a certain tangible, turns back upon the whole of the visible, the whole of the tangible, of which it is a part, or when suddenly it ﬁnds itself surrounded by them, or when between it and them, and through their commerce, is formed a Visibility, a Tangible in itself, which belong properly neither to the body qua fact nor to the world qua fact . . . and which therefore form a couple, a couple more real than either of them. 3 For Merleau-Ponty, thought and reﬂection do not attach themselves to this ﬂesh from beyond it, but arise through it. As our body is of this world, our thought is of our bodies, its language of a piece with the world it addresses. ‘[I]f we were to make completely explicit the architectonics of the human body, its ontological framework, and how it sees itself and hears itself, we would see the possibilities of language already given in it.’ 4 This conception of the body as ﬂesh of the world is not foreign to Foucault, although of course the terms Merleau-Ponty uses are not his. We might read Foucault’s politics as starting from here, inaugurated at the point of undifferentiation between body and world. The crucial addition he would make is that that point of undifferentiation is not historically inert. The body/world nexus is inscribed in a history that leaves its traces on both at the same time, and that crosses the border of the ﬂesh and reaches the language that arises from it, and the thought that language expresses. How does this work? V Maybe it doesn’t happen that way. Maybe it happens another way. Maybe you walk into a room at a local community center. The room is large, but there aren’t many people, at least yet. There’s a rectangular table in the center, and everyone is sitting around it. A couple of people look up as you walk in. They nod slightly. You nod back, even more slightly. At the head of the table is someone with a legal pad. She does not look up. She is reading the notes on the pad, making occasional marks with the pen in her right hand. Other people come in and take places at the table. One or two of them open laptop computers and look for an outlet. Eventually, the table ﬁlls up and people start sitting in chairs behind the table. Your feel as though you’re in an inner circle where you don’t belong. You wonder whether you should give up your chair and go sit on the outside with the others who are just coming in now. Maybe people notice you, think you don’t belong there. At this moment you’d like to leave. You begin to feel at once large and small, visually intrusive and an object of scrutiny. You don’t move because maybe this is OK after all. You just don’t know. The room is quiet. A couple of people cough. Then the woman seated at the head of the table looks up. She scans the room as if taking attendance. She says, ‘Maybe we should begin.’ VI Merleau-Ponty’s discussion of the body as ﬂesh is an ontological one. Although he does not see the body as remote from its historical inscription, his discussion does not incorporate the role such inscription plays. For a body to be of the world is also for it to be temporal, to be encrusted in the continuous emerging of the world over time. And this emerging is not abstract; rather, it is concrete. The body/world nexus evolves during particular historical periods. This fold of the ﬂesh, this body, is not nowhere and at any time. It is there, then; or it is here, now. A body is entangled within a web of speciﬁc events and relations that, precisely because it is of this world, are inescapably a part of that body’s destiny. As Merleau-Ponty tells us in Phenomenology of Perception, ‘our open and personal existence rests on an initial foundation of acquired and stabilized existence. But it could not be otherwise, if we are temporality, since the dialectic of acquisition and future is what constitutes time.’ 5 The medium for the body’s insertion into a particular net of events and relations is that of social practices. Our bodies are not ﬁrst and foremost creatures of the state or the economy, no more than they are atomized wholes distinct from the world they inhabit. Or better, they are creatures of the state and the economy inasmuch as those appear through social practices, through the everyday practices that are the ether of our lives. Social practices are the sedimentation of history at the level of the body. When I teach, when I write this article, when I run a race or teach one of my children how to ride a bicycle, my body is oriented in particular ways, conforming to or rejecting particular norms, responding to the constraints and restraints of those practices as they have evolved in interaction with other practices over time. Through its engagement in these practices, my body has taken on a history that is not of my making but is nevertheless part of my inheritance. It is precisely because, as Merleau-Ponty has written, the body and the world are not separate things but rather in a chiasmic relation that we can think this inheritance. And it is because of Foucault’s histories that we can recognize that this inheritance is granted through speciﬁc social practices. And of course, as Foucault has taught us, social practices are where the power is. It is not, or not simply, at the level of the state or the modes of production where power arises. It is, as he sometimes puts it, at the capillaries. One of the lessons of Discipline and Punish is that, if the soul is the prison of the body, this is because the body is inserted into a set of practices that create for it a soul. These practices are not merely the choices of an individual whose thought surveys the world from above, but instead the fate of a body that is of a particular world at a particular time and place. Moreover, these practices are not merely in service to a power that exists outside of them; they are mechanisms of power in their own right. It is not because Jeremy Bentham disliked the prison population that the Panopticon became a grid for thinking about penal institutions. It is instead because the evolution of penal practices at that time created an opening for the economy of visibility that the Panopticon represented. When Foucault writes that . . . the soul has a reality, it is produced permanently around, on, within the body by the functioning of a power that is exercised on those punished – and, in a more general way, on those one supervises, trains and corrects, over madmen, children at home and at school, the colonized, over those who are stuck at a machine and supervised for the rest of their lives 6 his claim is informed by four other ones that lie behind it: that bodies are of a piece with the world, that the body/world nexus is a temporal one, that the medium of that corporeal temporality is the practices a body is engaged in, and that that medium is political as well as social. The last three claims are, of course, of the framework of Foucault’s thought. The ﬁrst one is the ontological scaffolding provided by Merleau-Ponty. And it is by means of all four that we can begin to conceive things so as to be able to choose both world-changing and lifecelebrating at the same time. VII It could happen yet another way. Increasingly, it does. There is no meeting. There are no tables and no legal pads. Nobody sits down in a room together, at least nobody sits down at a place you know about. There may not even be a leaﬂet. Maybe you just got an email that was forwarded by someone you know slightly and who thought you might be interested. At the bottom there’s a link, in case you want to unsubscribe. If you don’t unsubscribe you get more notices, with petitions to sign or times and places for rallies or teach-ins or marches. Maybe there’s also a link for feedback or a list for virtual conversations or suggestions. If you show up, it’s not to something you put together but to something that was already in place before you arrived. How did you decide on this rally or teach-in? You sat in front of your computer screen, stared at it, pondering. Maybe you emailed somebody you know, asking for their advice. Is it worth going? If it’s on campus you probably did. It matters who will see you, whether you have tenure, how much you’ve published. There are no Tims here. You’ve decided to go. If it’s a teach-in, you’ve got plausible deniability; you’re just there as an observer. If it’s a rally, you can stand to the side. But maybe you won’t do that. The issue is too important. You don’t know the people who will be there, but you will stand among them, walk among them. You will be with them, in some way. Bodies at the same time and place. You agree on the issue, but it’s a virtual agreement, one that does not come through gestures or words but through sharing the same values and the same internet connections. As you march, as you stand there, nearly shoulder to shoulder with others of like mind, you’re already somewhere else, telling this story to someone you know, trying to get them to understand the feeling of solidarity that you are projecting back into this moment. You say to yourself that maybe you should have brought a friend along. VIII There are many ways to conceive the bond between world-changing and life-celebrating. Let me isolate two: one that runs from Merleau-Ponty to Foucault, from the body’s chiasmic relation with the world to the politics of its practices; and the other one running back in the opposite direction. The ontology Merleau-Ponty offers in his late work is one of wonder. Abandoning the sterile philosophical debates about the relation of mind and body, subject and object, about the relation of reason to that which is not reason, or the problem of other minds, his ontology forges a unity of body and world that puts us in immediate contact with all of its aspects. No longer are we to be thought the self-enclosed creatures of the philosophical tradition. We are now in touch with the world, because we are of it. Art, for example, does not appeal solely to our minds; its beauty is not merely a matter of the convergence of our faculties. We are moved by art, often literally moved, because our bodies and the work of art share the same world. As Merleau-Ponty says, ‘I would be at great pains to say where is the painting I am looking at. For I do not look at it as I do a thing; I do not ﬁx it in its place. My gaze wanders in it as in the halos of Being. It is more accurate to say that I see according to it, or with it, than that I see it.’ 7 It is only because my body is a fold of this world that art can affect me so. But this affection is also a vulnerability. As my look can happen according to a work of art, so it can happen according to a social practice. And even more so in proportion as that social practice and its effects are suffused through the world in which I carry on my life, the world my body navigates throughout the day, every day. I do not have a chance to look according to a painting by Cezanne very often; but I do encounter the effects of normalization as it has ﬁltered through the practices of my employment, of my students’ upbringing, and of my family’s expectations of themselves and one another. The vulnerability of the body, then, is at once its exposure to beauty and its opening to what is intolerable. We might also see things from the other end, starting from politics and ending at the body. I take it that this is what Foucault suggests when he talks about bodies and pleasures at the end of the ﬁrst volume of the History of Sexuality. If we are a product of our practices and the conception of ourselves and the world that those practices have fostered, so to change our practices is to experiment in new possibilities both for living and, inseparably, for conceiving the world. To experiment in sexuality is not to see where the desire that lies at the core of our being may lead us; that is simply the continuation of our oppression by other means. Rather, it is to construct practices where what is at issue is no longer desire but something else, something that might go by the name of bodies and pleasures. In doing so, we not only act differently, we think differently, both about ourselves and about the world those selves are inseparable from. And because these experiments are practices of our bodies, and because our bodies are encrusted in the world, these experiments become not merely acts of political resistance but new folds in the body/ world nexus. To construct new practices is to appeal to aspects or possibilities of the world that have been previously closed to us. It is to offer novel, and perhaps more tolerable, engagements in the chiasm of body and world. Thus we might say of politics what Merleau-Ponty has said of painting, that we see according to it. Here, I take it, is where the idea of freedom in Foucault lies. For Foucault, freedom is not a metaphysical condition. It does not lie in the nature of being human, nor is it a warping, an atomic swerve, in the web of causal relations in which we ﬁnd ourselves. To seek our freedom in a space apart from our encrustation in the world is not so much to liberate ourselves from its inﬂuence as to build our own private prison. Foucault once said: There’s an optimism that consists in saying that things couldn’t be better. My optimism would consist rather in saying that so many things can be changed, fragile as they are, bound up more with circumstances than with necessities, more arbitrary than self-evident, more a matter of complex, but temporary, historical circumstances than with inevitable anthropological constraints . . . 8 That is where to discover our freedom. IX And what happens from there? From the meetings, from the rallies, from the petitions and the teach-ins? What happens next? There is, after all, always a next. If you win this time – end aid to the contras, divest from apartheid South Africa, force debt-forgiveness by technologically advanced countries – there is always more to do. There is the de-unionization of workers, there are gay rights, there is Burma, there are the Palestinians, the Tibetans. There will always be Tibetans, even if they aren’t in Tibet, even if they aren’t Asian. But is that the only question: Next? Or is that just the question we focus on? What’s the next move in this campaign, what’s the next campaign? Isn’t there more going on than that? After all, engaging in political organizing is a practice, or a group of practices. It contributes to making you who you are. It’s where the power is, and where your life is, and where the intersection of your life and those of others (many of whom you will never meet, even if it’s for their sake that you’re involved) and the buildings and streets of your town is. This moment when you are seeking to change the world, whether by making a suggestion in a meeting or singing at a rally or marching in silence or asking for a signature on a petition, is not a moment in which you don’t exist. It’s not a moment of yours that you sacriﬁce for others so that it no longer belongs to you. It remains a moment of your life, sedimenting in you to make you what you will become, emerging out of a past that is yours as well. What will you make of it, this moment? How will you be with others, those others around you who also do not cease to exist when they begin to organize or to protest or to resist? The illusion is to think that this has nothing to do with you. You’ve made a decision to participate in world-changing. Will that be all there is to it? Will it seem to you a simple sacriﬁce, for this small period of time, of who you are for the sake of others? Are you, for this moment, a political ascetic? Asceticism like that is dangerous. X Freedom lies not in our distance from the world but in the historically fragile and contingent ways we are folded into it, just as we ourselves are folds of it. If we take Merleau-Ponty’s Being not as a rigid foundation or a truth behind appearances but as the historical folding and refolding of a univocity, then our freedom lies in the possibility of other foldings. Merleau-Ponty is not insensitive to this point. His elusive concept of the invisible seems to gesture in this direction. Of painting, he writes: the proper essence of the visible is to have a layer of invisibility in the strict sense, which it makes present as a certain absence . . . There is that which reaches the eye directly, the frontal properties of the visible; but there is also that which reaches it from below . . . and that which reaches it from above . . . where it no longer participates in the heaviness of origins but in free accomplishments. 9 Elsewhere, in The Visible and the Invisible, he says: if . . . the surface of the visible, is doubled up over its whole extension with an invisible reserve; and if, ﬁnally, in our ﬂesh as the ﬂesh of things, the actual, empirical, ontic visible, by a sort of folding back, invagination, or padding, exhibits a visibility, a possibility that is not the shadow of the actual but its principle . . . an interior horizon and an exterior horizon between which the actual visible is a partitioning and which, nonetheless, open indeﬁnitely only upon other visibles . . . 10 What are we to make of these references? We can, to be sure, see the hand of Heidegger in them. But we may also, and for present purposes more relevantly, see an intersection with Foucault’s work on freedom. There is an ontology of freedom at work here, one that situates freedom not in the private reserve of an individual but in the unﬁnished character of any historical situation. There is more to our historical juncture, as there is to a painting, than appears to us on the surface of its visibility. The trick is to recognize this, and to take advantage of it, not only with our thoughts but with our lives. And that is why, in the end, there can be no such thing as a sad revolutionary. To seek to change the world is to offer a new form of life-celebration. It is to articulate a fresh way of being, which is at once a way of seeing, thinking, acting, and being acted upon. It is to fold Being once again upon itself, this time at a new point, to see what that might yield. There is, as Foucault often reminds us, no guarantee that this fold will not itself turn out to contain the intolerable. In a complex world with which we are inescapably entwined, a world we cannot view from above or outside, there is no certainty about the results of our experiments. Our politics are constructed from the same vulnerability that is the stuff of our art and our daily practices. But to refuse to experiment is to resign oneself to the intolerable; it is to abandon both the struggle to change the world and the opportunity to celebrate living within it. And to seek one aspect without the other – life-celebration without world-changing, world-changing without life-celebration – is to refuse to acknowledge the chiasm of body and world that is the wellspring of both. If we are to celebrate our lives, if we are to change our world, then perhaps the best place to begin to think is our bodies, which are the openings to celebration and to change, and perhaps the point at which the war within us that I spoke of earlier can be both waged and resolved. That is the fragile beauty that, in their different ways, both MerleauPonty and Foucault have placed before us. The question before us is whether, in our lives and in our politics, we can be worthy of it. XI So how might you be a political body, woven into the fabric of the world as a celebrator and as a changer? You went to the meeting, and then to the demonstration. How was it there? Were the bodies in harmony or in counterpoint? Did you sing with your feet, did your voice soar? Did your mind come alive? Did you see possibilities you had not seen before? Were there people whose words or clothes, or even the way they walked hand in hand (how long has it been since you’ve walked hand in hand with someone out in public?) offer you a possibility, or make you feel alive as well as righteous? And how about those people off to the side, the ones on the sidewalk watching? Maybe they just stared, or maybe nodded as you went past. Or maybe some of them shouted at you to stop blocking the streets with your nonsense. Did you recoil within yourself, see yourself as in a mirror, or as the person at Sartre’s keyhole who’s just been caught? Did you feel superior to them, smug in your knowledge? Or did they, too, show you something you might learn from? Are they you at another moment, a moment in the past or in the future? Are they your parents that you have not explained to, sat down beside, or just shared a meal with? That one over there, the old man slightly stooped in the long overcoat: whom does he remind you of? What message might he have unwittingly brought for you? And why does it have to be a demonstration? You go to a few meetings, a few more demonstrations. You write some letters to legislators. You send an email to the President. And then more meetings. The next thing you know, you’re involved in a political campaign. By then you may have stopped asking why. This is how it goes: demonstrations, meetings with legislators, internet contacts. Does it have to be like this? Are demonstrations and meetings your only means? Do they become, sooner or later, not only means but ends? And what kinds of ends? In some sense they should always be ends: a meeting is a celebration, after all. But there are other ends as well. You go to the meeting because that fulﬁlls your obligation to your political conscience. Does it come to that? There are other means, other ends. Other means/ends. Some people ride bicycles, en masse, slowly through crowded urban streets. You want environmentalism? Then have it. The streets are beautiful with their tall corniced buildings and wide avenues. To ride a bike through these streets instead of hiding in the armor of a car would be exhilarating. If enough of you do it together it would make for a pleasant ride, as well as a little lived environmentalism. Would you want to call it a demonstration? Would it matter? There are others as well who do other things with their bodies, more dangerous things. Some people have gone to Palestine in order to put their bodies between the Palestinians and the Israeli soldiers and settlers who attack them. They lie down next to Palestinians in front of the bulldozers that would destroy homes or build a wall through a family’s olive orchard. They feel the bodies of those they are in solidarity with. They smell the soil of Palestine as they lay there. Sometimes, they are harmed by it. A young woman, Rachel Corrie, was deliberately crushed by a US bulldozer operated by an Israeli soldier as she kneeled in front of a Palestinian home, hoping to stop its demolition. To do politics with one’s body can be like this. To resist, to celebrate, is also to be vulnerable. The world that you embrace, the world of which you are a part, can kill you too. And so you experiment. You try this and you try that. You are a phenomenologist and a genealogist. You sense what is around you, attend to the way your body is encrusted in your political involvements. And you know that that sensing has its own history, a history that often escapes you even as it envelops you. There is always more to what you are, and to what you are involved in, than you can know. So you try to keep vigilant, seeking the possibilities without scorning the realities. It’s a difﬁcult balance. You can neglect it if you like. Many do. But your body is there, woven into the fabric of all the other bodies, animate and inanimate. Whether you like it or not, whether you recognize it or not. The only question is whether you will take up the world that you are of, or leave it to others, to those others who would be more than willing to take your world up for you.
